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65 Glenn Street Lawrence, MA 01843



169 Ocean Blvd. U n i t 1 0 1 , PO Box 249 Hampton, NH 03842



T :978 .794 .1792 T : 6 0 3 . 6 0 1 . 8 1 5 4



TheEngineeringCorp.com



Rebecca Oldham, Staff Planner Planning Department 1600 Osgood Street North Andover, MA 01845



September 29, 2016



TEC Ref. No.: T0652.02 Re:



Peer Review #2 Site Plan Review Special Permit Application Princeton Apartment Homes, 1210 Osgood Street North Andover, MA



Dear Ms. Oldham: On behalf of the Town of North Andover, TEC, Inc. reviewed documents as part of the civil engineering peer review for the proposed project to be located at 1210 Osgood Street. As requested by the Town, TEC did not review the proposed drainage design, calculations or stormwater management plan, as it will be performed by a separate consultant. Princeton Development, LLC (“Applicant”), submitted the following documents, which TEC reviewed for conformance with the Town of North Andover Zoning Bylaws: • • •



Revised Site Plans, 1210 Osgood Street, North Andover, MA, prepared by Hancock Associates, Inc., dated June 16, 2016, revised July 14, 2016, August 30, 2016 and September 17, 2016; Fire Truck Turning Exhibit, 1210 Osgood Street, North Andover, MA, prepared by Hancock Associates, Inc., August, 2016;



Traffic Impact and Assessment – Proposed Mixed-Use Development & Response to Comments, 1210 Osgood Street, North Andover, MA; prepared by Vanasse & Associates, Inc.; dated July 2016, revised August 8, 2016;



• • •



Response to Comments Letter, 1210 Osgood Street, North Andover, MA, dated August 10, 2016; Schematic Elevations, Forgetta Site, prepared by JD LaGrasse & Associates, Inc., dated June 20, 2016 Schematic Elevations and Floor Plans, Princeton North Andover Apartment Homes, prepared by RA Schaffer & DM White Architects, dated July 14, 2016, revised August 4, 2016.



The Applicants response to comments is shown as bold; TEC responses are shown as italic: 1. The Applicant has filed two separate special permit applications to support the proposed development project. The Applicant indicates that the property will be split into two parcels of land with an Approval Not Required (ANR) plan. The Applicant should confirm when the ANR Plan will be filed. Applicant Response: Hancock anticipates the ANR plan/application will be filed in the near future, once the ANRAD and MassDOT review process is complete.



Plan │ Permit │ Design │ Construct
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TEC: Comment ongoing. 2. The special permit request for parking relief indicates that the Applicant may consider other circumstances involving parking adjustments in the event that modifications to the site plans results in the need to request relief from parking. These circumstances should be considered now to fully evaluate the potential impacts to the project. If substantial modifications are required to the site plans that require relief by the issuance of a special permit, it seems appropriate to request at such time as the modification. Applicant Response: Hancock anticipates a residential parking waiver only, through the special permit process, as permitted under sections 8.1.4 and 10.3.



TEC: Applicant to confirm final waiver request and if future parking adjustments are still included in such request. 3. The Fiscal and Community Impact Analysis was provided for both the Commercial and Residential Projects. The Applicant indicates that there appears to be no significant impacts to community resources. The Town of North Andover Police and Fire Departments should confirm that the development will not have any greater impact on their services. Additionally, the Town of North Andover DPW should confirm if any capacity issues within the municipal systems exist and the Town of North Andover School Department should confirm that there will not be significant impacts to the public school system. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged. Please refer to various subsequent comments throughout this letter specifically addressing Police, Fire, DPW and School Department comments.



TEC: The Town of North Andover Planning Department should confirm if these items have been addressed. TEC did not receive specific comment letters or correspondence from the various Town Departments. 4. In accordance with Section 8.1.5.c.iii – Entrance and Exit Driveway – It appears that the Applicant is showing a driveway width at the street line of fifty-two (52) feet; however, the maximum width shall be twenty-five (25) feet in all districts. However, it should be noted that the wider width is necessary to adequately handle the proposed anticipated traffic demands and intersection improvements. Applicant Response: Hancock is presently revising both site entrance geometries to align with VAI design recommendations and MassDOT review comments.



TEC: Comment Ongoing. The Applicant should provide final revised plans when geometry and alignments are coordinated with MassDOT. 5. Section 8.3.5.e.i – North Arrow/Location Map – of the Zoning Bylaws states that a Location Map shall be provided at a scale of 1”=1,500’; however, the Applicant has provided a Location Map at a scale of 1”=800”.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 3 of 15 Applicant Response: Hancock presumes a larger scale (1”=800’), given the project specific location and relative geographic detail is sufficient to graphically convey location.



TEC: TEC noted the original comment as it relates to the requirements of the Zoning Bylaws; however, TEC acknowledges that this comment does not have an impact on the proposed development. 6. In accordance with Section 8.3.5.e.vi – Zoning Information, the Applicant shall provide the dimensions of the proposed signs. The FAR and Lot Coverage calculations should be shown for the two different lots. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged. The project sign details are being developed and will be submitted for review in the near future. Both FAR and Lot Coverage calculation(s) will be included on the Layout and Materials Plan within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: FAR and Lot Coverage calculations have been provided on the revised Layout and Materials Plan. The Applicant should submit sign details prior to Site Plan Approval. 7. The average finished grade shall be provided at each building to determine the building height. Applicant Response: The average finish grade information will be added to the Grading Plan within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed; however, it appears that one of the labels for the average finished grade for Building #4 has been mislabeled. Additionally, the height of each building should be shown on the elevation view from the average finished grade elevation. 8. In accordance with Section 8.3.5.e.xii – Location of Walls/Signs, the proposed material for the retaining walls shall be provided. A detail for the proposed retaining wall should be provided. It should be noted that the proposed walls will require a final design, stamped by a structural engineer, to be reviewed and approved by the Town of North Andover Building Department. Applicant Response: The proposed retaining walls will be labeled on the Layout and Materials Plan, with typical construction details added within subsequent revised plan submission. Final structural designs plans will be provided, prior to construction by the Site Contractor or Developer as a shop drawing submittal during the building permit process.



TEC: Comment addressed. Two details have been provided for the proposed retaining walls; however, the Applicant should identify on the plans the type of each proposed retaining wall.
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The proposed retaining wall behind the pool at Building #4 is within the 50’ buffer to the wetlands; the Applicant should revise the layout to have the retaining wall outside of this 50’ buffer. 9. In accordance with Section 8.3.5.e.vxii – Lighting Facilities – of the Zoning Bylaws states that the direction and degree of illumination shall be provided. A lighting plan has been provided; however, the degree of illumination has not been provided. Applicant Response: Huntress Associates will prepare and provide a project specific Photometric Plan within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: The Applicant provided a Photometric Plan; however, many parking areas appear to have inadequate (zero) lighting levels. Additionally, light levels appear to be greater than zero across the property line. 10. The property lines should be better defined on the plans; it is difficult to locate the existing property lines on the proposed Site Plans. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged – to be addressed within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed. 11. A north arrow should be shown on the revised Layout and Materials Plan. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged – to be addressed within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed. 12. The proposed carports appear to have different sizes; the Applicant should show the proposed parking stalls within each of the carports or the total amount of parking stalls within each carport. Applicant Response: The enclosed parking structures are either 20.0 ft or 22.0 ft in width and house either six (6) or eight (8) interior parking spaces. Additional dimensions, notes and details will be provided within subsequent revised plan submission, including architectural plan(s).



TEC: Comment addressed. 13. TEC recommends that details be provided for the proposed pavement markings including, striping, accessible parking stalls, crosswalks and any potential new markings for loading or fire lanes. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged – to be addressed within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment not addressed; details have not been added to the revised plans.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 5 of 15 14. The Applicant has provided a detail for a guardrail; however, the location of the proposed guardrail has not been identified on the Site Plans. Applicant Response: The proposed onsite wooden guardrail location(s) will be added to the Layout and Materials Plan within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed. 15. TEC recommends that notes be added to the Site Plans to identify that cross access and cross parking easements will be required between the two properties. Applicant Response: All proposed easements will be identified and described on the pending ANR plan, as well as on the applicable site plan set sheets within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment not addressed. 16. TEC recommends that building numbers be added to the Site Plans for future reference. Applicant Response: Once the 911 review process is complete, both street names and applicable building number/addresses will be added to the appropriate site plan sheet within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed. 17. The Applicant should provide ADA compliant wheel chair ramps adjacent to all handicapped parking spots. ADA compliant ramps do not appear to be provided within the commercial space. Applicant Response: ADA ramps with appropriate plan notes, dimensions and details will be included on the appropriate site plan sheet within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed; however, the Applicant should revise the plan to include ADA compliant ramps at the crosswalk location from Building B to Building #2 adjacent to the roundabout. 18. The Applicant should provide pedestrian warning signage (W11-2 and W16-7p) at all crosswalk locations within the site to provide increased pedestrian safety. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment not addressed. The Applicant acknowledges the recommendation; however, the Applicant has not incorporated the safety measures into the revised plans. TEC recommends the signs be included for pedestrian safety. 19. The Applicant should consider adding a sidewalk connection from the north westerly residential building to the commercial area along the northerly edge for improved pedestrian connectivity.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 6 of 15 Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment not addressed. The Applicant acknowledges the recommendation; however, the Applicant has not incorporated the pedestrian connectivity measures into the revised plans. TEC recommends that the sidewalk connection be included for pedestrian connectivity. 20. The Applicant should consider sidewalks along the frontage of the property to improve pedestrian connectivity and to connect to any future sidewalks constructed as part of other developments and/or projects within the Town. This may be required as part of offsite mitigation and permitting with MassDOT. Applicant Response: An offsite sidewalk has been added to the westerly side of Route 125 (Osgood Street) per recent project MassDOT review comments. Applicable plan line work, notes, dimensions and details will be included within subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: The Applicant has provided a sidewalk along the roadway frontage of Osgood Street between the two proposed site driveways. TEC recommends that the limits of proposed sidewalk be extended across each driveway to the limits of the property line, with appropriate crosswalks, signage and pedestrian refuge areas (if applicable), to allow for future pedestrian connectivity along the corridor. 21. An exterior grease trap should be provided for the proposed restaurant building. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment addressed; however, the Applicant should provide a detail for the proposed exterior grease trap. 22. According to Section 8.3.5.e.xix, MEPA filing should be included with the Site Plan Review Application. The project narrative states that a MEPA Notice of Project Change is required. Applicant Response: Following MassDOT review, the project design team will prepare/file applicable MEPA documents, if necessary.



TEC: Comment ongoing. 23. According to Section 8.3.5.e.xx, any information required and submitted to any agency of the Commonwealth, shall be filed with the Planning Board upon initial submission of the Project for Board review. According to the narrative and Site Plan cover page, additional Commonwealth review is required, however, additional material has not been submitted. Applicant Response: Following ANRAD and MassDOT review, the project design team will prepare/file applicable Commonwealth documents, if necessary.



TEC: Comment ongoing.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 7 of 15 24. According to Section 8.3.5.e.xxi, all utilities, including water line locations, sewer line locations and profiles, and storm drainage systems, shall be shown on the Site Plans. Underground private utilities, including, gas, electric, telephone and cable are not shown on the Site Plans. Additionally, sewer profiles have not been included. Applicant Response: Following ANRAD, MassDOT and subsequent Planning Board discussions, the project team will include additional utility design information with the subsequent revised plan submission, as necessary.



TEC: Comment ongoing. 25. The one hundred (100) foot buffer to the 1-series wetland flagging appears to be one hundred and fifty (150) feet from the wetland flags; the Applicant should revise to show a one hundred (100) foot buffer. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment addressed. 26. The Applicant should provide the distances from the property lines to the nearest corner of each building. Additionally, the setbacks should be shown on the Site Plans. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Distances from the property lines to the nearest corner of each building and setbacks have been provided on the revised plans; however, it appears that Building D is located within the 25’ side setback. The Applicant should revise the plans to show the entire building outside of the setbacks or obtain a variance from the Zoning Bylaws. Additionally, it appears that the rear and side yard setbacks have been mislabeled; the Applicant should revise the plans to show the correct setback labels. 27. The Applicant should coordinate with the Town of North Andover Health Department for all requirements for constructing the proposed pool. Applicant Response: The proposed pool construction details will be provided prior to construction by the Site Contractor or Developer, as a shop drawing submittal during the building permit process.



TEC: Comment addressed. 28. The Applicant should coordinate with the Town of North Andover Fire Department for the locations of the proposed fire hydrants required on the site. Applicant Response: The proposed fire hydrant locations were discussed with the Fire Department on August 4, 2016 and will be reflected on the subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment appears to be addressed. The Town of North Andover Fire Department should confirm their comments have been addressed.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 8 of 15 29. One compactor and recycling kiosk is identified for the residential development. The Applicant should confirm how trash and recycling operations will be performed by the tenants of the building. Additionally, the narrative indicates that a 6’ high chain link fence with privacy slats will be provided. The Applicant should confirm the height of the compactor equipment to make sure it is adequately screened with a 6’ high fence. Applicant Response: The residential and commercial refuse & recycling facilities will be separate and disconnected. Appropriate and sufficient site planning residential compactor and recycling facility information will be reflected on the subsequent revised plan submission. In addition, the commercial properties will utilize traditional dumpster operations, which will also be reflected on the subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment not addressed. 30. Loading spaces have not been identified for the proposed commercial area. The plans should identify specific areas and how operations will occur within a parking field. Any required time of day restrictions should be noted on the plans. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Proposed loading areas have been identified on the plans; however, the Applicant should provide appropriate loading zone signage for these areas. Additionally, the Applicant should clarify if these spaces are to be used as parking stalls when not utilized for loading operations. 31. Two dumpsters are proposed on the far northerly and southerly sides of the commercial area. The Applicant should confirm that this is adequate to support the proposed development. Additionally, TEC recommends that the Applicant consider a new location for the northerly dumpster as it is at the site entrance. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: The Applicant acknowledged the comment; however, did not incorporate plan changes. The Board should discuss the adequacy and location of the proposed dumpsters. 32. Appropriate signage should be utilized at the proposed roundabout; including but not limited to: YIELD signage (R1-2) on each approach, advance roundabout signage (W2-6) on each approach, and traffic circle chevrons (R6-4). Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: The Applicant revised the plans to show stop bars at the roundabout approaches, however, standard roundabout design practices utilize yield signs as noted in the original comment. Based on the compact nature of the roundabout as currently shown, the crosswalks should be located downstream of the yield markings so that vehicles either stopped or yielding while entering the roundabout do not block the current crosswalk.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 9 of 15 33. The Applicant should provide a longer buffer between the roundabout and adjacent parking stalls. As currently designed, vehicles exiting parking stalls adjacent to the roundabout may be required to back-up into the roundabout in order to exit. TEC recommends a 50’ buffer on each roundabout approach, where feasible, to improve safety. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment not addressed. TEC still recommends that the proposed parking stalls be removed within a 50’ buffer to the roundabout. 34. The Applicant should consider removing parking stalls along the main drive aisle between the roundabout and the signalized intersection along Osgood Street to provide for uninterrupted flow. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment not addressed; TEC still recommends that these parking stalls be removed from the main drive aisle. 35. The site plan currently shows limited pedestrian accommodations around the proposed roundabout, restricting pedestrian access between the residential and retail/restaurant/bank facilities. The Applicant should consider providing additional pedestrian accommodations, including crosswalks and accessible ramps across each leg of the proposed roundabout. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment addressed; however, the Applicant should revise the plans to show ADA compliant ramps at the crosswalk location adjacent to the roundabout from proposed Building B to proposed Building #2. 36. The Applicant should provide truck turning templates consistent with the Town of North Andover fire apparatus to confirm their ability to access, circulate, and egress the site. Applicant Response: The fire truck turning movements were discussed with the Fire Department on August 4, 2016 and subsequent revisions, if necessary with supportive fire truck turning exhibit will be reflected/provided during the subsequent revised plan submission.



TEC: Comment addressed. 37. The Applicant should contact the Town of North Andover fire department about providing fire lane access to the proposed buildings. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment ongoing. The Town of North Andover Fire Department should confirm if fire lanes are required. 38. The Applicant should provide a truck turning template to verify the ability of a trash truck to access the dumpsters and compactor. Additionally, a delivery truck of a specified design size to maneuver within the main circulation drive aisles.



T:\T0652\T0652.02\Docs\Letters\T0652.02_Princeton Apartment Homes Peer Review #2_9-29-2016.docx



Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 10 of 15 Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment not addressed. The Applicant proposes larger curb radii at the southerly driveway entrance, presumably for a delivery vehicle, however, proposed curb radii within the site are less. The Applicant should provide a truck turning analysis to identify how delivery vehicles can access/egress the site and the proposed loading areas. 39. TEC recommends that bike rack locations be added to the Site Plans. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged.



TEC: Comment addressed; however, the Applicant should provide a proposed bike rack detail. 40. The drive-thru lanes provided at the bank location provide stacking space for only one vehicle per lane before blocking the egress aisle. The Applicant should provide documentation of the expected and estimated queues for a 2-lane drivein bank and extend the stacking space for vehicles accordingly. Applicant Response: Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Vanasse & Associates “Response to Comments” letter dated August 8, 2016 for response to TEC municipal review comments #41 through #53.



TEC: Comment not addressed. It appears that potential queueing at the proposed drive-thru lanes may block the drive aisles and parking spaces. Traffic Impact and Access Study 41. The site generation trip calculations for the 23,800 SF of retail space was calculated utilizing standard trip rates published in the Institute of Transportation Engineers publication, Trip Generation, 9th Edition for Land Use Code (LUC) 826 – Specialty Retail as oppose to LUC 820 – Shopping Center. Utilizing the industry standard LUC 820 may result in a greater trip generation during the weekday evening (additional 24 total trips) and Saturday midday (additional 18 total trips) peak periods. The Applicant has not indicated the intensity of retail space onsite within the TIAS. This is not expected to result in any significantly change in traffic conditions under Build conditions. The Town should consider a condition on the Site Plan Approval which would require the Applicant to come before the Board should the Applicant wish to tenant a higher intensity retail use. Applicant Response: As noted, the trip-generation estimates were provided utilizing the standard trip-generation methodology. The difference between the specialty retail land use code and shopping center, while providing slightly different estimates “is not expected to result in any significant change in traffic conditions under Build conditions.” Should the applicant change the 23,800 sf retail use to alternative use other than retail than the applicant would be required to come back before the Board. The applicant expects small tenant users which typically are not significant traffic generators.
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TEC: No further action required. 42. The TIAS indicates that a pass-by trip rate of 35% was applied to all time periods on the retail uses. The ITE publication Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition indicates that for LUC 820 – Shopping Center (Standard for use with LUC 826 as no data is available under land use code) a pass-by rate of 34% is generally observed during the weekday evening peak period, while a 26% passby rate is generally observed during the Saturday midday peak period. It is therefore typical for the 26% pass-by rate to be superimposed on all timeframes other than the weekday evening peak period. The Applicant did not take any credit for pass-by trips for the LUC 912 – Walk-In Bank or LUC 932 – HighTurnover Restaurant. As a result the trip generation estimates provide a conservative scenario. Applicant Response: VAI concurs with this comment.



TEC: No further action required. 43. The TIAS does not indicate that an internal capture or shared trip credit was taken on the site generation trip calculations. The mixed-use nature of the site would almost certainly experience internal capture where one vehicle/driver would visit multiple land uses on–site without exiting back onto Osgood Street. As no internal capture rate credit was taken, the trip generation estimates provide a conservative scenario. Applicant Response: VAI concurs with this comment.



TEC: No further action required. 44. Compliant to Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) regulations 301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6), an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) and mandatory Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required based on the generation of 3,000 or more new ADT on roadways providing access to a single location under Alternative A. Compliant to MEPA regulations 301 CMR 11.03(6)(b)(13), an ENF and potential further review is required based on the generation of 2,000 or more new ADT on roadways providing access to a single location under Alternative B. The Applicant should confirm that the Notice of Project Change will be acceptable or if further MEPA review is required. Applicant Response: The applicant will seek a MEPA opinion as to whether a Notice of Project Change or further MEPA review is required.



TEC: No further action required. 45. The turning movement counts indicate a southbound through movement along Osgood Street at Great Pond Road at 1021 vehicles. Although shown correctly in the 2016 Existing Conditions, this movement was shown incorrectly (after calculations) during the 2023 No-Build and Build conditions for Alternative A and B at 109 vehicles, 192 vehicles, and 163 vehicles, respectively. This error was carried in both he depicted traffic networks and the capacity and queue analysis.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 12 of 15 The Applicant should revise the Weekday Morning Peak Hour capacity analyses showing the corrected traffic volume. Applicant Response: The revised networks, capacity analysis, and tables are attached to Alternative A.



TEC: No further action required. 46. TEC concurs that a traffic signal is warranted, under Alternative A, at the intersection of Osgood Street / Barker Street / South Site Driveway. The Applicant should consider implementing traffic signal coordination along the corridor between the traffic signal at Route 133. Applicant Response: The improvement plan is subject to MassDOT review and approval. During the design phase signal coordination will be evaluated and implemented if required by MassDOT.



TEC: No further action required. 47. The Applicant should revise Table 12 as presented in the TIAS to clearly depict the V/C ratio and delay for the critical movements as reported. In the level-ofservice analysis summary, the delay values greater than 50 secs are abbreviated as “>50” which do not provide for a clear side-by-side review of the effects of the project. Applicant Response: Table 12 has been updated to include v/c ratios and delays for Alternative A.



TEC: No further action required. 48. The capacity analysis worksheets as presented in the Appendix for unsignalized locations do not include worksheets summarizing the existing or proposed lanes. The Applicant should provide this information. Applicant Response: Full worksheets have been provided for review for Alternative A.



TEC: The Applicant should note that it is customary, by standard, to utilize an intersection peak hour factor (PHF) when using methodology from the HCM 2010. Upon inspection and based on the approach PHFs utilized generally in the 85% or greater range for the major intersection approaches, an updated analysis would not result in any significant change in the capacity analysis results. No further action required. This should be addressed in the MassDOT permitting documents. 49. TEC concurs that the sight distance measurements were conducted to standard procedures and that the sight distances provided at the two site driveways will meet minimum requirements for safe operations based on AASHTO standards. The Applicant should verify that project signage and any new or existing vegetation along the site frontage should be located or trimmed to not impede minimum standards for sight distance.
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 13 of 15 Applicant Response: The signage will be outside the sight triangle and vegetation will not impact the required sight distances. See site plans.



TEC: No further action required. Off-Site Mitigation 50. The TIAS indicates that queues along Osgood Street southbound at Great Pond Road may increase up to six vehicles during the weekday evening peak period. The recommendations indicate that signal timing should be optimized at this location. The Applicant should provide a commitment, through MassDOT, to provide signal timing adjustments at this intersection; including upgrades for traffic signal coordination between the several existing and proposed traffic signals. Applicant Response: As indicated in the traffic study, it is recommended that the signal timing at this location be optimized. In addition, any proposed signal timing changes and traffic signal coordination along the corridor will be reviewed by MassDOT.



TEC: No further Town action required. 51. Under Alternative A, the TIAS indicates the installation of a new traffic control signal, minor roadway widening for auxiliary turn lanes, and pedestrian accommodation upgrades at the intersection of Osgood Street / Barker Street / South Site Driveway. TEC agrees that the improvements as proposed provide sufficient mitigation at the site driveway location pending any significant change in operations resulting from the updated weekday morning capacity and queue analysis. The Town should assemble a letter to MassDOT in support of the traffic signal construction. Applicant Response: VAI concurs with this comment.



TEC: No further action required. 52. Under Alternative B, the project is anticipated to contribute a significant amount of new traffic at the intersection of Osgood Street / Barker Street / South Site Driveway, under an unsignalized condition. Should Alternative B be realized, the Applicant should explore additional mitigation measures at this location to lessen the impact of the project on the operations of the intersection. Applicant Response: At this time Alternative B is not to be pursued.



TEC: No further action required. 53. The conceptual design of the signalized intersection of Osgood Street / Barker Street / South Site Driveway currently depicts a southbound right-turn lane along Osgood Street. As the right-in / right-out driveway to the north is expected to carry the majority of southbound traffic for the site, the Applicant should
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Ms. Rebecca Oldham Princeton Apartment Homes – Peer Review #2 September 29, 2016 Page 14 of 15 consider transferring the exclusive right-turn from the South Site Driveway to the Right-In / Right-Out Site Driveway. Applicant Response: A right-turn lane has been added to the northbound driveway.



TEC: No further action required. After review of the revised submission, TEC offers the following new comments. 54. The Applicant should label all the proposed curb radii, other than the noted 3’ and 5’ curb radii, as noted on the Layout and Materials Plan. 55. The Applicant should label the proposed structure in front of Building E. It appears that a retaining wall and fence are proposed at this location. 56. Two details are provided for retaining walls. The Plans should clearly depict the location and type of each retaining wall. 57. The Applicant should consider a heavy duty pavement section for the entrances, main access drives, and loading areas. 58. The proposed parking lot grading exceeds 2%. The Applicant should provide spot grades at ADA accessible parking spaces to ensure the slope conforms to ADA requirements. 59. The Applicant should show the proposed offsite improvements on the Site Plans to clearly depict how the onsite and offsite improvements relate. 60. The Applicant should evaluate if a guardrail is required along the roadway frontage of Osgood Street. 61. The Applicant should include signage on Osgood Street to restrict vehicles from taking a left turn at the northerly driveway into the Site. 62. The Applicant should provide an accessible route from the northerly driveway sidewalk connection into the site adjacent to Building 1. The Applicant should consider including an ADA accessible ramp adjacent to the proposed stairs. 63. The Applicant should update the Landscaping Plan to match the revised Layout and Materials Plan. 64. The Applicant should provide a proposed limit of work line on the Site Plans. The Landscaping Plan identifies improvements outside the limits of the proposed perimeter erosion controls. 65. The Applicant should provide crosswalk pavement markings for the proposed accessible parking stalls to the wheel chair ramp at Building #1 in addition to the recommended crosswalks at the two site driveways. 66. The Applicant should confirm the total number of parking spaces provided on the plans and identified on the parking chart.
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If you have any questions regarding the peer review, please do not hesitate to contact us at (978) 794-1792. Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely, TEC, Inc.



“TheEngineeringCorp.com”



Eric K. Gerade, P.E., LEED AP Senior Civil Engineer



Samuel W. Gregorio, P.E., PTOE Senior Traffic Engineer
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