E Outlook

RE: Public Comment: "The Hamlet" Development Traffic Analysis

From Kalluri, Sharat K <kallurisk@cdmsmith.com>
Date Mon 4/28/2025 11:30 AM

To  Perillie, Michelle <mperillie@westportct.gov>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Town of Westport's email system. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Michelle:

Please see below my responses. Could we have quick call today on a few of these items? Please let me know a time that
works for you.

Sharat K. Kalluri, PE, PTOE, PMP

Senior Project Manager

CDM Smith

101 E. River Drive, Suite 1A

East Hartford, CT 06108

860.808.2268 (Direct)

203.927.6065 (Mobile)

Connect with me on LinkedIn and Twitter @SharatKalluri
cdmsmith.com

From: Perillie, Michelle <mperillie@westportct.gov>

Sent: Monday, April 28, 2025 6:47 AM

To: Kalluri, Sharat K <kallurisk@cdmsmith.com>

Subject: Fw: Public Comment: "The Hamlet" Development Traffic Analysis

Hi Shara, see comment below. Could you respond by tonight in written form?
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Lebowitz Paul <plebowitz@westportct.gov>

Sent: Saturday, April 26, 2025 8:02 PM

To: Perillie, Michelle <mperillie@westportct.gov>

Subject: Fwd: Public Comment: "The Hamlet" Development Traffic Analysis

Michelle, please forward this email to Sharat and tell him | would like him to specifically comment on each one
of her points... ask him if it's possible to have it for Monday night...

Thank you.

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Michele Paquette <paquet365@gmail.com>

Date: April 26, 2025 at 7:49:02 PM EDT

To: Lebowitz Paul <plebowitz@westportct.gov>

Cc: Planning and Zoning <PANDZ@uwestportct.gov>, "Valante, Michael"
<mvalante@westportct.gov>, "Laskin, Nicole" <nlaskin@westportct.gov>, "Injeski, Breanne"
<binjeski@westportct.gov>, "Bolton, John" <jbolton@westportct.gov>, "Wistreich, Amy"
<awistreich@westportct.gov>, "Calise, Michael" <mcalise@westportct.gov>, Zucaro Patrizia
<pzucaro@westportct.gov>, Cammeyer Michael <mcammeyer@westportct.gov>, Cohn Neil




<ncohn@uwestportct.gov>, "Mandell, Matthew" <mmandell@westportct.gov>, "Tait, Chris"
<ctait@westportct.gov>, "Bloom, Andrew" <abloom@westportct.gov>, "Purcell, Kristin"
<kpurcell@westportct.gov>

Subject: Public Comment: "The Hamlet" Development Traffic Analysis

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Town of Westport's email system. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

April 26", 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

e In 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”

The applicant is proposing mitigation at the Charles Street/Franklin Street and Charles Street/Riverside Avenue
intersection with intersection improvements and signal coordination/timings. As part of the peer review, we have
requested that the P&Z commission make this as a condition of approval. The v/c ratio and the level of service at
rest of the signalized intersections are improved by signal retiming between the 2028 background and combined
conditions based on the tables and analysis presented in the Appendix of SLR’s traffic study. At the unsignalized
intersections of Saugatuck Avenue/Charles Street/Parking lot, Saugatuck Avenue/Ferry Lane, and Park
Street/Charles Street/Commuter Lot driveway, certain movements are anticipated at operate at LOS F during the
weekday morning or evening peak hour under the 2028 combined conditions (with the project in place). However,
this deterioration in level of service is not attributed to this development. In addition, based on review of the
traffic volumes at these locations, a traffic signal will likely not be warranted as a mitigation solution.

I 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 applicant.

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

CDM Smith’s peer review is based on the development plan provide by the applicant. SLR’s
traffic study has a trip generation table (Table 2) which lists the land use part of the
development plan for this application. This is the basis of the anticipated site traffic generated
by this development. We would defer to the Town for further clarification on the 7 vs. 11
properties referred here.

» Hiawatha development impact has not been included.

The SLR traffic study includes the Hiawatha development as a background condition (Please
refer to Page 8 of the SLR Traffic Study).



e The use of Lot 8 has not been included

We would defer this comment to the applicant’s team relative to the closure of Lot 8 due to
construction. Based on the traffic study, the traffic counts were completed on October 2, 3, and
5, 2024. If Lot 8 was closed during that time, the traffic counts at the Saugatuck
Avenue/Charles Street/Lot 8 driveway intersection are not reflective of the traffic volumes
entering and exiting Lot 8. However, we anticipate that the proposed development will not
contribute additional traffic to Lot 8 (please refer to Figures 13 and 14 in the SLR traffic study).
These figures show that the traffic associated with the development is turning left on
Saugatuck Avenue (entering) and turning right on Charles Street (exiting).

Presented below you will see the impact analysis from the applicant’s consultant SLR report on March 10“‘,
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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I 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)
Please see above response to this comment.
2) The impact of Hiawatha development
Please see above response to this comment.

3) Theuse of Lot 8



Please see above response to this comment.

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.

The tables in the back of the report (in the appendix) provided a comparison in levels of service
before and after the development (with mitigation). There was no traffic analysis provided for the
after-development condition without mitigation. This is fine to us provided the applicant is going to
implement the mitigation suggested in the report. In our peer review report, we requested the P&Z
commission make this a condition of approval.

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

Please see above.

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

In our opinion, the applicant should be required to implement all the proposed roadway
improvements and ensure that these are achievable before the proposed development can open. It is
our understanding that there isn’t a phasing plan proposed by the applicant’s team. Therefore, all the
proposed roadway improvements must be in place before the opening of the development.

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
e 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.



