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April 26th, 2025

Dear Planning and Zoning Members,

As a Saugatuck area Westport resident, | support development in Saugatuck and commend
efforts to enhance the area. However, | urge that “The Hamlet” project be thoughtfully
reduced in size to align with the explicit and implicit intent of the text amendment, which

states as you know:

e “Zoning regulations prevent a development from making a bad traffic situation
worse”

“Where it is projected that the additional traffic resulting from the project will exceed a
volume/Capacity of .8 at the intersection, reduce level of Service to “D’ or below for the
intersection as a whole, or further reduce the Level of Service when it is already at “D”
or below for any movement at the intersection, the commission may at its discretion

require that:

o Provision be made by the applicant for the improvement of said inadequate
condition or

o The proposed project be otherwise reduced or modified to mitigate the
adverse impacts

”n

e |n addition, the applicant included the following as a potential design strategy to
ensure they don’t make traffic worse. “Design a balanced project with Low unit count,

low traffic intensity and not rush hour dependent”

| understand the applicant is stating the traffic analysis has been accepted as is by the peer
review expert. | would like to point out some key deficiencies in the report submitted by the
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applicant.

e Only 7 of the 11 properties have been included in the analysis

e Hiawatha development impact has not been included
e The use of Lot 8 has not been included

Presented below you will see the impact analysis from the applicant’s consultant SLR report

on March 10t 2025 which shows the impact of the 7-property development and assumed
improvements from CT DOT, town of Westport and the Cribari Bridge. You will notice that
Saugatuck Ave has many of its intersections at a “D” or “E” after assumed improvements. This
analysis excludes the impact of the use of Lot 8 and the Hiawatha project. When this is added,
when this is done in 3-5 years, lot 8 will be used and the Hiawatha project will be done.

And separately, you will see the Cribari bridge intersection is at an E. When you add in the
additional 4 developments this could impact all of these intersections.
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| respectfully request that you conduct your own independent traffic study which would
include:

1) The impact of all 11 properties developed, not just 7 (This is the entire text
amendment - GBD/SM area)

2) The impact of Hiawatha development

3) The use of Lot 8



4) Include an LOS (loss of service) analysis for all the intersections for transparency.
The peer review lacked this level of detail and the applicant reports lack transparency
on this, especially for before and after development.

5) Provide transparency to the impact of traffic after development without
improvements, which the applicant has not provided

6) Layerin the improvements assumed to see what the impact each has just in case
some of them are not achieved

Another example of where the traffic gets worse is Park Street/Charles Street at Charles and
Commuter lot driveway. You will notice in the new report this intersection is not addressed.
This intersection is highlighted in the SRL report dated January 23, 2025, page 15. The
northern Charles Street traffic during weekday afternoons (commuter time) drops from LOS C
to LOS F and on Saturday midday drops from LOS B to LOS E. Now several mitigations were
investigated and none were found to improve the situation. The consultant recommends
talking to CTDOT to get a recommendation. These are significant changes that will impact the
general welfare of Westport residents during key commuting hours and during key weekend
times when people are moving about town. And this result is before adding in the additional
areas mentioned above.

Finally, | respectfully ask you that you add in the additional projects that will directly impact
this area. And since | expect this to decrease the LOS, or increase congestion, and since there
is already a negative impact on traffic | also respectfully ask that you do the right thing and
utilize your authority to downsize this project to make sure improvements will make traffic
better since keeping traffic the same, at an E or an F, is not a satisfactory situation for the
residents of Westport. The traffic issue was brought up by the publicin 2022, loud and clear.
And at that time, the P&Z assured residents they would investigate this and ensure that it
would take the right action, if traffic was impacted. This exact sentiment is written into the
text amendment. | appreciate this action is not an easy one and appreciate you and your
efforts.

Respectfully,
Michele Paquette
Saugatuck area, Westport resident

7 Norport Drive

PS - Additional background:



In referring to the traffic analysis by the applicant and the P&Z peer review discussion you
didn’t hear all of the potential assumptions that were made to ensure that a bad traffic
situation is not made worse. | realize you are reviewing a lot, so here is a summary of
assumptions taken from the SLR traffic analysis presentation dated March 2025:

e Westport safety action plan for the Cribari Bridge crossing would be implemented,
a pedestrian signal upgrade and a modern roundabout added

e Bridge crossing upgrade by CTDOT

o On a Riverside intersection a future traffic signal and midblock cross study would
be conducted

e Assumed events at the barn of 300 people during the week and 500 people on
Saturday

e Asyou heard, assumed CTDOT proposal for traffic signal and pedestrian
improvements are completed — Saugatuck center

The analysis relies on future enhancements beyond the CTDOT that the applicant is not
involved with or leading. It relies on the Cribari Bridge improvement which is a completely
unknown and the town of Westport to implement its safety plan. The Cribari bridge and the
Westport safety plan were to alleviate traffic issues that all of Westport residents experience
today. The applicant is proposing that these investments facilitate an 800% increase in FAR
and that the community continue to deal with traffic issues because their own analysis
demonstrates that the traffic would be the same as today and in some cases worse.

And, as demonstrated from the applicant’s analysis, the new developments traffic flow is rush

hour dependent and does increase intensity which goes against the applicant’s original
recommendation made in the text amendment.



