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As a requirementof theSection61 Finding (datedFebruary26,2001)issuedfor theabove-mentioned
projectthe proponentwasrequiredto conductapost-openingtraffic monitoringprogramat thesite.
Specifically, this traffic monitoring wasto occureverysix monthswithin two yearsfollowing the
initial opening.Thismonitoringwasto consistof daily traffic countsconductedovera seyen-day
period. The purposeof thismonitoring wasto determineif signalizationwaswarrantedat themain
sitedriveway on Great Road(Route2A/1l9). TheSection61 Findingspecifiesthat, “When
signalizationbecomeswarrantedandapprovedby MassHighway,theproponentwill signalizethis
intersection”.Thisdocumentfurtherspecifiesthat this determinationwill be madebasedon the
resultsof theTraffic Monitoring Program. During the timeof this analysis,thesiteis operatingat
full occupancy.

Prior to this assessment,the mostrecenttraffic monitoringwassummarizedin atechnical
memorandumdatedNovember3, 2004. Thatevaluationincludedsimilar informationto that
presentedin thismemorandum,andit concludedthat:

I) The trip generationfor the sitewasgeneratingamountsof traffic similar to thoseoriginally
anticipated,and

2) Thethreevolumebasedwarrantsweremet at theBrooksideShopsmain driveway.

DATA COLLECTION
AutomaticTraffic Recorder(ATR) countswereconductedfor sevendaysin lateMarch2005on all
threesitedriveways.To performthesignalwarrantanalysis,separatecountswereconductedfor
theright and left exit lanesat theBrooksideShopsmaindriveway. Additionally, ATh countswere
conductedat GreatRoad(Route2A/119) for 24-hoursduringatypical weekday.

TRIPGENERATIONCOMPARISON

The BrooksideShopsdevelopmentwasoriginally permittedfor approximately82,318squarefeetof
retail, Ultimately, approximateti74.000squarefeetof retail spacewasbuilt on this site.
Ne’~ertheless,the siteaccesspiaii wasdesi~iedto accommodatethe projectedtrip generation
associatecwith the original proposal. The estimatedtriv generationwasdevelopedutilizing rates
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The traffic volumedata collected at the BrooksideShopsdrivewayswereutilized to determine the
actual trip generation associatedwith the site. Table I summarizesa comparisonbetweenthe actual
site-generatedtrips and thoseestimated during the approval process.

TABLE 1

TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON

Condition
Originally Estimated

Trip Generations
ObservedTrip
Generation~‘ Difference

Weekday Daily’
Enter 3,010 3,165 155

~Q1Q ~Q 310

Total 6,020 6,485 465

WeekdayI’M’s

Enter 265 290 25

Jisil 22Q ~Q
iota! 555 610 55

SaturdayDaily’
Enter 4,050 3,540 -510

j~Q 3.705
Total 8,100 7,245 -855

SaturdayMidday

Enter 400 410 10

~It ~7~Q 440 ZQ
Total 770 850 80

a. Basedon ITE LUC 820(ShoppingCenter);aspresentedin theDraftEnvironmentalImpactReport(June7,2000)for the
BrooksideShops(EOEA 12170)andthe FinalEnvironmentalImpactReport(October10,2000).

b. Basedoncountsconductedin March2004. Averageof MondaythroughFridayusedto createweekdaytrip generation.
c. Expressedin vehiclesperday.
d. Expressedin vehiclesperhour.

As canbeseenin Table1, in March2005,the Brookside Shopssitegeneratedslightly more trips than
thoseusedto determine the potential project impacts during theMEPA process.On a daily basis,
the project generated465more trips thanoriginally estimated for a typical weekdaybut 855 trips
fewer thanwhat wasexpectedfor a typical Saturday. However,the differencein weekdayevening
project generatedtrips is a small percentageof the total volume of traffic which passesin front of the
project site onGreat Road. Approximately 20,000vehiclestravel eastandwestalong Great Road
which makesthe difference in daily sitegeneratedtrips only 2% of the total volume of trips along
Great Road. The project generated55 more tripsduring the weekdayeveningpeakhour and80
moretrips thanestimatedduring the Saturdaymidday peakhour.

Sincetraffic monitoringhas startedat tile site, this monitoringperiod is the first timeactualsite
rrartic c~urrie~rosear’o~e tie estimatedtrio Lenerationvoiumes. Continuedmonitoring of the site
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SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS

A signalwarrantsanalysiswasconductedto determineif atraffic signalwould be justified at the
full-accesssitedriveway. Thetraffic signalwarrantanalysisis basedon thethresholdsand
methodologiesdescribedin theManualonUniformTraffic ControlDevices(MUTCD)2. The
MUTCD describeseightwarrants,whichprovideameansfor determiningif atraffic signalshould
beinstalledataparticularlocation. In general,a traffic signalshouldnot beinstalledunlessthe
criteriafor atleastonewarrantaremet. However,while onlyasignalwarrantneedstobe satisfied,
mostmunicipalitiesandMassHighwayhavepreviouslyindicatedthatit is desirablethatthe8-hour
trafficvolumewarrantbemetprior to the installationof atraffic signal. Table2 summarizesthe
signalwarrantanalysis,whichconsidersthevolumeof GreatRoadtraffic andthevolume of exiting
left-turnsfrom thesite.

TABLE 2
SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS SUMMARY

Warrant 2004Existing Conditions

Warrant1, Eight-HourVehicularVolume YES

Warrant2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume YES

Warrant 3, PeakHour YES

Warrant4, PedestrianVolume NO

Warrant 5, SchoolCrossing NO

Warrant 6, CoordinatedSignalSystem NO

Warrant 7, Crash Experience NO

Warrant 8, Roadway Network NO

Total Warrants Met 3

As can be seenin F.ihlr .‘ the thin ‘hit iil.,t itltij,u. lt,t’,ed warrantshavebeenmetunderthe
observedcondit u ‘it’. ‘I he ‘.~ tn it ~ nit i nn ‘..tt &~,tied underthe eight—hourvolumewarrantis
“Condition U . Ii iter Iii!’! it ‘Ii it! 1 i ~ ii itit iii ‘Ii~!lit . ~vhitIt applieswhere thevolume of major road
traffic (Great Road) i’ ‘.i’ ir.i~ ~ thu • ;~It It ct’! ii.il lit (exiting left—turnsfrom the Brookside Shops)
suffersexcessivedelay iii t t,nlht I .in .ini I iniWtinn A . Minimum Vehicular Volume,which
considers large ~‘oluiiw. ot intni .i t h,i~ ii ,tllit twit; hoth the in,tin roadway andside—street,isnot
satisfied.Therekte.it tlniittc~Iitt ii .‘.at t’’~ ~ .1 ligItw.i~’a traffic signalcouldbe installedatthis
location.

CONCLUSION
‘The trip generation~ ‘!t~’ i. t* ‘1.. ~‘ It It. ;.‘.it tht~morutoringperiodirtdicatec that
this cie~eiopmt~r ~t i.u. . I -.‘ Ii Wi. o what wat oriui.nallv anticipated.
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deemednecessaryby MassHighwaya traffic signal could be installed at this location. The
proponent remainscommitted to fulfilling the traffic monitoring obligationsof the Section61
Finding for this project should MassHighwaywish to proceedwith thismatter. The nextroundof
monitoring will be conducted in September2005.
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