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Wellesley Sports Center, LLC has submitted updated traffic documents to address the questions and concerns raised by Beta Group, Inc, the Town’s traffic consultants and the Board at their May 22 meeting. 
PSI Overview 
Rather than describe PSI from a zoning standpoint, I thought it might be helpful for the Board to understand the basic role of PSI and the Board’s role in the PSI review process. Project Approval (PSI and Site Plan Approval) is a method for the Town to look at the off-site impacts (PSI) and on-site impacts (Site Plan Review) a project has on the Town infrastructure, abutting properties, and community character from both a functional (zoning) and aesthetic (Design Review Board, ZBA) perspective. PSI is a mechanism for large projects consisting of new construction over 10,000 square feet to be reviewed to determine if the Town’s infrastructure can handle any increased demands. These off-site factors include water, sewer, stormwater, electric, fire, refuse, and traffic. 

PSI is a form of site plan review and is difficult to deny unless extraordinary circumstances present themselves that would endanger the public health and welfare of a community. The outcomes expected in a PSI are to identify any existing deficiencies in town infrastructure, assess the new impacts caused by the project, and to determine mitigation to remedy the impacts created. Following the review of the Municipal Systems Analysis, the Planning Board may propose specific design alternatives or may negotiate on behalf of the Town improvements to municipal infrastructure to bring a substandard facility to the minimum service standard.

PSI has thresholds, which specify whether mitigation is necessary, and PSI can ONLY look at the incremental impact a project has on infrastructure. For instance, Route 9 is a heavily congested roadway during commute hours; PSI is not going to resolve the congestion in total, but will assess what the added trips from the project will do to the road network. 

Road Network
PSI is specific in what intersections or roadways can be reviewed as part of the scope of a project. Impacted roadways in PSI must meet a 2-prong test. The first prong is that a particular road segment or an approach to a signalized intersection must see an increase of 20 or more vehicles in a single direction during any single hour. The second prong is that in addition to the 20+ vehicles at a signalized intersection the Average Daily Trip (ADT) must increase by 5%. The ADT is average traffic volumes that a road typically sees on a daily basis. The traffic study generally reviews data from 1 or 2 regular days and 1 weekend day to determine the average volume or trips. Keep in mind trips include entering and exiting the site. If the project does not meet the 5% as part of the review, in addition to prong 1, then we look at unsignalized intersections. For an unsignalized intersection to count towards a projects review it must have an additive 50 or more vehicles during a peak hour of operation of the business. This is important because it is not peak hour of traffic in the community– it is the peak hour of traffic that the business/project is creating. If a project does not meet these specific criteria, traffic falls off as a component of the PSI review. In some cases there are two other factors that the Town can pursue including the condition of the roadway or significant safety issues. Given the project’s location on Route 9, this is difficult to use. These provisions would be more applicable to a large project being proposed on a small, unaccepted way.
Sidewalks and Bikes
In addition to roadways, the Town is able to look at pedestrian and bicycle modes of traffic to a site. The zoning requires that applicants generate a detailed analysis of the sidewalk network within 600 feet of the development area and requires them to identify areas where sections of sidewalk are missing, deteriorated, cracked, heaving, or sinking. The Planning Board can require the sidewalks to be improved. The Town can look at links to broader pedestrian networks and transportation links within 1 mile of the project. Connection with the Cross-Town Trail (Cochituate Aqueduct) is an example. 
Approval
If a PSI meets the minimum standards, the Planning Board MUST issue a special permit. For traffic, the minimum standards are that at signalized intersections or unsignalized intersections having 50 or more vehicle trips (both prong 2) that there shall not be degradation in the level of service of “C”. If the design year no-build alternative, which is the existing traffic compounded with a growth rate of 0.5%, 7 years out  is below a “C”, then the development (identified with the design year build alternative)  can’t degrade the signalized and unsignalized intersections having 50 or more vehicle trips below that level. If the build scenario has the level of service at a “D”, the project cannot further decrease that level. 
Level of Service is the time delay at a signalized or unsignalized intersection:
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Unsignalized intersections having fewer than 50 peak hour vehicle trips on any minor approach, shall undertake study to identify circumstances that may improve the intersection. This may become the basis for negotiated improvements. An example of this may be that an intersection has bushes or trees that somewhat block the driver’s view of a minor approach at an intersection and requires cutting back or clearing. 
Project Evaluation
The project meets the two prong test for review for Route 9 as it will generate more than 20 vehicle trips in a single direction related to the 900 Worcester Project and will add 5% of Average Daily Traffic (ADT) to Route 9 . The baseline total volumes for Route 9 are 53,400 and the Weekday ADT for the Project is 2928 trips for just over 5.4% increase. 
The unsignalized intersections that generate 50 vehicle trips are Rt.9 at Weston Road, Cleveland Road, Lexington Road and Overbrook Drive. The site generated trips impacting the intersections in the built condition can be viewed at figures 16, 17, and 18

With regards to meeting the minimum service standards, with the installation of the signal on Route 9 and the inability to cross Route 9 to Lexington Road the Level of Service (LOS) standards appear to be met. The LOS does not fall below C, except at the site drive that will queue internal to the 900 Worcester Street site.

MEPA – Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act
The intent of MEPA review is to inform project proponents and state agencies of potential adverse environmental impacts while a proposal is still in the planning stages. The private proponent identifies required state agency actions and describes the means by which the proposal complies with applicable regulatory standards and requirements. The Project site meets three of the potential MEPA thresholds due to the number of vehicle trips generated on an average day and the number of parking spots. The site is a “redevelopment” of a site and may only be looked at incrementally. The proponent is awaiting a determination as to whether MEPA applies. MEPA does not prohibit a project from moving forward, but allows for a regional review of the impacts and may impose mitigation measures, similar to those in a PSI.
Staff Recommended Conditions to consider 
Based on Beta’s updated review of the applicants response to comments attached, staff recommends the Board consider the following:
1. Mandatory signalization of the site at Route 9. 

The condition should be a mandatory provision. Should MassDOT deny the request for the signal, the project would be required to return to permitting. Staff finds the revised signal design to improve the impact to the neighborhood by precluding the cross connection to Lexington Road and the broader neighborhood. 

a. As recommended by Beta, the Board should further condition the signalization with the installation of  an Adaptive Signal System Operations to be integrated with the Route 9 signal at Overbrook Drive, Oak Street (in Natick)  and McDonald (in Natick) 
2. Updated Traffic Impact and Access Study and response to Beta Comments
a) Several of Beta’s comments with regards to traffic count information have been slated for collection during the Site Plan Review phase including 888-892 driveway and Kingsbury Street. It is staff’s understanding that the Site Plan Review application originally was intended to be applied for in July, and now will likely be applied for in August. The data collection for Site Plan would require collection prior to the close of School for accuracy, hence the collection should commence now. Further, the data being requested is essential to determining the project’s impact on “roadways impacted by Development Traffic”. Staff recommends outstanding counts be initiated now, prior to Selectmen’s final recommendation to the Planning Board.
b) In addition to the traffic counts, several of Beta’s comments are related to programming and operation management plan. The applicant states that the programmatic and operational information would be reviewed as part of Site Plan, however the programming impacts the traffic leaving the site, so the requested programming information should be supplied as part of the PSI review and reviewed by Beta, Selectmen, and Planning Board.

c) With regards to the special event parking plan, staff agrees that is more of site plan related document. PSI looks at typical daily trip impacts and should not focus on special events. If PSI did focus primarily on special events, projects such as the High School would never have been permitted.  The Board should however consider a condition to have the Special Events plan approved by Beta, the Chief of Police, and Planning Board, in addition to the ZBA.

3. Sidewalk Connections

The developer notes that MassDOT has a plan to work on sidewalks on Route 9. Given the plans for sidewalk reconstruction are likely 15-20 years out on MassDOT’s work plan, staff recommends the existing sidewalk connections from the Cochituate Aqueduct to Russell Road be improved on both the north and south sides of Route 9 as further recommended by Beta.
4. Signage
Per Beta’s recommendation, directional signage to the site should be considered to promote the use of the Cleveland Road on ramp and to discourage northbound left turns across Weston Road to Route 9. 
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