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1 PROCEEDI NGS

2 - - -

3 MR. ZURCFF:. Good evening, |adies and

4 gentlenmen. M nane is Mark Zuroff.

5 This is calling to order to neeting of

6 t he Zoni ng Board of Appeals. W are here tonight
7 on the matter of Puddingstone at Chestnut Hill, a
8 40B proceedi ng.

9 For the record, we are being recorded.

10 Are we? W are being transcribed. 1[It is voice
11 recorded as well.

12 So we don't really have m crophones in
13 t he audi ence, but it is inportant for everyone
14 t hat speaks tonight that we speak clearly enough
15 so that it can be heard on this m crophone up

16 here. Mst of you are cl ose enough, | am sure.
17 And everything that you say tonight will be

18 recor ded.

19 For the record, the nenbers of the Zoning
20 Board of Appeals tonight are nyself; to my right
21 I s Christopher Hussey; to ny left is
22 Lark Palerno. W are the Zoning Board of
23 Appeal s.
24 Toni ght, on the Puddi ngstone project, we
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1 are going to hear about traffic design peer

2 review fromthe Town expert. And we will then

3 hear fromthe applicant's traffic expert. | wll
4 open the floor for public coment.

5 What | would like to direct you to, as

6 far as public comment is concerned, is to confine
7 your remarks to the actual traffic reports that

8 you are going to hear tonight. Further public

9 comment will be invited at future neetings as we
10 proceed, because we all want to keep these

11 proceedi ngs noving as qui ckly as possible.

12 That is, basically, ny overview, unless,
13 Polly, you have anything to add.

14 M5. SELKOE: No. As you know, at the |ast
15 heari ng, which was just |ast week, for those of
16 you who were here, we heard fromthe design peer
17 reviewer and this week will be hearing fromthe
18 traffic peer reviewer, JimFitzgerald. And at

19 our next hearing, which is April 12th, we wl|
20 hear fromthe stormwater peer reviewer.
21 So Jim why don't you start?
22 MR. FI TZGERALD: My nane is
23 JimFitzgerald, of the Environnental Partners
24 Goup. W did the traffic peer review of the
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1 Puddi ngstone project. W reviewed the traffic

2 | npact assessnent that was done by MDM dat ed

3 March 10, 2016. And we found that it was done in
4 a consistent manner wth standard engi neering

5 practices, with the exception of a few conments.
6 The study included four intersections

7 that were investigated: |ndependence Drive at

8 Sher man Road and Thornton Street; |ndependence

9 Drive at Gerry Road; |ndependence Drive at

10 Beverly Road and Russett Road; and | ast, G ove
11 Street at South Street and Walnut H || Road.

12 The traffic report was based on traffic
13 counts that were conducted back in Novenber 2015.
14 At that tinme, typical weekday norning and evening
15 peak hour counts were perforned. Novenber

16 represents traffic volunmes that are consi stent

17 wth the yearly average, so no adjustnent to the
18 traffic volunes were made nor are any needed.

19 The four intersections -- four study

20 I ntersections were | ooked at for crash history,
21 usi ng avail able information from MassDOT duri ng
22 the five-year period of 2009 through 2013. A

23 relatively light nunber of crashes were reported
24 during this tinme period, according to MassDOT.
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1  When you conpare the nunber of crashes to the

2 nunmber of traffic flow ng through the

3 I ntersections, you find that there is a very

4 light -- very low crash rate at each of the four
5 studied intersections conpared to the averages --
6 the MassDOT average for this area.

7 We woul d reconmmend, however, that the

8 crash data be verified with crash data avail abl e
9 through the Brookline Police Departnent, to

10 verify that all the correct -- nobst accurate

11 I nformati on was used.

12 Next, traffic volunes were evaluated to
13 determ ne whether or not there would be inpacts
14 as a result of this developnent. This is done
15 t hrough projecting traffic volunes through a

16 future year, wthout this devel opnent in place
17 and with the devel opnent in place.

18 So first, the traffic volunes were

19 projected to a five-year horizon fromthe tine
20 that the study was prepared, to the year 2021,
21 using a conservative growh rate of 1 percent per
22 year. However, typically the standard woul d be
23 for a seven-year tinme horizon instead of a

24  five-year horizon, although we would anticipate
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1 no substantial changes to the findings in the

2 end, as far as the operations with or wthout

3 t hi s devel opnent.

4 In addition to | ooking at a general

5 background growth rate, the report al so

6 identifies large -- the | arge devel opnent

7 anticipated in the area, nanely the Residences of
8 Sout h Brookline, a 40B project, and incorporated
9 that in the no-build 2021 traffic vol unes.

10 To determ ne the 2021 build traffic

11 volunes, the applicant used the Institute of

12  Transportation Engineers, |ITE, Land Use Code 220,
13 for apartnment for all of the proposed apartnents
14 in this devel opnent.

15 Despite there being transit

16 opportunities, nanely, the bus |ine that travels
17 ri ght adjacent to this devel opnent, there was no
18 reduction used in the trip-generated traffic to
19 account for the fact that sonme residents wl|

20 | i kely use sone transit opportunities in the

21 area. So those nunbers were conservati ve.

22 In the end, what the findings were is

23 that the proposed devel opnent is anticipated to
24 add 1,324 vehicle trips during an average
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1 weekday. That is during a 24-hour period. And
2 during the norning peak hour, it would be 101

3 vehicle trips. That is entering and exiting

4 traffic. During the weekday evening period, an
5 addi tional 127 vehicle trips would be added.

6 As part of the mtigation for the

7 devel opnent, the applicant is recommendi ng that
8 Sherman Road be redirected froma cl ockw se

9 direction, with Gerry to a countercl ockw se

10 direction, approaching |Independence Drive

11 opposite Thornton Road and installing traffic

12 signals at the intersection.

13 So as aresult, atraffic signal warrant
14 anal ysis was perfornmed within the study. Based
15 on the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,
16 al so known as MJTCD, traffic signal warrants are
17 provi ded to conpare existing conditions, whether
18 it be traffic or operation or safety, and

19 determ ning whether or not traffic signals nmay be
20 Installed at the | ocation.
21 If one or nore warrants are net, traffic
22 signals may be considered at the |ocation. In
23 the state of Massachusetts, however, we have
24 Massachusetts anmendnents to MJTCD that has a
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1 little bit nore stringent requirenents | ooking at
2 a specific warrant having to do with traffic

3 volunes over the course of an eight-hour period.
4 The report only | ooked at warrant 2,

5 which is for the four-hour vehicle vol une

6 conparison. And it incorporated traffic vol unes
7 anticipated by the site, using those

8 conservatively high nunbers that | was talking

9 about before. So we would like these nunbers to
10 be verified, especially since the report also

11 docunents the fact that the ITE trip generation
12 procedures are conservatively high, conpared to
13 what the existing devel opnent is generating for
14 trips.

15 So agai n, by having higher traffic

16 volunes generated by the site, it would increase
17 the likelihood of the traffic signal warrants

18 bei ng passed. Wat we are finding is that, in
19 fact, sone of those tinme periods during that
20 four-hour traffic signal warrant are actually
21 close to not passing. So again, further
22 I nvestigation woul d be recommended.
23 Al so, based on the Mass. anendnents to
24 MUTCD, it is recommended that traffic counts not
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1 be ol der than two years, when |ooking at traffic
2 signal warrants, and these were, again,

3 originated fromback in 2015. So we woul d

4 recommend updated traffic information as well.

5 Anal yzing the 2021 no-build traffic

6 volunes to the 2021 build vol unes and seei ng how
7 traffic will operate al ong those four study

8 I ntersections shows that there is only a

9 negligible increase in delay, even wth these

10 conservatively high increases in traffic vol unes
11 that woul d be generated by the site. W don't

12 see any issue of concern there.

13 As part of the devel opnent, the proposed
14 site driveway is anticipated to approach the

15 sout hern side of Sherman Road. So we recommend
16 t hat consideration be made -- or an investigation
17 of sight distance at that intersection, to nake
18 sure that there is adequate sight distance there.
19 Certainly, Gerry and Sherman are relatively

20 sl ow novi ng roadways. But again, we just want to
21 make sure adequate sight distance exists with the
22 proposed topography.

23 Next, to get into the parking. It was

24 docunented that the existing site contains just
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1 over 1,000 parking spaces for the existing 789

2 apartnment units, which equates to about 1.36

3 spaces per unit. Under proposed conditions, we
4 are anticipating 198 additional apartnent units
5 and 28 apartnent units that are to be renovat ed.
6 340 on-site parking spaces were counted on the

7 site plans, although there is docunentation

8 referring to 350 parking spaces. W are not

9 cl ear on where those additional 10 parking spaces
10 are | ocat ed.

11 O those 340 that we counted, that would
12 be added the site, we also want to keep in m nd
13 that there would likely be a few parking spaces
14 renoved fromthe southern side of Shernman Road.
15 So instead of that increase of 340 spaces, we are
16 probably tal king closer to 337 spaces.

17 In the end, if you |ook at the nunber of
18 renovated units as well as new apartnents, this
19 equates to just under 1.5 spaces per unit, which
20 I's higher than the rate that exists for the
21 current devel opnent. Conparing the anount of
22 total spaces, this, of course, is a net -- this
23 IS a reduction in what woul d be required,
24 however, fromthe zoni ng parking requirenents,
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1 but still reasonable, a reasonable nunber of

2 par ki ng spaces per unit.

3 Regarding the circulation around the

4 proposed addition devel opnent, we woul d request

5 that turning tenpl ates be provided for different
6 si zed vehicles, including certain energency

7 vehicles, to make sure that there is adequate

8 cl earance provided, for review, and that any

9 alterations to signage and pavenent markings al so
10 be provided for review

11 The applicant is proposing, as part of

12 t he Residences of South Brookline devel opnent,

13 to -- as mtigation for that devel opnent, to

14 I ncl ude changes to | ndependence Drive, converting
15 the four-lane roadway into one vehicular travel
16 | ane in each direct, one bike |ane in each

17 direction, and on-street parking, which certainly
18 seens to nmake sense, because, a lot of tines

19 al ong I ndependence Drive, parking takes place,

20 bl ocki ng the outside | anes anyway. So it seens
21 to be a nore efficient use of the space,

22 certainly.

23 W were not able to review the plans.

24  The plans that we were provi ded were concept ual
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1 in nature. So we were not able to verify the

2 design on that, including geonetry, curb

3 ext ensi ons, signal |ayout and equi pnent, signage,
4 pavenent markings, et cetera.

5 If this sort of change in | ndependence

6 Drive were to take place, coordination review

7 would be required by the Gty of Boston, since

8 t he devel opnent does take place right on the line
9 wththe Gty of Boston. So |I amnot certain on
10 where that all stands. | am sure there has been
11 di scussions wth the Gty already, hopefully.

12 The applicant has conmtted to expandi ng
13 their travel demand nmanagenent programto include
14 shuttl e service, Zipcar opportunities, bicycle

15 and pedestrian opportunities, including bike

16 racks, transit schedul es, et cetera, which all

17 seemto make sense.

18 One other thing I would Iike to point out
19 I's the | oading zone/trash pickup for the proposed
20 site plan was not really highlighted. So we

21 question what the intent is for trash pickup and
22 | oadi ng, as wel |.

23 Sorry to hop back again, but one thing |
24 negl ected to nention. Wen we were tal king about

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 14

1 t he nunber of parking spaces on the site, we are
2 anticipating, based on the nunber, again, a net

3 I ncrease of 337 parking spaces. But | do want to
4 point out. O those 337 parking spaces, 82 of

5 them are tandem So 41 spaces could potentially
6 be bl ocked by ot her vehicl es parking behind them
7 So we would like clarification on what the intent
8 I's on making sure that access is being provided
9 to those interior parking spaces to fully benefit
10 fromthem

11 | believe that is all | have.

12 M5. SELKOE: Thank you.

13 MR. HUSSEY: | have got a question. The
14 vol unes that you nentioned -- actually, you have
15 answered ny question. There are over two years
16 old now -- three years, at this point. Were do
17 t hose vol unme statistics conme fronf

18 MR. FI TZGERALD: The traffic count data?
19 MR. HUSSEY: The existing traffic
20  vol unes.
21 MR, FI TZGERALD: Traffic counts were done
22 back in 2015. Do you nean, what firm counted
23 those vehicles?
24 MR. HUSSEY: WAs that fromthe designer
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1 or the petitioner or the Town, or?

2 MR, FI TZGERALD: It was within their

3 docunent. | amnot quite sure where they got

4 them from

5 MR, HUSSEY: It was in their

6 presentati on?

7 MR. FITZGERALD: It was in their --

8 M5. SELKOE: But their traffic person is
9 here toni ght and he can answer that question.

10 Bob M chaud is here, and he is going to speak.

11 MR. HUSSEY: It sounds like it should be
12 updat ed.

13 MR. FI TZGERALD: It should be. [If you
14 are considering traffic signals, absolutely. |
15 feel, as far as traffic operations are concerned,
16 I f updated traffic counts were provided, assun ng
17 it is not a staggering difference since 2015, the
18 results are probably going to be very simlar as
19 far as conparing operations with or without the
20 developnent. There really is a negligible
21 difference in increasing delay between the two.
22 The traffic counts really cone into play
23 on whether or not traffic signal warrants are
24 being net at that intersection. A nore detailed
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1 | ook has to be done, including | ooking at the

2 ei ght-hour traffic signal warrant, warrant

3 nunmber 1.

4 MR. HUSSEY: So shouldn't we have that

5 updat ed?

6 MR, FI TZGERALD: Yes.

7 MR, HUSSEY: Right?

8 MR. ZURCFF: Anything else, Chris?

9 MR. HUSSEY: Yes. The tandem parking, is
10 that in the building?

11 MR. FITZGERALD: | think it is in the

12 par ki ng gar age.

13 MR. HUSSEY: The parking garage. That is
14 what | am asking. Then that is their problem

15 Do we have a site plan available to | ook
16 at? It would be hel pful.

17 M5. SELKOCE: Do you have one?

18 MR. M CHAUD: Actually, | do.

19 M5. SELKCE: This is Bob M chaud, from
20 MDM and he was going to nmake sone comments now.
21 So perhaps this would be a good tine. And he can
22 show you a site plan. |Is that all right?
23 MR ZURCFF:  Yes.
24 MR. HUSSEY: It is up to you.
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1 MR, ZURCFF: What | was going to do is

2 have the Board question the peer reviewer first,
3 and then we wll hear fromthe applicant.

4 MR. M CHAUD: Do you want the site plan

5 up? | will just have to flip through ny

6 presentati on.

7 MR. ZURCFF: That is all right. You do

8 what you have to do, and we will continue on.

9 Thank you. Chris, do you have any ot her

10 questions?

11 MR. HUSSEY: No.

12 MR. ZURCFF. Lark?

13 M5. PALERMO. Just for clarification, the
14 nunber of apartnents, | believe you said, was

15 700-sonething. And is that the entire Hancock

16 Village, including the Boston apartnents?

17 MR FI TZGERALD: Yes.

18 M5. PALERMO And that is true for the

19 1,000 spaces as well, parking spaces? So this is
20 the entire devel opnent?
21 MR FI TZGERALD: Yes.
22 MR. ZURCFF:. M. Fitzgerald, first of
23 all, ny first question is, we know that this data
24 is old, and apparently you are in support of

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 18

1 getting it updated.

2 MR FI TZGERALD: Yes.

3 MR. ZURCFF: Have you done any

4 | ndependent research on the data, traffic flowin
5 this area, yourself.

6 MR. FI TZGERALD: | have not researched

7 into available traffic counts in the area, no.

8 MR. ZUROFF: |Is that data available to

9 you?

10 MR. FI TZGERALD: Nothing readily cones to
11 mnd. | wonder if the other 40B devel opnent

12 across the way there, when that traffic count

13 data was collected, how far back was that. |Is

14 that old Board? So no.

15 MR. ZURCFF. Are you aware of -- or do

16 you know whet her there have been any changes in
17 the area either to institutions or traffic lights
18 or anything that would affect the flow of traffic
19 in this particul ar devel opnent, in this area.

20 MR. FI TZGERALD: Since 2015, when the

21 counts were done?

22 MR, ZURCFF. We know that there has been
23 a stadiumbuilt down the street. But | wonder if
24  there has been anything of conparable nature that
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1 would have an effect on traffic in the area, that
2 Is significant.

3 MR. FI TZGERALD: MassDOT has avail abl e

4 count data that is available. It is sketchy. |
5 don't necessarily knowif there is a chronol ogy
6 of counts along this corridor. But again, |

7 would anticipate just doing additional counts.

8 M5. SELKOCE: Woul d devel opnent al ong the
9 VFWParkway affect this intersection? Because |
10 know there is a very big apartnent buil di ng next
11 to Hone Depot, that is just being constructed

12 NOW.

13 MR. FI TZGERALD: It certainly could. Any
14 devel opnent in the area could affect the traffic
15 volunes. The one thing, by including 1 percent
16 per year, it is on the conservative side. So

17 that would |ikely absorb sonme of the traffic

18 volunes. |If there was a real |arge, substanti al
19 devel opnent in the imediate vicinity that woul d
20 really alter things dramatically, then it is
21 f easi bl e.
22 MR. ZURCFF:. We w |l take public comment
23 inalittle while.
24 Anot her question | have -- and this may
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1 be a matter for environnental as well. But the

2 additional car generation within the project, do
3 you know or can you opi ne on whether that would

4 have any effect on the sanctuary of the school

5 adj acent to the property?

6 MR, FI TZGERALD: W | ooked at it fromthe
7 standpoi nt of traffic inpact as to key

8 I ntersections.

9 MR, ZURCFF: So just on Independence

10 Drive.

11 MR. FI TZGERALD: Right, at those four

12 | ocations. And we are conparing no-build to

13 build. So by applying this increase of traffic
14  volunes that are docunented and seemto nake

15 sense, they disperse in different directions.

16 But in the end, there is not a substanti al

17 difference in delay between the conditions.

18 MR. ZURCFF: So with that many new

19 apartnents and that many additional parking

20 spaces, it is not significant?

21 MR. FI TZGERALD: Based on -- | amtalking
22 about travel delay tine. Based on travel delay
23 al ong those four study intersections, there is

24 not much of a difference between the no-build and
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1 the build condition.

2 MR. ZURCFF. Ckay. Wuld you, based on
3 what your data is, at this point, would you

4 recommend any additional traffic controls on

5 Gerry Road on the other side, the side streets?
6 MR, FI TZGERALD: As in traffic signals?
7 MR. ZURCFF: Traffic calmng, or.

8 MR FI TZGERALD: Certainly the

9 | ndependence Drive corridor, like |I said, really
10 could be used a Il ot better, as reflected in the
11 conceptual sketch with curb extensions, short
12 crossing distances, inproved sight |lines for

13 pedestri ans seeing around parked vehi cl es,

14 et cetera. And that is traffic calmng. That
15 does slow cars down. So those sorts of

16 | nprovenents definitely would be great for the
17 corridor.

18 One thing | want to point out on the

19 previ ous -- your previous question having to do
200 with operations, if traffic signal warrants are
21 not met, that the intersection would have to be
22 reanal yzed as unsignalized. And then the
23 differences in delays or the inpacts having to do
24 with delays could then be | ooked at under those
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1 conditions. Those were not | ooked at originally,
2 because the whole idea was the intersection would
3 becone signalized and operate under that sort of
4 control. So | cannot speak to what the

5 operations woul d be under an unsignali zed.

6 MR. ZURCFF: This m ght be an opportune

7 time for me to ask the applicant if those traffic
8 signals, which | believe were originally part of
9 the special permt on the other project, is that
10 al so part of this project? O is that a given?
11 MR. CELLER The traffic signal at --

12 MR. ZURCFF: The whol e reconfiguration of
13 | ndependence Dri ve.

14 MR. CGELLER  The whol e reconfiguration of
15 | ndependence Drive, wth the exception of the

16 signal at Sherman and Thornton, is part of the

17 special permt for ROSB. And that is

18 all -- sorry -- conprehensive permt for ROSB.

19 So that is all included and will be part of the
20 proj ect.

21 MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC. W can't hear any
22 of this.

23 MR. GELLER | said that the ROSB project
24 i ncl uded all of the work proposed on | ndependence
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Drive, which you discussed, which was the hawk

| ights for the crossings, the reconfiguration of
the roadway so that it was bike | anes, parking,
and one travel lane. Al of that is part of the
ROSB conprehensive permt and will be constructed
as part of that project, when that project noves
forward. So the only thing that is being
proposed as part of this project is the
signalization of the intersection.

MR, ZURCFF: So it raises a question in
nmy mnd, because ROSB isn't built yet. | don't
know how far you are fromconstruction. | know
there may be sone further |egal proceedings. |
am conceptualizing that; | don't know that for a
fact.

But in considering this special permt
application, the question is, | have nade it
clear to the audience and to you, that we are
| ooking at this independently. But that is an
over |l ap.

And the question is, how do we deal with
that overlap? And that may be a question for
your attorneys to answer. Because one seens to

require the other, in order for us to reach
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1 possi bly acceptable traffic cal mng neasures.

2 MR, SCHWARTZ: Well, | think it is

3 probably fair to say that, whichever one of these
4 projects proceeds first, it would be a condition
5 of the permt that those inprovenents be

6 constructed as part of that project.

7 MR, ZURCFF: Ckay.

8 MR. SCHWARTZ: So if the Board saw fit to
9 | npose those sane conditions on this project, one
10 way or the other, when one of those projects

11 proceeded, that would get built. | don't know if
12 t hat answers your questi on.

13 MR. ZURCFF: So we can proceed on that

14 under st andi ng, that, whi chever project goes

15 first, those would be part of our prescription.
16 kay.

17 The plans that are being provided as part
18 of this application, you have nade reference in
19 your report to getting verification of those

20 plans, | believe. |In fact, | amgoing to go

21 t hrough the report and ask you sone questi ons.

22 But is that still a requirenent that you woul d

23 i ke to see?

24 MR. FI TZGERALD: Verification having to
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1 do wth the turning maneuvers?

2 MR, ZURCFF. Traffic, traffic maneuvers.
3 MR FI TZGERALD: Yes.

4 MR. ZURCFF: So those would be --

5 MR, CELLER We are going to go through
6 t hat .

7 MR. ZURCFF: Sorry if | amjunping ahead.
8 MR. CGELLER  No. Junp ahead.

9 MR. ZUROFF: As | went through your

10 report, | have sone ot her questions, the nost

11 | nportant question, | think, Chris has already
12 asked, that you seemto enphasize, a nunber of

13 times, that the data is somewhat old. It is 2015
14 or before. And is it your recommendation that

15 all of that data be updated?

16 MR FI TZGERALD: Yes.

17 MR. ZURCFF: Before you can nmake any ful
18 revi ew of the application?

19 MR. FI TZGERALD. Correct. Data be
20 updat ed and nore accurate vol unes be provided for
21 the signal warrant analysis, as well as
22 addi tional hours of data.
23 MR. ZURCFF:. Thank you. Crash data, you
24 made reference to police departnent records,
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1 which |l don't believe we ever presented to you

2 for review. Your recommendation is that that

3 data be avail abl e and nade avail abl e?

4 MR. FI TZGERALD: Correct. Because for

5 past projects, realizing that there has been sone
6 di sconnect between Brookline and MassDOT havi ng
7 to do with crash data on occasi on.

8 MR. ZURCFF: Could that include the Gty
9 of Boston, too?

10 MR. FI TZGERALD: The intersections al

11 fall within Brookline jurisdiction.

12 MR. ZURCFF. But you said we are

13 bordering on Boston. Wuld it be hel pful to have
14 City of Boston data as well?

15 MR, FITZGERALD: | don't think the Gty
16 of Boston would cover the area of study that we
17 are | ooking at here.

18 MR. ZURCFF: Ckay. So in other words,
19 the effect of traffic comng off of VFW Parkway
20 isn't going to nake any difference?
21 MR. FI TZGERALD: Ri ght.
22 MR. ZURCFF:. Ckay.
23 MR. HUSSEY: | ndependence Drive, that is
24 City of Boston, isn't it?
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1 MR. FI TZGERALD: No, actually. It is

2 Brookline. But the line is just to the south of
3 the intersection, | believe.

4 MR. HUSSEY. Do you have a | arger plan?
5 | was hoping to see a site plan that shows the

6 roads around it.

7 MR MCHAUD:. W can show that, if | am
8 al l owed to present.

9 M5. SELKOE: Perhaps we have that in the
10 applicati on.

11 MR. HUSSEY: If we don't have it now, can
12 we have it for the next neetings?

13 MR. M CHAUD: Through the Chair, | think
14 many of the questions that are being asked w ||
15 be addressed if | go through the Power Poi nt.

16 MR. GELLER It would nmake it easier to
17 just go through his presentation.

18 MR. ZURCFF: Maybe we can cone back to
19 M. Fitzgerald after we hear fromyou, if you

20 t hi nk that would work better. The inportant

21 thing is that we get all of the data.

22 MR. M CHAUD: Right.

23 MR, ZURCFF: Wuld that be okay with you?
24 MR. FI TZGERALD: Absol utely.
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1 MR, ZURCFF. Al right, sir.

2 MR. M CHAUD:. Thank you very much. | am
3 going to use the podium if that is okay.

4 MR. ZURCFF: That is fine, as |long as you
5 make yoursel f heard.

6 MR. M CHAUD: Let ne back up to the

7 begi nni ng.

8 For the record, ny nane is

9 Robert M chaud, a principal wth MDM

10 Transportation Consultants, based in Marl boro,

11 Massachusetts. M firmwas responsible for

12 preparing the traffic report that

13 M. Fitzgerald' s firmrevi ened.

14 And we find that there is a general |evel
15 of concurrence wth the nethodol ogy and the

16 standards that were applied in the conduct of

17 that study. | believe M. Fitzgerald represented
18 that.

19 There are essentially four areas of

20 request ed suppl enental information or

21 clarifications that | would [ike to wal k through.
22 Many of these points nmay address sone of the

23 guestions that the Board had raised so far. So
24 it mght be helpful to step through those.

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 29

1 One of those pieces of supplenental

2 i nformation had to do with the police, | ocal

3 police, accident records, which we actually do

4 have for the sane period in which we report the

5 MassDOT data, that that can nmake a correlation

6 bet ween any di fferences that m ght exist between
7 t he DOT dat abase, which is derived fromlocal and
8 Regi stry records, and the | ocal records.

9 Sonetinmes there are discrepancies between the

10 t wo.

11 The good news here is that, based on

12 submtted records that we received fromthe

13 police departnent for that 2011 through '13

14 period, it coincides with the DOl database that
15 there were a total of 14 crashes over that period
16 of time reported locally, only several of which,
17 in sone way, were related to the driveways that
18 currently serve Hancock Village, shown in bl ue.
19 And when you plot the |ocations of those
20 various crashes, there is no single |location

21 al ong I ndependence Drive that is a hot spot, so
22 to speak. There are not multiple collisions at
23 specific locations along the road. They happened
24 to be spread fairly consistently throughout the
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1 corridor. And when you | ook at the equival ent

2 crash rate represented on this diagram those

3 crash rates are a very consistent with those that
4 were reported in the traffic study using the DOT
5 dat abase.

6 As M. Fitzgerald pointed out, those

7 crash rates are well below -- four to five tines
8 bel ow -- average crash rate statistics for those
9 types of intersections in this district. So it
10 Is fair to say that there is a | evel of

11 consi stency between |ocal and state records, and
12 it is fair to say that the crash experience here
13 Is relatively | ow

14 None of these locations are listed on the
15 state's high crash location listing. And as a
16 result, there aren't any specific safety

17 countermeasures that would be warranted to of fset
18 any specific trends along the corridor.

19 MR, ZURCFF: If | could just interrupt
20 you for a second. Again, your records are 2011
21  TO 20137
22 MR MCHAUD: Yes. And | will clarify
23 that the reason we are showing that information
24 here, is because it was, at the tinme the report
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1 was published, the | atest avail able state records
2 from MassDOT. MassDOT | ags by up to between two
3 and three years fromcurrent date in publishing
4 those crash records. So this is a true

5 appl es-t o- appl es conparison using |ocal records
6 to then-avail able DOT records.

7 | think the point of the exercise was to
8 determ ne whet her or not there were mmjor

9 discrepancies between | ocal versus state records,
10 which | think this confirns there is not.

11 And even in the screening of current

12 |l istings, 2015 data is currently avail able, none
13 of these locations are listed as high crash

14 | ocations. It would be ny opinion that, on that
15 basis, that there are no distinct trends that

16 have occurred since the timng of the traffic

17 study --

18 MR. ZURCFF: Wuld it be possible for you
19 to update your data?
20 MR M CHAUD:. W certainly could do that.
21 Yes. So the point of this exercise was to
22 address, head-on, the point of, is there a
23 di screpancy between the two? And there is not.
24 But we can certainly update to reflect
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1 the nost current state records. W can certainly
2 make the request of the police departnment for the
3 nost current records.

4 So that was, perhaps, the nost

5 significant piece of supplenental information.

6 So we have di scussed the notion of the

7 Novenber 2015 data. | think it is fair to say

8 t hat your peer reviewer acknow edges that, so

9 long as there is no vast difference in area

10 traffic patterns relative to 2015, that it is not
11 likely that the capacity results and the reported
12 results of the study would be any different -- or
13 materially different than we published.

14 The point | want to nmake is that ny firm
15 and nme, personally, have been involved with

16 pl anning along this corridor, including the

17 Resi dences of South Brookline, since 2012. So we
18 have a fairly significant database, historical

19 dat abase counts al ong | ndependence Drive. W
20 al so have access to the functional design report
21 that was prepared for the Beverly Road
22 I ntersection back in 2007. So we have data from
23 2007, '12, '13, and '15.
24 And when you begin to | ook at that
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1 data -- here is an exanple of 2007 to '14 data

2 for daily, a.m and p.m peak hours that were

3 collected. And what that trend shows, and this
4 I's consistent with the DOT database publicati ons,
5 Is that daily trips have essentially been flat or
6 maybe even, in sone cases, slightly declining.

7 The a. m peak hour traffic vol unmes have
8 been flat or declining over that period of tine.
9 And the p.m peak hour has a very slight

10 I ncrease, representative of about |ess than half
11 a percent annualized grow h.

12 If you | ook at other sources of

13 i nformation, the functional design report that |
14 referenced, that was published in 2007, had 2004
15 data in it. W had 2013 data that we had

16 collected along this corridor at those specific
17 I ntersections, which both show that, again, the
18 grom h patterns here are substantially bel ow,

19 hal f a percent annualized grow h.
20 So what that shows is that -- well, | am
21 not saying that there wouldn't be sone change
22 bet ween 2015 and now. | think the nature of the
23 traffic change has been nodest and relatively
24 m nor and certainly well within the growth
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1 patterns that we have seen historically since

2 2004, which is flat, less than half a percent

3 annual i zed grow h.

4 Because we took a conservative approach
5 as how we anal yzed traffic gromh by applying a
6 1 percent annualized growh factor, we are

7 essentially taking a high guess, if you wll, as
8 to what the design volunes will be in the context
9 of this project.

10 So it is nmy professional opinion that, on
11 the basis of the history of this corridor and ny
12 know edge that there are not any specific

13 | ocal i zed projects that woul d have substantially
14 changed those patterns, that the volunes as they
15 are reported in this study are valid and

16 appropriate and reasonabl e for basis of inpact
17 anal ysi s.

18 However, and | will speak to this in a
19 nmonment, | think the nore inportant question is
20 the signal warrant analysis. | think, really,
21 that is the crux of this. W could certainly go
22 out and recount traffic at all four of these

23 | ocations. But ny opinion, the Iikelihood of

24  that creating any new, useful information for
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1 | npact purposes is negligible. | think there is
2 sone value to |l ooking at actual field conditions
3 for the signal warrant purposes, and I will speak
4 on that in a nonent.

5 MEMBER CF THE PUBLIC. Can you just say,
6 what is a.m peak hours? Wat are those hours?

7 MR. M CHAUD:. Through the Chair, in the

8 context of the traffic study, we | ook at commuter
9 periods between 7:00 and 9:00 in the norning and
10 4:00 to 6:00 p.m at night. That is what those
11 represent.

12 So anot her point -- series of questions
13 that M. Fitzgerald raised had to do with on-site
14 parking and circul ati on aspects. W have since
15 responded, and | wll show you the response,

16 here, to several of those itens: Providing an

17 auto turn analysis for energency apparatus into
18 and through the devel opnent; sone clarification
19 of park supply ratios; and finally, there was a
20 di scussi on about the sight line issue, the
21 potential for |oss of spaces to enhance sight
22 | i nes.
23 The auto turn analysis was a conputerized
24 anal ysis that | ooked at the Brookline E-1 Bronto
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1 and 100 tower truck as the |l argest design vehicle
2 that may have to respond here. W find that

3 there is sufficient maneuvering area for that

4 vehi cl e type.

5 We concl ude that by showing in this

6 contextual diagramthe nature of where the swept
7 novenments woul d be for that |argest vehicle type
8 at the driveway entrances al ong | ndependence

9 Drive, as well as within the property itself.

10 And you can see, they are annotated | ocations A
11 through E, in this case, for vehicles that would
12 be entering the site and |ikew se exiting the

13 site fromthose sane positions.

14 As you |l ook at the details fromeach one
15 of those |l ocations, you can see the swept path of
16 that | argest vehicle has sufficient maneuveri ng
17 area, in each and every part of the site, to be
18 able to get into and circulate within. These are
19 the outputs of that exercise, which will be nade
20 available to your peer reviewer, indicating that
21 all of the swept paths are, in fact, adequate for
22 t hat pur pose.
23 Regardi ng parking, the sheet L300 on the
24 site plan submttal does, in fact, total 350
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1 par ki ng spaces. | think perhaps the discrepancy
2 bet ween the 340 and 350 is explained in that sone
3 of the spaces that are tabulated in that nunber

4 actually exi st on Sherman Road, near where the

5 proposed driveway is that feeds into the

6 devel opnent.

7 So | think, as submtted, and consi stent
8 wth the application materials, there are 350

9 par ki ng spaces, sone of which, we acknow edge,

10 are tandem spaces wthin the garage structure.

11 The tandem spaces woul d be assigned to specific
12 units. They are assigned tandem spaces. So

13 unli ke a public parking lot, where you could park
14 anywhere that you found capacity, this would be
15 an assigned basis tandem parking. So if your

16 partner/w f e/ husband was parked in one of those
17 spaces, you would have to sort out which one of
18 vyou parked in the first versus the second space.
19 So there is really no inherent need to
20 have a managenent plan, per se, for those spaces.
21 It would be incunbent on that unit owner to
22 under stand how to best jockey the cars.
23 MR. ZURCFF:. Just a question about the
24 interior spaces. |Is there -- we did not tour the
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1 garages when we did the site visit and maybe we

2 shoul d take |l ook at them But is there adequate
3 room for people to jockey one car out?

4 MR. GELLER This is only in the new

S gar age.

6 MR, ZURCFF: Ch, right. So will there be
7 roomin the garage?

8 MR. GELLER  Yes, there wll be.

9 MR ZUROFF: Correct.

10 So the effective parking supply ratio, at
11 that 350, is just over one-and-a-half spaces per
12 unit. And we know that, through the survey of

13 t he Hancock Village facility, that the actual

14 parking supply ratio for those units is actually
15 1. 36.

16 So the ratio that is being proposed here
17 represents an increase in the ratio relative to
18 how the site is currently operating. W know

19 t hrough practical experience and prior survey of
20 that site, that that 1.36 ratio for the existing
21 Hancock Village is sufficient to accommpdate this
22 need. So we feel confident that that ratio is an
23 appropriate standard to hold for this project,
24 understanding that it doesn't neet the so-called
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1 zoning requirenment, which has nore than 400

2 par ki ng spaces that would be required. So there
3 Is sufficient parking within the application and
4 I ntent of this project.

5 Finally -- and this speaks to the park

6 | ssues to sone degree. There is an internal

7 driveway that is shown on the site plan. | don't
8 have ny | aser pointer, so | will point. That

9 driveway is located in that orientation. You can
10 see where it cones into Shernman Road.

11 The question is, if you are in a stopped
12 position, |eaving that driveway, whether you

13 would have adequate visibility to an oncom ng

14 vehicle, a sight line. And you will see that

15 there are a series of spaces al ong Sher man Road,
16 probably the ones that were not tallied as part
17 of that 350.

18 MR. ZURCFF: Are they on the right side
19 or the left side?

20 MR. M CHAUD: They are on the

21 right -- well, they are actually on both sides,
22 to be honest with you. It is very hard to read.
23 The font on this is rather light. But you wl|
24 see that there are a series parking spaces al ong
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1 both edges of that road. That is a one-way road,
2 just to be clear. That one-way circul ation

3 pattern would be fromthe top of the page toward
4 | ndependence Dri ve.

5 And there are a | ack of spaces, if you

6 will, directly opposite that driveway, so that

7 you can have proper nmaneuverability to nake a

8 turn out of that driveway.

9 MR. ZURCFF: So are they posted as

10 no par ki ng?

11 MR. M CHAUD:. They will be striped as "no
12 par ki ng. "

13 The question is whether or not any

14 renmoval of those spaces, particularly the ones
15 that exist just to the top edge of that driveway,
16 would need to be renoved so that sonmeone in the
17 st opped position could see soneone com ng al ong
18 t he one-way section of road.

19 Qur opinion is that you could certainly
20 elimnate those and enhance the sight line. It

21 woul d not materially affect the parking ratio

22 that is being sought in this developnent. If we
23 | ose two or three parking spaces, it is still
24 going to work pretty well. It is certainly the
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1 prerogative of this Board.

2 The design, as it is currently proposed,
3 I's consistent wth general design practices for

4 t hese types of devel opnent. These are very sl ow
5 speed, one-way roadways, very |ow vol une

6 roadways. And to the extent soneone actually

7 pulls up to where the aisle is, of Shernman Road,
8 nmy opi nion would be that they have adequate

9 ability to see an oncom ng car, even

10 notw t hstandi ng that there are parked cars al ong
11 the edge of the road. It is not unlike what nost
12 peopl e woul d experience in the Gty of Boston,

13 when you cone out the side street and there are
14 par ked vehicles on either side.

15 But that said, | don't think there is any
16 reason they couldn't be elimnated, to the extent
17 that you wanted to nmaxim ze that sight |ine.

18 That could certainly be drawn as part of the

19 condi tions for approval.

20 MR. ZURCFF: |s there -- Joe, this m ght
21 be for you, too.

22 What kind of plans are there in place for
23 traffic within the interior roadway? People want
24 to drop their groceries off. | nean, it is a
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1 no-standi ng zone? 1Is it a no-parking zone?

2 MR. GELLER So the roadway is a private
3 roadway that is used by the residents.

4 MR, ZURCFF: It is a driveway.

5 MR, CGELLER Right. It is a driveway,

6 wth parking on either side of it. As you drive
7 i n, years ago, they added islands at each one of
8 the courtway entrances. So there is a place to
9 pul | over, take your bags out of the car or

10 what ever, and then park in the space that you can
11 find where that is located. So there is

12 already -- all of that is accommbdated on the

13 roadways today. And at this end, which is

14 basi cal |y doing the sane thing as the entrance to
15 the driveway here, to acconmodate that.

16 MR. ZURCFF: So if sonebody wants to pul
17 into one of the new, smaller buildings, drop

18 their groceries, there is a place for themto do
19 that?
20 MR. CELLER That circle is wde enough
21 so you could pull up past the parking spaces,
22 that little drop off area between the two areas.
23 MR. ZUROFF: |s that what those extended
24 shapes are?
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1 MR. GELLER  That is parking.

2 MR. ZURCFF: Onh, that is actual parking?
3 MR. CELLER  Yes, that is actual parking.
4 And there is two handi cap spaces on that end and
5 t hen sone handi cap spaces on that end.

6 MR, ZURCFF: So it wll always be freely
7 opened for energency vehicl es?

8 MR CELLER  Yes.

9 MR. ZUROFF: Sorry. | interrupted you.
10 MR M CHAUD: That is okay. This is

11 actually a closer view of that sanme |ocation. |
12 t hi nk we covered that issue.

13 Loadi ng and delivery was questioned. And
14 t he phil osophy is consistent with the current

15 practices at Hancock Village, that curbside

16 activity would include pickup of curbside refuse,
17 which will be wheeled out in containers.

18 There will be occasional nove-in

19 activity. In the context of the new buil ding,
20 that would occur in within the aisle closest to
21 the building front, which is a twd-way aisle. No
22 parking there. There wouldn't be any packing
23 nmovenents or bl ocki ng parking, per se. It would
24 be a curbside operation, which is consistent with
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1 apartnment conpl exes throughout the Commonweal t h.

2 The vehicle types that woul d be

3 conducting that type of either nove-in activity

4 or delivery activity, would be box truck type,

5 uni body trucks that are not articul ated, 40

6 or 50 --

7 MR. ZUROFF: But there could be a tractor

8 trailer.

9 MR MCHAUD: It would fit, certainly.
10 But our experience with apartnent nove-ins is
11 that those are typically done using a standard
12 uni body type truck. UPS delivery trucks are an
13 exanpl e of the day-to-day type delivery
14 oper ati on.

15 And then we are all famliar with the

16 front loading -- sorry -- rear-loading trash

17 trucks, all of which can fit in the circulation
18 wthin the property and can do all of those curb
19 side, wthout any reliance on the public way for
20 t hose operations.

21 Roadway i nprovenents, | think this wll
22 help clarify what Joe had nenti oned about what
23 has been commtted by the Residences of South

24 Br ookl i ne versus what is being currently
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1 contenplated, the change in those plans to

2 I ncl ude signalization.

3 So |l would like to start with the plan

4 that was actually the reference point for the

5 Resi dences of South Brookline. That is this

6 di agram whi ch shows the conversion of

7 | ndependence Drive fromits current four-Iane

8 section to the two-lane travel section wth

9 par ki ng and bi ke | anes on the edges.

10 This was essentially the concept that got
11 endorsed as part of the Residences of South

12 Brookline project. And you wll see that, as

13 part of that, there are two specific |ocations
14 al ong that road, one near the east driveway j ust
15 to the north of Gerry Road, where there is a new
16 pedestrian crossing proposed. Near Beverly Road,
17 there is a realignnment of an existing crosswal k.
18 And at the Thornton/ Sherman Road intersection, at
19 that time, during its permt process, there was a
20 view to putting a pedestrian crossing as well

21 t here, each of which would have curb bunp-outs
22 associated with them to reduce the crossing |ane
23 and to protect or shield the parking that would
24 occur curbside on | ndependence Drive.
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1 So that is the reference point. And that
2 does show di nensi onal |y what that concept

3 entailed at the tine.

4 This is a shoot-in, if you wll, a

5 bl ow-up of one of those crossing points with the
6 bunp-outs. This is the Thornton/ Sher man Road

7 I ntersection. And that is the east driveway

8 | ocation, just north of Gerry. And you can see
9 the realignnment of the crosswal k beyond it. So
10 that has all been hashed out, agreed to, and is a
11 commi tment of the Residences of South Brookline.
12 This diagramrepresents, conceptually, a
13 shift in that plan, not fromthe perspective of
14 where the work woul d be done for the Residences
15 of Sout h Brookline, but what woul d happen at

16 Thornton and Sherman and what is different than
17 that planning. And that is, the conversion of

18 Gerry Road, which currently allows access to

19 | ndependence, to a one-way away from | ndependence
20 and Sherman Road, which currently travels away
21 from I ndependence, toward | ndependence.
22 So the idea is that we wanted to provide
23 a point at which all of the vehicle activity that
24 would be exiting fromthe north or west side of
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1 Hancock Village and the new devel opnent woul d all
2 have to cone out at a single point. And the

3 phi | osophy to that, it would be better to control
4 novenents and to reduce vehicular friction by

5 concentrating that at a known single |ocation.

6 It would also for, to the extent a signal warrant
7 is met and is built, would allow for an excl usive
8 pedestrian phase to be placed for anyone who

9 wanted to cross the street.

10 We know that is a fairly busy crossing

11 today, and it will be elevated once this new

12  devel opnent cones in. So it is inportant to have
13 sonme formof control at that |ocation.

14 O course, if we were to update that plan
15 that was part of the Residences at South

16 Brookline, this is what it would | ook Iike. Now,
17 It would show the signal along with all of the

18 ot her features that were comm tnents of that

19 project. So that is the reference point.
20 The signal warrants anal ysis that was
21 presented in our evaluation relies on a projected
22 shift in activity fromGerry Road to that new
23 | ocation at Sherman, as well as the new traffic
24  fromthe devel opnent, which we estimted using
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1 I ndustry standard rates. W acknow edge that the
2 exi sting devel opnent of Hancock Vill age generates
3 at levels that fall below the industry standards,
4 per haps because there is public transportation

5 opportunities and Zi pcars and ot her features.

6 But our response to that issue is not to
7 argue the academ cs of the signal, it is rather

8 to provide a commtnent to nonitor the actual

9 performance and vol unes of the intersection based
10 on occupancy of buildings at that tinme, to

11 denonstrate conpliance to a signal warrant, to

12 make sure that it actually is warranted.

13 So we can certainly go out and recount

14 traffic, we could redo warrants. And all of that
15 woul d be an educated guess as to what m ght

16 happen. | think the nore appropriate standard to
17 hol d here would be to provide a nonitoring

18 provi sion that denonstrates conpliance and the

19 need for a signal. And | think that that is a
20 comm tnent of this proponent. And to the extent
21 Br ookl i ne endorses and approves a signal at that
22 | ocation, they would be commtted to building it.
23 | think that woul d be the appropriate protocol
24 her e.
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1 We know that we may easily neet a

2 one- hour volunme warrant in the norni ng when nost
3 people are |l eaving. Those warrants over an

4 extended period of tinme becone nore difficult to
5 neet, because nost people are not here during the
6 day. So there are sone chall enges to neeting

7 every one of those warrants, particularly upon

8 initial occupancy of the building. And as a

9 result, we would suggest it nmakes sense to

10 nonitor it and determ ne the need at the tine.
11 Any design that is submtted for that

12 | ocati on woul d contenplate a redesign to

13 accommodate a signal, just to be clear. 1In the
14 i nterimperiod, during which a signal is not

15 warranted and it is not there, we would defer

16 back to the original plan of the Residences of
17 Sout h Br ookl ine, which would have a

18 pedestrian-activated crossing at that |ocation.
19 You still need to accommobdat e pedestrian novenent
20 safely, but all of the geonetric features, the
21 conw dth [ phonetic] that would be placed on the
22 I ntersection, would all be conpliant with

23 signalization at sone point. And that is a

24 comm tment of the proponent.
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1 MR. ZUROFF: Just to be clear, the

2 current plan, under the ROSB permt, includes the
3 signalization, subject to the Town approving it?
4 No?

5 MR. CGELLER  No, it doesn't include the

6 signalization. It includes --

7 MR. ZUROFF: The crosswal ks; | know that.
8 MR. GELLER  The crosswal k and the hawk

9 signals. So it wll have the signals, those hawk
10 si gnal s.

11 MR, ZURCFF: Which will stop the traffic
12 for pedestrians?

13 MR. GELLER  Yes.

14 MR, ZURCFF: But not otherw se?

15 MR. GELLER It is not fully signalized.
16 MR. ZURCFF: Not to go across from Gerry.
17 MR. CELLER To take a left or right turn
18 or what ever.

19 MR ZUROFF: Right.
20 MR. M CHAUD. To be clear, the form of
21 control that was cited within the South
22 Brookline -- Residences of South Brookline,
23 ROSB -- actually could entail a rapid flash
24 beacon, which is a little nore traditional and
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1 nore used these days, relative to the hawk. So
2 when we say "signal," we nean

3 pedestrian-activated beacon. It is a feature

4 that gets activated.

5 MR. ZURCFF:. Sonebody pushing a button?
6 MR MCHAUD: Yes. And then there is a
7 flash/strobe effect on the road, if you wll, so
8 that notorists who are approaching that crossing
9 become aware that there is sonmething going on.
10 And that is what those are.

11 And that woul d be inplenented under any
12 scenario. And to the extent a traffic signal,
13 whi ch stops traffic, regulatorily would need to
14 nmeet the warrants.

15 And that is it. So in conclusion, |

16 think we are going to be providing a witten

17 response. | actually have that with ne, and |
18 wll provide that to the Board and wl |

19 distribute it to your review consultant as well.
20 We woul d certainly update the crash data
21 information to reflect the |ast couple of years
22 of available information. But the update of
23 traffic counts and such, it would be our opinion
24 that there is no useful purpose for doing that.
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1 And to the extent it were provided, we can

2 certainly do a spot count to validate at one of

3 t he hi gher-volune intersections what is going on,
4 with the likely outcone being that there is

5 really very little, if any, change since 2015.

6 MR, ZURCFF: We understand that. But as
7 our peer reviewer has stated, it would be better
8 for all of us to know what that data is, at |east
9 updated as nmuch as possible. So if you are

10 wlling to do that, we would like to see it.

11 MR FI TZGERALD: Well, for me, | think
12 t he biggest issue, again, is the traffic signal
13 warrant and the fact that, as the original report
14 docunented, there is a substantial difference

15 bet ween the existing usage -- the existing trips
16 per unit at that devel opnent conpared to what | TE
17 has publ i shed.

18 So if by looking at a four-hour traffic
19 signal warrant, we are finding that two hours are
20 met, no problem one of the p.m hours is net;
21 the other p.m hour net, based on our nunbers,
22 actually falls below the [ine and is not net.
23 And we know that those nunbers are going to drop
24 dramatically, especially those p.m hours of, |
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1 think, 45 percent is what the report that you

2 noted --

3 MR. M CHAUD: Right, yes. The enpirical
4 I nformati on woul d stay the sane.

5 MR. FI TZGERALD: So now we have | ost our
6 two hours in the afternoon neeting those

7 four-hour warrants. So now we have got two of

8 the four hours being net. So we are not even

9 really neeting a four-hour traffic signal

10 warrant; never mnd an ei ght-hour.

11 So | guess | wonder, if you were going to
12 build it and just hope for the best, if that is
13 the best way to go, is nonitoring, if we have

14 t hese ki nds of doubts and questi ons.

15 MR MCHAUD: So | think the basis of the
16 nonitoring is to avoid that situation. W want
17 to see howthis actually perfornms. W want to
18 see how nuch traffic actually occurs.

19 So again, | would prefer to avoid an

20 academ c exercise of saying, do we neet three of
21 the four, or four of the four, or two of the

22 four, when we are maki ng educated guesses? And |
23 think it is fair to say that, in the norning, we
24 won't have any issue needing or neeting the
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1 warrant for a signal. The issue is what happens
2 during the rest of the day.

3 MR. FI TZGERALD: Ri ght.

4 MR. M CHAUD: The commtnent of this

5 devel oper -- and this is consistent wth

6 I nformation input that is been received from your
7 police departnment in October of 2014 -- is they

8 would like to see sone formof traffic control

9 al ong I ndependence Drive, for a couple of

10 reasons.

11 One, as a traffic calmng feature, if you
12 wll, apply regular gaps in traffic, but, as

13 I nportantly or nore inportantly, to provide a

14 dedi cat ed neans of pedestrian crossing, a safe

15 crossing of the road.

16 When we | ook at warrants, you don't have
17 to neet the eight-hour warrant to justify a

18 signal. It would be nice if you did, and MassDOT
19 has a preference -- prefers that.
20 MR, FI TZGERALD: Yes.
21 MR. M CHAUD: But we have been in many
22 I nstances where the standards are net for a
23  four-hour warrant and, in sone cases, a one-hour
24  warrant, based on context of the |location and the
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1 confl uence of events and pedestrian activity, for
2 I nstance, would dictate that placing a signal is
3 a wse thing to do. This may be one of those

4 ci rcunst ances.

5 MR. FI TZGERALD: Because the other thing
6 was, did you analyze it without a signal, wth

7 the future volunmes? How did that operate?

8 MR MCHAUD:. We know the main line is

9 just fine.

10 MR. FI TZGERALD: Yes. OCh, as

11 unsi gnal i zed? Absol utely.

12 MR M CHAUD: Yes. So the unsignalized,
13 just to provide a reference point to the Board
14 and using industry standards and using the

15 configurations of roadways that we are show ng,
16 i n the norning, over a one-hour period of tine,
17 t here woul d be nore than 200 vehicl es over that
18 hour that need to get to |Independence Drive.

19 That will result in delays in queuing, and | tell
20 you that w thout doing analysis.
21 That is an on-site issue. It is a
22 conveni ence issue. It does not affect public
23 travel, but nonetheless, is an inconvenience to
24 the folks who may live there.
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1 The notion of a signal is to facilitate

2 t hat novenent, at the sane tine you are providing
3 a dedi cated and excl usive neans of pedestrian

4 crossing with the regulatory control.

5 MR. FI TZGERALD: Not only that, but if

6 t hey are under unsignalized, should you install

7 the intersection wthout signals, and the side is
8 approachi ng or experiencing |ong delays, then

9 driver behavior shows that you tend to accept a
10 gap in traffic that you ordinarily wouldn't, and
11 that could lend itself to a safety concern. So
12 I n those instances, again, if you are running

13 into sonething like that, that woul d al nost

14 defend a traffic signal installation froma

15 safety perfective.

16 MR. ZUROFF: So it could be nore

17 danger ous?

18 MR. FI TZGERALD: Dependi ng on how

19 excessive the queues becone, as unsignali zed,
200 with the redirected traffic plus the additional
21 site traffic. It would be good to know t hat
22 nunmber, what those delays would be. But if it is
23 hi gh enough, then driver behavi or becones nore
24 aggressive to try to get a gap, because you have

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 57

1 waited a long tine to get out. So that is

2 certainly sonething you want to avoid as well.

3 MR. ZURCFF: WI I you be able to eval uate
4 what updated data you m ght get?

S MR. FI TZGERALD: Sure.

6 MR. M CHAUD: W can provide that

7 I nformati on, yes.

8 MR, ZURCFF: Ckay. | would like to nake
9 sure that that does happen.

10 MR M CHAUD: Sure. And as | nentioned,
11 M. Chair, we have these initial responses and we
12 can augnent these with the information that we
13 just discussed. So we can keep it noving, so to
14 speak.

15 MR. ZURCFF. | appreciate that.

16 MR. M CHAUD. | have got four copies of
17 this. Wth your perm ssion, | could give one,
18 right now, to your partner.

19 MR. ZURCFF: That would be great. It
20 will probably nean much nore to himthan it wll
21 nmean to ne.
22 MR. GELLER  Just to be clear -- | just
23 want to nmake sure everybody is clear on this.
24 W would like to install the signal.
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1 This isn't a situation where we are trying to

2 avoid installing a signal because of the cost of
3 t he signal or sonething.

4 MR. ZURCFF:. As we just heard, a signal

5 may be worse than no signal, maybe.

6 MR. CGELLER R ght. So we are interested
7 in working with your consultant and our

8 consultant to right find the right answer here,

9 and it nmay be an answer that there is an interim
10 answer and then there is a build-out, and then

11 everything is built so you can acconmopdate the

12 si gnal when the signal is needed, and then you

13 pay for the signal.

14 MR ZUROFF: Right.

15 MR. GELLER So | just think that that is
16 t he approach we would like to take here, so that
17 we are not doing the wong thing and that creates
18 a problem but always have in our back pocket

19 that we can do the signal, because we know in the
20 end, we are going to want a signal.
21 MR ZURCFF: | like flexibility, so.
22 Thank you.
23 Any questions for the applicant's expert?
24 MR HUSSEY: No.
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1 MR. ZURCFF: Thank you.

2 M5. SELKOE: Bob, do you have one nore of
3 t hose reports?

4 MR. ZURCFF. W have got an extra one.

5 M5. PALERMO.  You can have mine, Polly.

6 MR. M CHAUD:. W can provide nore.

7 MR. ZURCFF: Is it going to be posted on
8 the site?

9 MR M CHAUD:. W can provide it

10 el ectronically.

11 MR. ZUROFF: Yes, so it wll be avail able
12 to the public as well.

13 Next order of business is public comment,
14 | guess. So again, nmake yourself known.

15 M5. SELKOE: | think you have got -- if
16 you can hand that up here, that would be great,
17 t he attendance sheet.

18 MR. ZURCFF: You know, again, the

19 m crophone isn't affecting you. |If you are here
20 and you are speaking, it would be nice to have
21 your nanme and address on the attendance.
22 Scott?
23 MR. GLADSTONE: | have a qui ck question.
24 Scott  adstone, 383 Russett Road, precinct 16,
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1 town neeting nenber.

2 | was hoping M. Mchaud could actually
3 put back up one of the pictures he had, because |
4 had a question about the parking spaces just, on
5 Sherman Road, outside of the -- opposite the

6 driveway into the new buil ding.

7 MR. ZURCFF: Again, for the nenbers of

8 the public that want to address this, we are

9 confining our remarks tonight to the traffic and
10 t he par ki ng.

11 MR. CGLADSTONE: Yes, that is fine.

12 So we have the lot line for the new

13 devel opnent here, and these are parking spots

14 that are now exi sting on Sherman next to the Hoar
15 Sanctuary. | heard you say -- | heard

16 M. Mchaud say that there was going to be sone
17 | ines that indicate "no parking" around the area
18 of the entrance to the site.

19 Does that mean on this side, outside of
20 the newlot, or wthin the new |ot, here?
21 MR MCHAUD: | think the intentionis to
22 have this portion of Sherman Road cl ear of
23 parking activity, to the extent practicable.
24 MR. GLADSTONE: Ckay. Thank you.
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1 So then ny next question is, since there
2 are parking spaces being taken away fromthe

3 existing site, outside of the newlot for the new
4 project, the existing site currently, as |

5 understand it, has too little parking -- it is

6 currently non-conformng as to parking

7 requirements -- | understand that is going to be
8 offset alittle bit because there is going to

9 be -- like this is a current building on the

10 existing lot, which is now going to be subsuned
11 into the new lot, therefore, that building' s

12 dedi cat ed parking spaces are going to be

13 subtracted fromthe spots that are dedicated to
14 the rest of the lot.

15 But | don't know what the math is. Does
16 that subtract the need for spaces that is nore
17 than the current nonconformty? |In other words,
18 are | osing these spots increasing the

19 nonconformty? That is the question.

20 MR. ZURCFF: That is a reasonable

21 guesti on.

22 MR CGELLER  No.

23 MR. GLADSTONE: Has anyone | ooked at

24  those nunbers?
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1 MR. GELLER Yes, we can give you the

2 nunbers.

3 MR. ZURCFF: We will get the nunbers.

4 MR. GLADSTONE: So that the building

5 departnent can | ook to nmake sure that those

6 nunbers --

7 MR. ZURCFF: | understand you want to

8 avoid infectious invalidity.

9 MR. GLADSTONE: | want to see if there is
10 i nfectious invalidity.

11 MR. ZURCFF: Right. Thank you.

12 Yes, sSir?

13 MR. SHPRI TZ: Nathan Shpritz,

14 precinct 16, | ama town neeting rep, 44 Payson
15 Road.

16 | just had one followp for Scott's

17 guestion, which I would also |like to hear an

18 answer to, which I know nobody can answer today.
19 But Scott was tal king about, | think,

20 overall non-conformty. | would |ike to know
21 what the percentage of spots are for those

22 bui | di ngs that were previously serviced by those
23 spots there and what the parking ratios becone
24  for those that don't have dedi cated parking
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1 underneath their building. So sort of a

2 separated parking analysis. So those that have

3 the --

4 MR. ZURCFF:. Wthin the lot, you are

5 t al ki ng about ?

6 MR. SHPRITZ: Yes. The sanme spots that

7 Scott was tal king about.

8 MR. ZURCFF: | think you have provided

9 data on that.

10 MR. CGCELLER  Yes, we have. | amnot sure
11 | understand the question.

12 MR. ZURCFF. They are renoving sone

13 structures and they are putting up a new buil di ng
14 and they have provided us with the anount of

15 spaces that are available for the lot that they
16 are developing. |s that your question?

17 MR. SHPRITZ: No. The question is, if you
18 take those spots out, for those that they are not
19 devel opi ng, what do the parking ratios becone

20 then, and do they still stay close to where they
21 have been?

22 MR, ZURCFF: | think that is what Scott
23 just asked.

24 MR. CGELLER We are not increasing the
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1 non-conformty.

2 MR, ZURCFF: But you will provide the

3 data to show that. So you will get an answer to
4 your question, sir.

5 Yes, sir.

6 MR. FREILICH Jeff Freilich, 327 South
7 Street.

8 A very qui ck question, please. You nade
9 an assertion about the data used for MassDOT with
10 respect to the | atest available data from 2015,
11 at | east sone of the analysis that you gave on
12 traffic flow Was that correct? | amnot so

13 sure | understood, because | walked in in the

14 m ddle. Was that the |atest avail able data that
15 you had, was from 2015? Because you are naki ng
16 an assertion that any studies that could be done
17 now woul d have a negligi ble effect on your

18 anal ysis so far.

19 MR. M CHAUD: What | stated was that in
20 the COctober 2016 traffic study, that the data
21 that we had available to us at that tine ran
22 t hrough 2013. And as that was the case, we
23 received | ocal crash records for that sane period
24 of time, so that we could nake a one-to-one
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1 caparison between the |ocal police records and

2 the state database, to see if there were any

3 di screpanci es between the two.

4 Since the issuance of the report, if |

5 were to do a query, right now, on crashes, |

6 would be able to query all the way up to and

7 t hrough 2015, but not beyond that. So what we

8 wll be doing is updating the traffic crash

9 I nformation to include the state records through
10 2015, and we have a request to Brookline for the
11 | at est avail able local records as well.

12 MR. FREILICH Just so | understand, that
13 Is just for crash data, but not the traffic fl ow
14 dat a?

15 MR MCHAUD: Correct. So the traffic
16 flow data is based on Novenber 2015 traffic count
17 I nformation. And what | presented to this board
18 Is that we have data from 2004, '7, '12, '13 and
19 *15, which, when you look at it,
20 corroborates -- confirns that what we a have done
21 in this study is conservative, neaning we
22 actually overestimted the anmount of growth that
23 has traditionally occurred here or that is likely
24  to occur over the next five-year period of tine.
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1 MR. FREILICH And you are

2 asserting -- fromwhat | understand, at | east

3 fromright now, MassDOT does have 2016 publicly
4 avai |l abl e, nost |ikely, because they only have

5 the VFW Parkway really included in that survey;
6 correct? |Independence Drive is probably not

7 i ncluded in the MassDOT dat abase?

8 MR. ZUROFF: | know MassDOT does not have
9 data for |Independence Drive, directly, but they
10 have ot her area count stations, and | don't know
11 how up to date that information is. | think the
12 request that has been nmade is to update sone of,

13 at least, the traffic information that is dated
14 back to 2015, with data that is 2018 data, to

15 confirm whet her or not certain changes have

16 occurr ed.

17 MR. FREILICH | amjust aware that

18 MassDOT does have the data now published for

19 2016, | assune, the crash data.

20 | just want to make sure what you said;
21 you are not suspecting there to be any change and
22 you are suspecting that it should corroborate, at
23 | east, your assertions. But the data is now

24 avai l able, and | assune that you could rerun this
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and confirmyour assertion?

MR. M CHAUD: Correct.

MR. FREILICH Ckay. Thank you.

MR. ZURCFF. Thank you, sir.

Yes, Sir.

MR SMTH M nane is Kevin Smth and |
don't need the m crophone because | am a teacher,
so | amused to this.

| actually live in Hancock Village, and |
can speak in terns of -- regarding traffic and
par king, all of that business.

To park there -- | conme hone at night. |
al so work at bars at night, so you get nme com ng
and going. So | leave to the city during the
nmorning in these peak hours and often | cone hone
past 2:00 o'clock in the norning. 1In regards to
t he parking spaces that they have there and
whet her there is enough, they are slated in |ine
for smaller vehicles. It was done before the day
of the SUWV. So there is a constant search.

| could speak for volunes and hours about
the good |l andlords they are, which they are, and
| could speak for what they don't account for.

So when | hear traffic conversations, | worry
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1 about ny seven-year-old son and | worry about ny
2 10- week-ol d daughter. | worry about the traffic
3 | npacts for when they start building this. |

4 worry about all of those vehicles, | worry about

5 bl asting, | worry about all of those trucks

6 com ng and going, and | don't know how that is

7 bei ng accounted for. | don't know what is

8 acceptable and all of that math.

9 | don't understand. Well, okay, if these
10 vehi cl es cone and go, | can say that, as regards
11 all the pedestrians, all of the people that |ive
12 there in the norning, we all live there for the
13 sane reason: to go to the school. Al of the
14 kids wal k at the sane tinme, they cone back, all
15 of that stuff.

16 So those are ny concerns. Because the

17 di fference between if | |eave at 9:00 o' clock and
18 9:15 is profound. |If | leave at 9:00 or 9:30, it
19 Is very profound. M commute is either

20 10 mnutes -- | work for a non-profit in JP -- or
21 an hour. And that is what it is.

22 So those things are going to exist. |

23 don't care how many cars you put, you are going
24 to have that. But what | don't hear accounted
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for is all of the people in the past few years
who have di scovered that this is the way to go to
Boston. They are com ng up.

My girlfriend, who lives with ne, is a
teacher in Medfield. So she is going in the
opposite direction at those hours. And everyone
has di scovered that it is a good through-way, and
| don't hear that being discussed.

Again, | understand all of the residents
who |ive and who are nore adjacent and all of the
passi on and concerns and we are keeping it to
traffic, which is what | amgoing to keep it to,
those are the one things that | don't -- what
about the little kids and the crosswal ks and all
of that stuff, when one of those things are
comng and going. It is like those are the
things I worry about, all of those vehicles and
| edge and the blasting and so on and so forth.
What happens? How long is it going to take to be
built, and what is that going to inpact on
traffic? | have heard traffic lights. But I
haven't heard construction vehicl es.

MR, ZURCFF: Construction managenent wl |

be taken up at another tine.
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1 MR SMTH Yes. And that is

2 I ndeed -- the dom no effect of that traffic is

3 going to go and go and go.

4 MR. ZUROFF: We understand that.

5 MR SMTH | don't doubt that for a

6 second.

7 MR. ZURCFF: We will be considering that.
8 MR. SM TH.  Thank you.

9 MR, ZURCFF: Steve?

10 Steve, it is inportant that | think that
11 you should point out that, while you sit on this
12 Board, you are here as a private citizen.

13 MR. CHIUMENTI: | am Steve Chiumenti. |
14 ama precinct 16 town neeting nenber, and that is
15 why | am here.

16 MR. ZUROFF: Ckay.

17 MR CHI UMENTI: | don't know what Hone
18 Depot is going to do, but basically, we have to
19 build a ninth school. W are probably going to
20 have to build a tenth school. And it is possible
21 in considering traffic -- and we are entitled to
22 consider what is easily anticipated -- that the
23 Baker School is potentially the site of another
24 school. They are going to build, possibly, a
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1 school -- a Baker School on top of the Baker

2 School that exists. And | think that is

3 sonething that | don't hear anybody talking

4 about, as far as nothing is going to change. |

5 t hi nk what is going to change, particularly,

6 since we have got 500 apartnents in Brookline.

7 You are adding 192 for ROSB and a few hundred for
8 this. You are increasing Hancock Village by 80
9 percent.

10 MR. ZURCFF:. Schools are not part of the
11 40B.

12 MR. CH UMENTI: | amnot talking about

13 the school. | amtal king about the inpact of

14 actually getting to and fromthe school.

15 Basically, in effect, if this isn't going
16 be the ninth school, if you are going to increase
17 Hancock Village by 80 percent, then -- | think,
18 then they all going to build the school on top of
19 t he Baker School, and | think traffic ought to
20 take into account what happens with that kind of
21 a change in Hancock Village and what it neans for
22 all of these people to be getting to and from
23 basi cally, a school that is double.
24 Actual ly, | disagree that the school s

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 72

1 aren't to be taken into account, but that is not
2 what | was tal king about right now.

3 | did nention last week -- and | didn't
4 have the regs with ne -- that, when we consi der
5 the inpact on the community, the burden that

6 we -- the burden on the town, the residents of

7 the project itself should be taken into account.
8 That is stated, and | can give you the cite, but
9 | think we are going to actually wite up a

10 comment, and | wll put it in there.

11 Basi cal | y, the housing appeals conmttee
12 and 56. 07 says that is sonething that they

13 consider, the inpact. And maybe | can even get
14 the | anguage exactly.

15 You are supposed to consider the current
16 and projected utilization of open spaces and

17 consequent need, if any, for additional open

18 spaces by the nunicipality's popul ation,

19 I ncl udi ng the occupants of the proposed housi ng.
20 So | amsaying, it is not just the
21 nei ghbors that you should be taking into account;
22 it is what this is going to do to even the ot her
23 people living in the rest of Hancock Vill age as
24 wel | .
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1 MR, ZURCFF:. | actually think that we do.
2 And certainly, all of those residents get notice
3 of these hearings as well; correct?

4 MR. WHI TE: M nei ghbors have no idea;

S zero.

6 M5. SELKOE: No. The property owner gets
7 t he noti ce.

8 MR WH TE: | understand that, froma

9 busi ness perspective, you are not going to tell
10 people that are comng in, oh, by the way, in a
11 couple years it is going to be a six-story thing.
12 | understand this froma busi ness perspecti ve.

13 But ny very next-door neighbor, as | left
14 to cone to this, | nentioned where | was headi ng,
15 and it was |ike, what? And again, | don't fault.
16 Because that is not -- | nean, we live in a

17 society that we live in. You are not going to

18 tell someone who is comng in, unless you are

19 mandat ed, oh, by the way, in a few years, they
20 are going to be blasting in your backyard. No
21 one woul d nove in.
22 MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC. Maybe the Town
23 shoul d be doing that.
24 MR. ZURCFF: Let ne say this to you,
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1 because your concern is legitimte. By all

2 nmeans, notify the neighbors in the project. They
3 are welcone to cone. They are part of the public
4 as well. They don't have to own property to be

5 Interested in this project. So we may not have

6 to, by law, notify them

7 M5. SELKCE: Well, we do put it, of

8 course, on our town cal endar and we did put the

9 initial nmeeting in the newspaper, but we don't

10 send it to renters.

11 MR. VWH TE: Just to spare you the tine --
12 MR, ZURCFF. W want the tenants to cone.
13 MR SMTH | don't disagree. But to

14 spare you the tine, | amgoing to nake up a

15 nunber. 75 percent of the residents of Hancock
16 Village are fromel sewhere, here for many

17 reasons, culturally and so on. And bless them
18 That is one of the reasons | |ove the fact that
19 nmy son lives there, is because it is like the
20 United Nations. They are not going to know where
21 to look. They won't even think about it. They
22 have no idea it is com ng.
23 MR. ZURCFF: WMaybe it falls on you to
24 notify them

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 75

1 MR SMTH  Fair enough. Fair enough.

2 But | would hope -- and here is

3 my -- again, | was happy to keep it to traffic.

4 But | woul d hope that you are keeping the

5 citizens of Brookline's interest in mnd,

6 ot herwi se. Because again, | conpletely

7 under st and busi ness. A business person is to

8 make profit and do the best. And from what |

9 have read in ny research, they do a wonderful job
10 and | don't fault themthat, at all. | would. |
11 go to work. | have to feed ny kids.

12 But | am hoping that you have ny interest
13 in mnd. | grew up in Washi ngton Square. | went
14 to Driscoll. | have lived here ny whole life.

15 There is a reason why | want nmy kids to go to

16 this school. There is a reason why | want ny

17 kids to |live here.

18 So | have to count on you. For you

19 saying, well, | hope the residents find out,

20 doesn't do it for ne.

21 MR, ZURCFF: Well, again --

22 MR SMTH | am saying that

23 respectfully.

24 MR, ZURCFF: | will tell you, fromny

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 76

1 personal point of view, | care about the

2 resi dents of Hancock Village as nuch as | care

3 about the nei ghbors who own hones. | ama

4 nei ghbor who owns a hone. | care about the

5 nei ghborhood as well. So | amsure that the

6 Board wi Il consider those people who live in the
7 proj ect.

8 MR SMTH | don't doubt that for a

9 second.

10 Then | am asking, hopefully, in any way,
11 shape, or form to do a better job. By the sane
12 token, | am asking you, because, as | already

13 stated, | have lived there since 2011, in one

14 way, shape, or form And ny experience has been
15 wonderful. Any issue | have, |andlord taking

16 care of this. It is a safe and wonderful place
17 for ne tolive. And | would like it to be a safe
18 and wonderful place for everybody to live. But I
19 al so woul d hope that you woul d keep those things
20 in mnd and | et those people know. | nean, but
21 do | trust everybody? You know, we haven't

22 broken bread. You | ook nice.

23 He is funny. You guys, everyone in here,
24 it is all great. But unfortunately, especially
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1 in this day and age, | don't trust everyone to
2 not be regulated. | don't know. And character,
3 | amnot getting into any of that. Al | care
4 about is that everyone wal ks away and everyone
5 feels |like they have said their peace and, Iike,
6 t hi ngs get done the way they should be done.

7 So | hope --

8 MR. ZURCFF: | understand your concern,
9 and | can assure you that it is ny concern as
10  well.

11 MR. HUSSEY: One of the questions here,
12 It seens to ne, is notification. Right? It is
13 not a condom nium so the unit owners -- or not
14 owners - -

15 M5. PALERMO.  Tenants.

16 MR. ZURCFF: The applicant is the |and
17 owner .

18 M5. SELKOE: Typically, we often

19 ask -- in other cases, we often will notify the
20 managenent conpany and ask themto put up a flier
21 in the building or ask the owner to let the

22 peopl e know who live there. So we could -- |

23 don't know if this owner would do that.

24 MR. ZURCFF: | woul d encourage you and

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 78

1 you and all of you who are concerned about this,
2 post a notice. | amsure that Chestnut Hil

3 Realty wll allow you to leaflet, if you need to.
4 MR. CH UMENTI: | just have one ot her

5 thing, though, if you don't mnd. | amgiving

6 you a one-page statenent that precinct 16 nenbers
7 wanted to present. W have all witten it. |

8 have given a copy to Polly and | wll enmail her a
9 copy so it can be in the record.

10 Really, it just has to do with,

11 basically, the |lawsuit that exists. Mstly it

12 doesn't affect this, but there is one count that
13 does. And essentially, that one count has to do
14 w th whet her Mass. Devel opnent is actually a

15 proper funding agency for this project. And if
16 it turns out that they are not --

17 MR. ZUROFF: That is a matter for

18 litigation; it is not is matter for our

19 consi derati on.

20 MR. CHIUMENTI: | amjust telling you

21 that, basically, that probably wll cone up,

22 notion for sunmary judgnent in April, answers in
23 May, and it may not be deci ded before you decide
24 sonet hi ng.
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1 What this statenent is saying i s we ask
2 you to sinply put as a condition of the

3 conprehensive permt, that you basically require
4 that the Mass. Devel opnent is, in fact, a proper
5 financi ng agency. And fundanentally, the case is
6 that the statute says that Mss. Devel opnent can
7 basically be a financing agency for a project

8 that is residential only, to cure a blighted

9 situation. Chestnut H Il Realty and, in fact,

10 Mass. Devel opnent, have conceded in court that

11 this is not a blighted site. So the real issue
12 IS going to be about what is residential, and

13 this could be decided on notion for sunmary

14  judgenent.

15 MR, ZURCFF: | think we will consider

16 that, but I amnot sure it is within our purview
17 | m ght ask town counsel to opine for us on that.
18 MR. CHI UMENTI: That is what that

19 statenment is.

20 MR. SCHWARTZ: We certainly have an

21 opi nion on that matter as well.

22 MR. ZURCFF: You are welcone to submt

23 your opinion as well.

24 Yes, ma' anf
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1 M5. LEICHTNER  Judy Leichtner. | ama

2 town neeting nenber fromprecinct 16. | just

3 wanted to add a couple of things.

4 MR. ZURCFF. W are tal king about

5 traffic.

6 MS. LEICHTNER:  Yes.

7 | read the report, read what the Town DPW
8 wote about this, and have a nunber of questions.
9 But | did just want to say, when you are
10 tal ki ng about the residents, we have talked to

11 many of the residents. They are terrified to

12 cone here, because they don't want to be

13 chall enging their landlord. So you just need to
14 know t hat .

15 And legally, | cannot go and put up

16 flyers on private property, which is what Hancock
17 Village is, to notify residents. | don't even

18 know i f Kevin can do it, when he lives there.

19 So it is a very, very tricky situation.
20 So often, when we are speaking, we are speaking
21 for people who have tal ked to us, but who are not
22 here because they do not feel confortable com ng
23 here. So just to keep that in mnd and | am
24 sure -- | know you are concerned about the people
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1 who live there.

2 So | had a coupl e of questions.

3 Accidents. And | did -- | don't know

4 what that colum of severity neant, but | don't
5 know that | saw the accident where the child was
6 hit on G ove Street a couple of years ago. |

7 don't know if that was included in there.

8 MR ZUROFF: | amnot sure that is even
9 part of the data that they look at. It is in the
10 police records.

11 M5. LEICHTNER: It would be in there.

12 But the other thing that actually isn't
13 i ncluded and it is only a block away, is that

14 I ntersection of South and VFW which | think gets
15 I npacted by this traffic. And we know t hat

16 soneone was killed there a year ago.

17 MR. FREILICH | gave him CPR

18 M5. LEICHTNER It was outside of what
19 was | ooked at, but I think it may be sonet hi ng
20 that should be considered.
21 There also didn't seemto be any nention
22 of the nunber of school children who are wal ki ng
23 in that area. And one, how that affects the
24 gueui ng, because we know that at Beverly and
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1 G ove/ I ndependence, the traffic is often stopped
2 for much longer than the |ight cycle and how does
3 that affect the queuing? And if, in fact,

4 Resi dences of South Brookline have peopl e nmaking
5 a left turn out of the Beverly Road part and how
6 that all would affect the queuing. And | don't
7 know -- | didn't see anything in the traffic

8 report about any of those things, how many

9 children are wal king there and how do you

10 consider that as you look at all of the traffic
11 | Ssues.

12 The other thing that wasn't nentioned

13 was -- that is why | asked about the peak hours,
14 because there was nothing about traffic at the
15 afternoon pick-up tine. And | think that is an
16 I nportant tine to be |ooking at things. And what
17 goes along with that is the fact that Beverly

18 Road is closed, in ternms of getting from

19 | ndependence or Grove onto Beverly, in the
20 norning and in the afternoons at school tinme --
21 MEMBER CF THE PUBLIC. During the w nter
22 nont hs.
23 M5. LEICHTNER: -- from Decenber to the
24 end of March, and | didn't see anything, in any
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1 of this, about how that would be affected, and I
2 think that needs to be part of the consideration.
3 And then the other thing, ny questions

4 about these changes to | ndependence Road, none of
5 this has ever appeared in front of the

6 transportation board. There has not been a

7 single public neeting. | hear that it was part

8 of what was in the conprehensive permt for

9 project 1. But anything for putting in stop

10 | ights, narrowi ng of the roads, it never appeared
11 in front of the transportation board, and I am
12 very curious as to why that is. | would think
13 that that would entail at |east sone public

14 meetings. | don't think that is sonething that
15 you can condition.

16 MR. ZURCFF: Actually, | do believe that
17 the transportati on departnent did weigh in on the
18 origi nal .

19 M5. LEICHTNER: The transportation board
20 has not had a pubic neeting, and they are
21 supposed to have public neeting.
22 MR. SCHWARTZ: There is no requirenent
23 for a public neeting. It is a |ocal board.
24 M5. LEICHTNER  Sorry. | can't hear what
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1 you said, Steve.

2 MR. SCHWARTZ: It is enconpassed within
3 t he conprehensive permt. The zoning

4 board -- that is a |ocal approval, which is

5 enconpassed wthin the zoning board' s power.

6 M5. LEICHTNER: So you sayi ng there does
7 not have to be any public neetings?

8 MR, SCHWARTZ: No.

9 MR. CELLER It is up to the board of

10 appeal s to nake those decisions, which they did.
11 M5. LEICHTNER  That was ny questi on,

12 because nobst roads have neetings about that kind
13 of thing.

14 And then the other piece of that, which
15 sonebody asked about, and you can see it on your
16 very last slide, Robert, was how does this affect
17 Boston? And | haven't heard anythi ng about

18 whether Boston was actually infornmed. Because in
19 fact, you can see the line at Sherman Road. That
20 I s where I ndependence is Boston. So everything
21 from Sher man Road, basically, on |Independence,
22 all the way to the VFW that is all Boston. And
23 | haven't heard anything about whether Boston has
24 been --
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1 MR. ZURCFF: | inquired to the peer

2 revi ewer.

3 M5. LEICHTNER  Yes, thank you.

4 MR. ZUROFF: | would like to hear from
5 people | haven't.

6 MR FREILICH | just wanted to fortify
7 what she said.

8 M5. KOOCHER: Robi n Koocher, 285 Beverly
9 Road.

10 First of all, | would like to thank you,
11 the Board, for requesting the nost accurate and
12 up-to-date traffic information. | think that is
13 really inportant, and | thank you for making that
14 sonet hing that you want to see.

15 Second of all, | haven't heard one word
16 about how many handi cap spaces there are. |

17 heard sonebody -- sonebody said two, but that

18 can't be right, in terns of all of these parking
19 spaces. | think that is inportant.
20 Because one of the things, sitting
21 through a I ot of neetings, was the fact that the
22 devel oper was tal king about the fact that there
23 was going to be adequate spaces for those who
24  woul d need a handi cap space, and | am wondering
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1 If there is a nunber that you would know.

2 MR. FITZGERALD: | think it is 12.

3 MR. ZURCFF: Isn't that governed by the
4 bui |l di ng code in the state?

5 MR, FI TZGERALD: It is. It is.

6 MR, CELLER We have that nunber. It is
7 on the plans and we can find that.

8 MR, FITZGERALD: It is 12. The required,
9 | believe, were 9.

10 MR. HUSSEY: You have got plenty. Al

11 right. | will give you that. There is plenty
12 al r eady.

13 MR ZURCFF: So it is being dealt wth.
14 M5. KOOCHER: Ckay.

15 MR. FREILICH  Very quickly, if | may, |
16 just want to say -- Jeff Freilich, 827 South

17 Street. Having had witnessed that particul ar

18 accident, | just want to call into question the
19 veracity of the MassDOT data regarding crashes.
20 | renmenber, after that particular accident
21 occurred exactly one year ago -- | believe it was
22 in March -- | was at that. | renenber looking it
23 up and trying to get, since |l live very close to
24 that intersection, | was worried that there
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1 really are too many fatalities that were caused
2 there. There have been a |ot of fatalities in
3 t he past and there have been a | ot of serious

4 acci dents, but they have been primarily m nor

5 crashes.

6 | did not see that particular crash

7 appear on any of the MassDOT data. Therefore, |
8 would like to call into question that it is

9 possi bl e MassDOT doesn't even consider that one
10 I ntersection, sinply because they believe, even
11 though it is a state highway, that it is part of
12 Brookline's jurisdiction and, therefore, it would
13 only be found in the police report in Brookline.
14 Therefore, we have to find sone sort of
15 conbi nation or fusion of data comng fromthe
16 Town of Brookline police reports, as well as

17 MassDOT, and not just to rely on MassDOT dat a.
18 Sol will call into question the veracity
19 of the crash data com ng from MassDOT

20 specifically for that instance. And if | could
21 present the Board at a later tinme the exanple of
22 that, I would be very happy to do so.

23 MR. ZURCFF: We are open to hearing

24  whatever factual data you present.
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1 MR. M CHAUD:. A question for the Chair,

2 just toclarify, sothis is the intersection of

3 VFW and Sout h?

4 MR. FREILICH  Correct.

5 MR MCHAUD: This is March of 2018 t hat
6 the crash occurred?

7 MR FREILICH '17.

8 MR. M CHAUD. As a point of

9 clarification, it was not a study |ocation. And
10 the data that we had avail able went through '13
11 and we can update it through '15.

12 MR. FREILICH  Under st and.

13 MR. M CHAUD. W are not requesting data
14 for that location, because it is not in our study
15 area.

16 MR. FREILICH But you are |ooking at the
17 nunber of crashes. And if the crash data were
18 significant enough, | have to nention that there
19 are enough reports fromthe Brookline Police that
20 always appear there, that their data about
21 crashes woul d be far nore instrunental in
22 determ ning i npact on the nei ghborhood than
23 MassDOT data woul d be.
24 MR. CGELLER We are going to | ook at
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1 both. W are going to provide the data that both
2 Br ookl i ne and MassDOT have.

3 MR. M CHAUD: Yes, we are going to

4 provi de both, for the |ocations that we are

5 obligated to study.

6 MR. FREILICH Thank you. That would be
7 | nportant. Thank you.

8 M5. McGRATH:  Quick question. On that

9 map - -

10 M5. SELKCE: Could you say your nane,

=
=
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12 M5. McGRATH. Nancy McG at h,

13 Mc-GRAT-H 26 Plowgate Road.

14 So the proposed light there, it is not

15 what | amtal king about. There is that little

16 traffic calmng, green jut-out into the road. So
17 are two | anes being maintained, or is it being

18 reduced to one | ane?

19 MR. M CHAUD:. You see the Cty of Boston
20 line is probably about 200 feet away from

21  where -- within 200 feet of the intersection.

22 The City of Boston design has parking on the edge
23 and it has a bike lane and it has a single |ane
24  of travel.

DTl Court Reporting Solution - Boston
1-617-542-0039 www. deposi ti on. com


http://www.deposition.com

PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Page 90

1 M5. McGRATH. The way that is now, you

2 mean?

3 MR. M CHAUD: The way that it is now

4 As you enter into Brookline, that changes
5 to 2 travel | anes, one of which allows parking on
6 the edge of the road, effectively making it one

7 | ane.

8 M5. McGRATH. Really, yes.

9 MR. M CHAUD:. Wat we are doi ng, what was
10 approved as part of the Residences of South

11 Brookline, is essentially to take the Boston

12 cross section and just carry it through to nake
13 It consistent.

14 M5. McGRATH:  Wiich is one | ane of

15 traffic, wth parking?

16 MR M CHAUD:. Wth parking and the bike
17 | ane.

18 M5. McGRATH: Thank you.

19 MR MCHAUD:. As a point of clarification
20 through the Chair, there are no physi cal
21 | nprovenents, pavenent markings, or otherw se,
22 that are being proposed over that line into
23 Boston. This is solely a matter of | ocal
24  jurisdiction. W are not obligated to go through
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1 any review or approval endorsenment for the city.
2 MR. HUSSEY: The bunp-outs are just into
3 the parking; isn't that correct?

4 MR. M CHAUD:. Correct. And the bicycle
5 line woul d be exterior.

6 M5. McGRATH: | understand. There is one
7 | ane. | understand. It is really one | ane nost
8 of the tinme anyway, because if soneone parks

9 there, that is the end of it.

10 MR. M CHAUD: Right.

11 MR. ZURCFF: Again, you have already had
12 a chance, but |ast conment.

13 MEMBER CF THE PUBLIC. Not ne; Alisa.

14 MR. ZURCFF: Please. |'msorry.

15 M5. JONAS: | am Alisa Jonas, town

16 neeting nenber, precinct 16. Alisa Jonas.

17 So just a few things.

18 One, on the notice issue, | know for

19 Bour newood, there were no notices sent to
20 everyone who had been attending neetings. And |
21 woul d think that we don't want to just concern
22 abutting property owners. | know there was
23 al ways a concern, are we in the nei ghborhood who
24 are the property owners concerned enough about
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1 the residents at Hancock Village? | think we

2 have al ways been that way. M nother used to

3 l'ive there.

4 And | don't know why the Town can't, on
5 its owmn initiative, decide this is a |arge enough
6 I ssue for residents that abut these

7 properties -- the particular part of the

8 property, that they should be receiving notice,

9 t 00.

10 M5. SELKOE: Well, the accessor's office
11 doesn't have renters' addresses. | inagine we
12 coul d.

13 M5. JONAS: |Is that the only way that we
14 can get the data? | inmagine the voter census

15 dat a.

16 M5. SELKOE: | can look intoit. | don't
17 know.

18 M5. JONAS: | just feel l|ike that

19 Is -- we should provide themw th the respect

20 that we are giving ourselves.

21 M5. SELKOE: At Bournewood Hospital, we
22 didn't send it to people who were inpatients at
23 Bour newood Hospital. W sent it to abutters, and
24 that is what we have done for Puddi ngstone.
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1 M5. JONAS: No. It was partly thanks to
2 Representative Donnelly. But everyone who

3 attended neetings got notice of new neetings.

4 So we can go beyond what the lawis, if
5 we feel that it is appropriate for residents who
6 are renters and not owners to get notice.

7 M5. SELKOE: | can look into it.

8 MR, ZURCFF: Again, this is conplying

9 wth the | aw

10 M5. JONAS: Right, | know But | am

11 sayi ng we could go beyond that.

12 MR. ZURCFF: | wunderstand that you feel
13 particularly passionate about this project. But
14 there are other 40Bs and other projects

15 t hroughout the Town, and not all tenants are

16 notified, because the |law doesn't require it. W
17 don't have the data available. So again, | am
18 going to push it back --

19 M5. JONAS: | leave it to the Town, at
20 this point, to nmake the decision about what they
21 think is equitable.

22 MR. ZURCFF: W are not, as a Board,

23 going to require the Town to do that. | would
24 encourage themto do it, if they can. But | also
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1 encourage you to nmake the effort to notify people
2 that live there.

3 M5. McGRATH:  That is very weird.

4 M5. JONAS: That is nunber one.

5 Nunber two, | don't know where the vol une
6 canme from but | agree with you that suddenly we
7 have incredible traffic on I ndependence and on

8 t he West Roxbury Parkway. So | don't know what

9 I s happening there. | don't know why that is

10 happening. But | don't know. | assune that is
11 sonet hing that should be | ooked at anew, as well.
12 MR. ZUROFF: W have asked for the nost
13 up-to-date data that is avail abl e.

14 M5. JONAS: Right. | do appreciate that.
15 Just two nore things. One is the | ast

16 week, | wasn't there, but | heard that you were
17 concerned at not enough people fromthe public

18 were attending these neetings.

19 MR ZUROFF: No, | never said that.
20 M5. JONAS: O just that it was enpty.
21 MR, ZURCFF: | noted it, perhaps, but |
22 was not concer ned.
23 M5. JONAS: You noted it. And | am happy
24 that there is nore people this tinme, but | do
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1 think | want to provide -- | do think that there
2 could be a reason why | ess peopl e have attended,
3 which is, | think there is a level of

4 disillusionnent that, no matter what nmjor

5 critiques cane out by the public and by ot her

6 commttees, it was largely ignored by the ZBA for
7 the first 40B, which is why we had the

8 unprecedented situation that the sel ect man ended
9 up suing the Zoning Board of Appeals, because it
10 was | i ke, how can you have not addressed any of
11 t hose i ssues?

12 And | do appreciate that | think that the
13 way you are handling it right now seens to be

14 much nore thorough and serious. You are asking
15 | ots of good question. So | am appreciative of
16 that and | am hopeful that we will be getting a
17 little nore responsiveness to sone of the

18 concerns.

19 MR. ZURCFF: Again, | think that we
20 under st and our voi ce.
21 M5. JONAS: | do want to just nention
22 that you showed -- or soneone had on there --
23 enmergency vehicular traffic. | don't know
24 whether it is relevant to tal k about that right
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1 now, but that is the fire equipnent. Is that

2 appropriate to discuss right now?

3 MR. ZUROFF: Well, the traffic takes

4 into -- | nean, we heard testinony on the

5 accessibility by energency vehicl es.

6 M5. JONAS: Right.

7 MR. ZURCFF: Do you have sone data that

8 you would like to offer?

9 M5. JONAS: | don't have data. | do know
10 that the fire chief had testified, at one point
11 | ast year, that he was very concerned that
12 because of the density of the new devel opnent and
13 the relative poor accessibility, that he was very
14 concerned about the ability to be able to put out
15 fires in those buildings quickly enough.

16 | know that, |ater, he had somewhat

17 retracted that. And I amon the advi sory board
18 and | amon the public safety conmttee of the

19 advi sory commttee. And | spoke to the fire

20 chief afterwards and | said, "Wiy did you retract
21 that? Wat happened?’ And he said, "I was urged
22 to retract it."

23 And that was very concerning to ne. And
24 so | amconcerned about that. | would like -- we
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1 al so just had a neeting wwth the public safety

2 subcomm ttee and Chief Ward a few weeks ago and a
3 | ot of the discussion, again, was on these two

4 40Bs and concerns they had about being able to

5 deal wth those.

6 So | would just like to nmake sure that

7 you look into that a little nore thoroughly, to

8 see how they assess it and perhaps w t hout any

9 urging by anyone in Town to retract what they had
10 said.

11 MR. ZURCFF: Ckay. Thank you.

12 I s there anyone el se?

13 (No voices heard.)

14 MR. ZURCFF: Does the applicant want to
15 respond to anything at this point?

16 MR. SCHWARTZ: No, thank you.

17 MR. ZURCFF: All right. Then, having

18 conpl eted our agenda, we are going to continue

19 this hearing on April 12th at 7:00 p.m in the
20 sixth floor selectman's room
21 M5. SELKCE: Yes, we will go back to the
22 sixth floor hearing room
23 MR, ZURCFF: We will be hearing fromthe
24 stormvat er peer review. Thank you all for com ng
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and for your input and we will see you on
the 12t h, perhaps.
(Whereupon, at 8:55 p.m, the hearing was

adj our ned.)
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COVMONVEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Suf f ol k, ss.

I, Megan M Castro, a Notary Public in
and for the Commonweal th of Massachusetts, do
hereby certify:

That the hearing that is hereinbefore set
forth is a true record of the testinobny given by
all persons present.

I N WTNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set

nmy hand this 23rd day of April, 2018.

V\JT\%%%V\\N\MW

Megan M Castro
Shor t hand Reporter

My Conm ssi on expires:

July 31, 2020
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 1                  P R O C E E D I N G S

 2                          - - -

 3           MR. ZUROFF:  Good evening, ladies and

 4   gentlemen.  My name is Mark Zuroff.

 5           This is calling to order to meeting of

 6   the Zoning Board of Appeals.  We are here tonight

 7   on the matter of Puddingstone at Chestnut Hill, a

 8   40B proceeding.

 9           For the record, we are being recorded.

10   Are we?  We are being transcribed.  It is voice

11   recorded as well.

12           So we don't really have microphones in

13   the audience, but it is important for everyone

14   that speaks tonight that we speak clearly enough

15   so that it can be heard on this microphone up

16   here.  Most of you are close enough, I am sure.

17   And everything that you say tonight will be

18   recorded.

19           For the record, the members of the Zoning

20   Board of Appeals tonight are myself; to my right

21   is Christopher Hussey; to my left is

22   Lark Palermo.  We are the Zoning Board of

23   Appeals.

24           Tonight, on the Puddingstone project, we
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 1   are going to hear about traffic design peer

 2   review from the Town expert.  And we will then

 3   hear from the applicant's traffic expert.  I will

 4   open the floor for public comment.

 5           What I would like to direct you to, as

 6   far as public comment is concerned, is to confine

 7   your remarks to the actual traffic reports that

 8   you are going to hear tonight.  Further public

 9   comment will be invited at future meetings as we

10   proceed, because we all want to keep these

11   proceedings moving as quickly as possible.

12           That is, basically, my overview, unless,

13   Polly, you have anything to add.

14           MS. SELKOE:  No. As you know, at the last

15   hearing, which was just last week, for those of

16   you who were here, we heard from the design peer

17   reviewer and this week will be hearing from the

18   traffic peer reviewer, Jim Fitzgerald.  And at

19   our next hearing, which is April 12th, we will

20   hear from the stormwater peer reviewer.

21           So Jim, why don't you start?

22           MR. FITZGERALD:  My name is

23   Jim Fitzgerald, of the Environmental Partners

24   Group.  We did the traffic peer review of the
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 1   Puddingstone project.  We reviewed the traffic

 2   impact assessment that was done by MDM dated

 3   March 10, 2016.  And we found that it was done in

 4   a consistent manner with standard engineering

 5   practices, with the exception of a few comments.

 6           The study included four intersections

 7   that were investigated:  Independence Drive at

 8   Sherman Road and Thornton Street; Independence

 9   Drive at Gerry Road; Independence Drive at

10   Beverly Road and Russett Road; and last, Grove

11   Street at South Street and Walnut Hill Road.

12           The traffic report was based on traffic

13   counts that were conducted back in November 2015.

14   At that time, typical weekday morning and evening

15   peak hour counts were performed.  November

16   represents traffic volumes that are consistent

17   with the yearly average, so no adjustment to the

18   traffic volumes were made nor are any needed.

19           The four intersections -- four study

20   intersections were looked at for crash history,

21   using available information from MassDOT during

22   the five-year period of 2009 through 2013.  A

23   relatively light number of crashes were reported

24   during this time period, according to MassDOT.
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 1   When you compare the number of crashes to the

 2   number of traffic flowing through the

 3   intersections, you find that there is a very

 4   light -- very low crash rate at each of the four

 5   studied intersections compared to the averages --

 6   the MassDOT average for this area.

 7           We would recommend, however, that the

 8   crash data be verified with crash data available

 9   through the Brookline Police Department, to

10   verify that all the correct -- most accurate

11   information was used.

12           Next, traffic volumes were evaluated to

13   determine whether or not there would be impacts

14   as a result of this development.  This is done

15   through projecting traffic volumes through a

16   future year, without this development in place

17   and with the development in place.

18           So first, the traffic volumes were

19   projected to a five-year horizon from the time

20   that the study was prepared, to the year 2021,

21   using a conservative growth rate of 1 percent per

22   year.  However, typically the standard would be

23   for a seven-year time horizon instead of a

24   five-year horizon, although we would anticipate
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 1   no substantial changes to the findings in the

 2   end, as far as the operations with or without

 3   this development.

 4           In addition to looking at a general

 5   background growth rate, the report also

 6   identifies large -- the large development

 7   anticipated in the area, namely the Residences of

 8   South Brookline, a 40B project, and incorporated

 9   that in the no-build 2021 traffic volumes.

10           To determine the 2021 build traffic

11   volumes, the applicant used the Institute of

12   Transportation Engineers, ITE, Land Use Code 220,

13   for apartment for all of the proposed apartments

14   in this development.

15           Despite there being transit

16   opportunities, namely, the bus line that travels

17   right adjacent to this development, there was no

18   reduction used in the trip-generated traffic to

19   account for the fact that some residents will

20   likely use some transit opportunities in the

21   area.  So those numbers were conservative.

22           In the end, what the findings were is

23   that the proposed development is anticipated to

24   add 1,324 vehicle trips during an average
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 1   weekday.  That is during a 24-hour period.  And

 2   during the morning peak hour, it would be 101

 3   vehicle trips.  That is entering and exiting

 4   traffic.  During the weekday evening period, an

 5   additional 127 vehicle trips would be added.

 6           As part of the mitigation for the

 7   development, the applicant is recommending that

 8   Sherman Road be redirected from a clockwise

 9   direction, with Gerry to a counterclockwise

10   direction, approaching Independence Drive

11   opposite Thornton Road and installing traffic

12   signals at the intersection.

13           So as a result, a traffic signal warrant

14   analysis was performed within the study.  Based

15   on the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,

16   also known as MUTCD, traffic signal warrants are

17   provided to compare existing conditions, whether

18   it be traffic or operation or safety, and

19   determining whether or not traffic signals may be

20   installed at the location.

21           If one or more warrants are met, traffic

22   signals may be considered at the location.  In

23   the state of Massachusetts, however, we have

24   Massachusetts amendments to MUTCD that has a
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 1   little bit more stringent requirements looking at

 2   a specific warrant having to do with traffic

 3   volumes over the course of an eight-hour period.

 4           The report only looked at warrant 2,

 5   which is for the four-hour vehicle volume

 6   comparison.  And it incorporated traffic volumes

 7   anticipated by the site, using those

 8   conservatively high numbers that I was talking

 9   about before.  So we would like these numbers to

10   be verified, especially since the report also

11   documents the fact that the ITE trip generation

12   procedures are conservatively high, compared to

13   what the existing development is generating for

14   trips.

15           So again, by having higher traffic

16   volumes generated by the site, it would increase

17   the likelihood of the traffic signal warrants

18   being passed.  What we are finding is that, in

19   fact, some of those time periods during that

20   four-hour traffic signal warrant are actually

21   close to not passing.  So again, further

22   investigation would be recommended.

23           Also, based on the Mass. amendments to

24   MUTCD, it is recommended that traffic counts not
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 1   be older than two years, when looking at traffic

 2   signal warrants, and these were, again,

 3   originated from back in 2015.  So we would

 4   recommend updated traffic information as well.

 5           Analyzing the 2021 no-build traffic

 6   volumes to the 2021 build volumes and seeing how

 7   traffic will operate along those four study

 8   intersections shows that there is only a

 9   negligible increase in delay, even with these

10   conservatively high increases in traffic volumes

11   that would be generated by the site.  We don't

12   see any issue of concern there.

13           As part of the development, the proposed

14   site driveway is anticipated to approach the

15   southern side of Sherman Road.  So we recommend

16   that consideration be made -- or an investigation

17   of sight distance at that intersection, to make

18   sure that there is adequate sight distance there.

19   Certainly, Gerry and Sherman are relatively

20   slow-moving roadways.  But again, we just want to

21   make sure adequate sight distance exists with the

22   proposed topography.

23           Next, to get into the parking.  It was

24   documented that the existing site contains just
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 1   over 1,000 parking spaces for the existing 789

 2   apartment units, which equates to about 1.36

 3   spaces per unit.  Under proposed conditions, we

 4   are anticipating 198 additional apartment units

 5   and 28 apartment units that are to be renovated.

 6   340 on-site parking spaces were counted on the

 7   site plans, although there is documentation

 8   referring to 350 parking spaces.  We are not

 9   clear on where those additional 10 parking spaces

10   are located.

11           Of those 340 that we counted, that would

12   be added the site, we also want to keep in mind

13   that there would likely be a few parking spaces

14   removed from the southern side of Sherman Road.

15   So instead of that increase of 340 spaces, we are

16   probably talking closer to 337 spaces.

17           In the end, if you look at the number of

18   renovated units as well as new apartments, this

19   equates to just under 1.5 spaces per unit, which

20   is higher than the rate that exists for the

21   current development.  Comparing the amount of

22   total spaces, this, of course, is a net -- this

23   is a reduction in what would be required,

24   however, from the zoning parking requirements,
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 1   but still reasonable, a reasonable number of

 2   parking spaces per unit.

 3           Regarding the circulation around the

 4   proposed addition development, we would request

 5   that turning templates be provided for different

 6   sized vehicles, including certain emergency

 7   vehicles, to make sure that there is adequate

 8   clearance provided, for review, and that any

 9   alterations to signage and pavement markings also

10   be provided for review.

11           The applicant is proposing, as part of

12   the Residences of South Brookline development,

13   to -- as mitigation for that development, to

14   include changes to Independence Drive, converting

15   the four-lane roadway into one vehicular travel

16   lane in each direct, one bike lane in each

17   direction, and on-street parking, which certainly

18   seems to make sense, because, a lot of times

19   along Independence Drive, parking takes place,

20   blocking the outside lanes anyway.  So it seems

21   to be a more efficient use of the space,

22   certainly.

23           We were not able to review the plans.

24   The plans that we were provided were conceptual
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 1   in nature.  So we were not able to verify the

 2   design on that, including geometry, curb

 3   extensions, signal layout and equipment, signage,

 4   pavement markings, et cetera.

 5           If this sort of change in Independence

 6   Drive were to take place, coordination review

 7   would be required by the City of Boston, since

 8   the development does take place right on the line

 9   with the City of Boston.  So I am not certain on

10   where that all stands.  I am sure there has been

11   discussions with the City already, hopefully.

12           The applicant has committed to expanding

13   their travel demand management program to include

14   shuttle service, Zipcar opportunities, bicycle

15   and pedestrian opportunities, including bike

16   racks, transit schedules, et cetera, which all

17   seem to make sense.

18           One other thing I would like to point out

19   is the loading zone/trash pickup for the proposed

20   site plan was not really highlighted.  So we

21   question what the intent is for trash pickup and

22   loading, as well.

23           Sorry to hop back again, but one thing I

24   neglected to mention.  When we were talking about
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 1   the number of parking spaces on the site, we are

 2   anticipating, based on the number, again, a net

 3   increase of 337 parking spaces.  But I do want to

 4   point out.  Of those 337 parking spaces, 82 of

 5   them are tandem.  So 41 spaces could potentially

 6   be blocked by other vehicles parking behind them.

 7   So we would like clarification on what the intent

 8   is on making sure that access is being provided

 9   to those interior parking spaces to fully benefit

10   from them.

11           I believe that is all I have.

12           MS. SELKOE:  Thank you.

13           MR. HUSSEY:  I have got a question.  The

14   volumes that you mentioned -- actually, you have

15   answered my question.  There are over two years

16   old now -- three years, at this point.  Where do

17   those volume statistics come from?

18           MR. FITZGERALD:  The traffic count data?

19           MR. HUSSEY:  The existing traffic

20   volumes.

21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Traffic counts were done

22   back in 2015.  Do you mean, what firm counted

23   those vehicles?

24           MR. HUSSEY:  Was that from the designer
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 1   or the petitioner or the Town, or?

 2           MR. FITZGERALD:  It was within their

 3   document.  I am not quite sure where they got

 4   them from.

 5           MR. HUSSEY:  It was in their

 6   presentation?

 7           MR. FITZGERALD:  It was in their --

 8           MS. SELKOE:  But their traffic person is

 9   here tonight and he can answer that question.

10   Bob Michaud is here, and he is going to speak.

11           MR. HUSSEY:  It sounds like it should be

12   updated.

13           MR. FITZGERALD:  It should be.  If you

14   are considering traffic signals, absolutely.  I

15   feel, as far as traffic operations are concerned,

16   if updated traffic counts were provided, assuming

17   it is not a staggering difference since 2015, the

18   results are probably going to be very similar as

19   far as comparing operations with or without the

20   development.  There really is a negligible

21   difference in increasing delay between the two.

22           The traffic counts really come into play

23   on whether or not traffic signal warrants are

24   being met at that intersection.  A more detailed

0016

 1   look has to be done, including looking at the

 2   eight-hour traffic signal warrant, warrant

 3   number 1.

 4           MR. HUSSEY:  So shouldn't we have that

 5   updated?

 6           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

 7           MR. HUSSEY:  Right?

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  Anything else, Chris?

 9           MR. HUSSEY:  Yes.  The tandem parking, is

10   that in the building?

11           MR. FITZGERALD:  I think it is in the

12   parking garage.

13           MR. HUSSEY:  The parking garage.  That is

14   what I am asking.  Then that is their problem.

15           Do we have a site plan available to look

16   at?  It would be helpful.

17           MS. SELKOE:  Do you have one?

18           MR. MICHAUD:  Actually, I do.

19           MS. SELKOE:  This is Bob Michaud, from

20   MDM, and he was going to make some comments now.

21   So perhaps this would be a good time.  And he can

22   show you a site plan.  Is that all right?

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Yes.

24           MR. HUSSEY:  It is up to you.
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 1           MR. ZUROFF:  What I was going to do is

 2   have the Board question the peer reviewer first,

 3   and then we will hear from the applicant.

 4           MR. MICHAUD:  Do you want the site plan

 5   up?  I will just have to flip through my

 6   presentation.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  That is all right.  You do

 8   what you have to do, and we will continue on.

 9   Thank you.  Chris, do you have any other

10   questions?

11           MR. HUSSEY:  No.

12           MR. ZUROFF:  Lark?

13           MS. PALERMO:  Just for clarification, the

14   number of apartments, I believe you said, was

15   700-something.  And is that the entire Hancock

16   Village, including the Boston apartments?

17           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

18           MS. PALERMO:  And that is true for the

19   1,000 spaces as well, parking spaces?  So this is

20   the entire development?

21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

22           MR. ZUROFF:  Mr. Fitzgerald, first of

23   all, my first question is, we know that this data

24   is old, and apparently you are in support of
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 1   getting it updated.

 2           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

 3           MR. ZUROFF:  Have you done any

 4   independent research on the data, traffic flow in

 5   this area, yourself.

 6           MR. FITZGERALD:  I have not researched

 7   into available traffic counts in the area, no.

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  Is that data available to

 9   you?

10           MR. FITZGERALD:  Nothing readily comes to

11   mind.  I wonder if the other 40B development

12   across the way there, when that traffic count

13   data was collected, how far back was that.  Is

14   that old Board?  So no.

15           MR. ZUROFF:  Are you aware of -- or do

16   you know whether there have been any changes in

17   the area either to institutions or traffic lights

18   or anything that would affect the flow of traffic

19   in this particular development, in this area.

20           MR. FITZGERALD:  Since 2015, when the

21   counts were done?

22           MR. ZUROFF:  We know that there has been

23   a stadium built down the street.  But I wonder if

24   there has been anything of comparable nature that
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 1   would have an effect on traffic in the area, that

 2   is significant.

 3           MR. FITZGERALD:  MassDOT has available

 4   count data that is available.  It is sketchy.  I

 5   don't necessarily know if there is a chronology

 6   of counts along this corridor.  But again, I

 7   would anticipate just doing additional counts.

 8           MS. SELKOE:  Would development along the

 9   VFW Parkway affect this intersection?  Because I

10   know there is a very big apartment building next

11   to Home Depot, that is just being constructed

12   now.

13           MR. FITZGERALD:  It certainly could.  Any

14   development in the area could affect the traffic

15   volumes.  The one thing, by including 1 percent

16   per year, it is on the conservative side.  So

17   that would likely absorb some of the traffic

18   volumes.  If there was a real large, substantial

19   development in the immediate vicinity that would

20   really alter things dramatically, then it is

21   feasible.

22           MR. ZUROFF:  We will take public comment

23   in a little while.

24           Another question I have -- and this may
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 1   be a matter for environmental as well.  But the

 2   additional car generation within the project, do

 3   you know or can you opine on whether that would

 4   have any effect on the sanctuary of the school

 5   adjacent to the property?

 6           MR. FITZGERALD:  We looked at it from the

 7   standpoint of traffic impact as to key

 8   intersections.

 9           MR. ZUROFF:  So just on Independence

10   Drive.

11           MR. FITZGERALD:  Right, at those four

12   locations.  And we are comparing no-build to

13   build.  So by applying this increase of traffic

14   volumes that are documented and seem to make

15   sense, they disperse in different directions.

16   But in the end, there is not a substantial

17   difference in delay between the conditions.

18           MR. ZUROFF:  So with that many new

19   apartments and that many additional parking

20   spaces, it is not significant?

21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Based on -- I am talking

22   about travel delay time.  Based on travel delay

23   along those four study intersections, there is

24   not much of a difference between the no-build and
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 1   the build condition.

 2           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  Would you, based on

 3   what your data is, at this point, would you

 4   recommend any additional traffic controls on

 5   Gerry Road on the other side, the side streets?

 6           MR. FITZGERALD:  As in traffic signals?

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  Traffic calming, or.

 8           MR. FITZGERALD:  Certainly the

 9   Independence Drive corridor, like I said, really

10   could be used a lot better, as reflected in the

11   conceptual sketch with curb extensions, short

12   crossing distances, improved sight lines for

13   pedestrians seeing around parked vehicles,

14   et cetera.  And that is traffic calming.  That

15   does slow cars down.  So those sorts of

16   improvements definitely would be great for the

17   corridor.

18           One thing I want to point out on the

19   previous -- your previous question having to do

20   with operations, if traffic signal warrants are

21   not met, that the intersection would have to be

22   reanalyzed as unsignalized.  And then the

23   differences in delays or the impacts having to do

24   with delays could then be looked at under those
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 1   conditions.  Those were not looked at originally,

 2   because the whole idea was the intersection would

 3   become signalized and operate under that sort of

 4   control.  So I cannot speak to what the

 5   operations would be under an unsignalized.

 6           MR. ZUROFF:  This might be an opportune

 7   time for me to ask the applicant if those traffic

 8   signals, which I believe were originally part of

 9   the special permit on the other project, is that

10   also part of this project?  Or is that a given?

11           MR. GELLER:  The traffic signal at --

12           MR. ZUROFF:  The whole reconfiguration of

13   Independence Drive.

14           MR. GELLER:  The whole reconfiguration of

15   Independence Drive, with the exception of the

16   signal at Sherman and Thornton, is part of the

17   special permit for ROSB.  And that is

18   all -- sorry -- comprehensive permit for ROSB.

19   So that is all included and will be part of the

20   project.

21           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  We can't hear any

22   of this.

23           MR. GELLER:  I said that the ROSB project

24   included all of the work proposed on Independence
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 1   Drive, which you discussed, which was the hawk

 2   lights for the crossings, the reconfiguration of

 3   the roadway so that it was bike lanes, parking,

 4   and one travel lane.  All of that is part of the

 5   ROSB comprehensive permit and will be constructed

 6   as part of that project, when that project moves

 7   forward.  So the only thing that is being

 8   proposed as part of this project is the

 9   signalization of the intersection.

10           MR. ZUROFF:  So it raises a question in

11   my mind, because ROSB isn't built yet.  I don't

12   know how far you are from construction.  I know

13   there may be some further legal proceedings.  I

14   am conceptualizing that; I don't know that for a

15   fact.

16           But in considering this special permit

17   application, the question is, I have made it

18   clear to the audience and to you, that we are

19   looking at this independently.  But that is an

20   overlap.

21           And the question is, how do we deal with

22   that overlap?  And that may be a question for

23   your attorneys to answer.  Because one seems to

24   require the other, in order for us to reach
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 1   possibly acceptable traffic calming measures.

 2           MR. SCHWARTZ:  Well, I think it is

 3   probably fair to say that, whichever one of these

 4   projects proceeds first, it would be a condition

 5   of the permit that those improvements be

 6   constructed as part of that project.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.

 8           MR. SCHWARTZ:  So if the Board saw fit to

 9   impose those same conditions on this project, one

10   way or the other, when one of those projects

11   proceeded, that would get built.  I don't know if

12   that answers your question.

13           MR. ZUROFF:  So we can proceed on that

14   understanding, that, whichever project goes

15   first, those would be part of our prescription.

16   Okay.

17           The plans that are being provided as part

18   of this application, you have made reference in

19   your report to getting verification of those

20   plans, I believe.  In fact, I am going to go

21   through the report and ask you some questions.

22   But is that still a requirement that you would

23   like to see?

24           MR. FITZGERALD:  Verification having to
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 1   do with the turning maneuvers?

 2           MR. ZUROFF:  Traffic, traffic maneuvers.

 3           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  So those would be --

 5           MR. GELLER:  We are going to go through

 6   that.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  Sorry if I am jumping ahead.

 8           MR. GELLER:  No. Jump ahead.

 9           MR. ZUROFF:  As I went through your

10   report, I have some other questions, the most

11   important question, I think, Chris has already

12   asked, that you seem to emphasize, a number of

13   times, that the data is somewhat old.  It is 2015

14   or before.  And is it your recommendation that

15   all of that data be updated?

16           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

17           MR. ZUROFF:  Before you can make any full

18   review of the application?

19           MR. FITZGERALD:  Correct.  Data be

20   updated and more accurate volumes be provided for

21   the signal warrant analysis, as well as

22   additional hours of data.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Thank you.  Crash data, you

24   made reference to police department records,
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 1   which I don't believe we ever presented to you

 2   for review.  Your recommendation is that that

 3   data be available and made available?

 4           MR. FITZGERALD:  Correct.  Because for

 5   past projects, realizing that there has been some

 6   disconnect between Brookline and MassDOT having

 7   to do with crash data on occasion.

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  Could that include the City

 9   of Boston, too?

10           MR. FITZGERALD:  The intersections all

11   fall within Brookline jurisdiction.

12           MR. ZUROFF:  But you said we are

13   bordering on Boston.  Would it be helpful to have

14   City of Boston data as well?

15           MR. FITZGERALD:  I don't think the City

16   of Boston would cover the area of study that we

17   are looking at here.

18           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  So in other words,

19   the effect of traffic coming off of VFW Parkway

20   isn't going to make any difference?

21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Right.

22           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.

23           MR. HUSSEY:  Independence Drive, that is

24   City of Boston, isn't it?
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 1           MR. FITZGERALD:  No, actually.  It is

 2   Brookline.  But the line is just to the south of

 3   the intersection, I believe.

 4           MR. HUSSEY:  Do you have a larger plan?

 5   I was hoping to see a site plan that shows the

 6   roads around it.

 7           MR. MICHAUD:  We can show that, if I am

 8   allowed to present.

 9           MS. SELKOE:  Perhaps we have that in the

10   application.

11           MR. HUSSEY:  If we don't have it now, can

12   we have it for the next meetings?

13           MR. MICHAUD:  Through the Chair, I think

14   many of the questions that are being asked will

15   be addressed if I go through the PowerPoint.

16           MR. GELLER:  It would make it easier to

17   just go through his presentation.

18           MR. ZUROFF:  Maybe we can come back to

19   Mr. Fitzgerald after we hear from you, if you

20   think that would work better.  The important

21   thing is that we get all of the data.

22           MR. MICHAUD:  Right.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Would that be okay with you?

24           MR. FITZGERALD:  Absolutely.
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 1           MR. ZUROFF:  All right, sir.

 2           MR. MICHAUD:  Thank you very much.  I am

 3   going to use the podium, if that is okay.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  That is fine, as long as you

 5   make yourself heard.

 6           MR. MICHAUD:  Let me back up to the

 7   beginning.

 8           For the record, my name is

 9   Robert Michaud, a principal with MDM

10   Transportation Consultants, based in Marlboro,

11   Massachusetts.  My firm was responsible for

12   preparing the traffic report that

13   Mr. Fitzgerald's firm reviewed.

14           And we find that there is a general level

15   of concurrence with the methodology and the

16   standards that were applied in the conduct of

17   that study.  I believe Mr. Fitzgerald represented

18   that.

19           There are essentially four areas of

20   requested supplemental information or

21   clarifications that I would like to walk through.

22   Many of these points may address some of the

23   questions that the Board had raised so far.  So

24   it might be helpful to step through those.
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 1           One of those pieces of supplemental

 2   information had to do with the police, local

 3   police, accident records, which we actually do

 4   have for the same period in which we report the

 5   MassDOT data, that that can make a correlation

 6   between any differences that might exist between

 7   the DOT database, which is derived from local and

 8   Registry records, and the local records.

 9   Sometimes there are discrepancies between the

10   two.

11           The good news here is that, based on

12   submitted records that we received from the

13   police department for that 2011 through '13

14   period, it coincides with the DOT database that

15   there were a total of 14 crashes over that period

16   of time reported locally, only several of which,

17   in some way, were related to the driveways that

18   currently serve Hancock Village, shown in blue.

19           And when you plot the locations of those

20   various crashes, there is no single location

21   along Independence Drive that is a hot spot, so

22   to speak.  There are not multiple collisions at

23   specific locations along the road.  They happened

24   to be spread fairly consistently throughout the
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 1   corridor.  And when you look at the equivalent

 2   crash rate represented on this diagram, those

 3   crash rates are a very consistent with those that

 4   were reported in the traffic study using the DOT

 5   database.

 6           As Mr. Fitzgerald pointed out, those

 7   crash rates are well below -- four to five times

 8   below -- average crash rate statistics for those

 9   types of intersections in this district.  So it

10   is fair to say that there is a level of

11   consistency between local and state records, and

12   it is fair to say that the crash experience here

13   is relatively low.

14           None of these locations are listed on the

15   state's high crash location listing.  And as a

16   result, there aren't any specific safety

17   countermeasures that would be warranted to offset

18   any specific trends along the corridor.

19           MR. ZUROFF:  If I could just interrupt

20   you for a second.  Again, your records are 2011

21   TO 2013?

22           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes.  And I will clarify

23   that the reason we are showing that information

24   here, is because it was, at the time the report
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 1   was published, the latest available state records

 2   from MassDOT.  MassDOT lags by up to between two

 3   and three years from current date in publishing

 4   those crash records.  So this is a true

 5   apples-to-apples comparison using local records

 6   to then-available DOT records.

 7           I think the point of the exercise was to

 8   determine whether or not there were major

 9   discrepancies between local versus state records,

10   which I think this confirms there is not.

11           And even in the screening of current

12   listings, 2015 data is currently available, none

13   of these locations are listed as high crash

14   locations.  It would be my opinion that, on that

15   basis, that there are no distinct trends that

16   have occurred since the timing of the traffic

17   study --

18           MR. ZUROFF:  Would it be possible for you

19   to update your data?

20           MR. MICHAUD:  We certainly could do that.

21   Yes.  So the point of this exercise was to

22   address, head-on, the point of, is there a

23   discrepancy between the two?  And there is not.

24           But we can certainly update to reflect
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 1   the most current state records.  We can certainly

 2   make the request of the police department for the

 3   most current records.

 4           So that was, perhaps, the most

 5   significant piece of supplemental information.

 6   So we have discussed the notion of the

 7   November 2015 data.  I think it is fair to say

 8   that your peer reviewer acknowledges that, so

 9   long as there is no vast difference in area

10   traffic patterns relative to 2015, that it is not

11   likely that the capacity results and the reported

12   results of the study would be any different -- or

13   materially different than we published.

14           The point I want to make is that my firm

15   and me, personally, have been involved with

16   planning along this corridor, including the

17   Residences of South Brookline, since 2012.  So we

18   have a fairly significant database, historical

19   database counts along Independence Drive.  We

20   also have access to the functional design report

21   that was prepared for the Beverly Road

22   intersection back in 2007.  So we have data from

23   2007, '12, '13, and '15.

24           And when you begin to look at that
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 1   data -- here is an example of 2007 to '14 data

 2   for daily, a.m. and p.m. peak hours that were

 3   collected.  And what that trend shows, and this

 4   is consistent with the DOT database publications,

 5   is that daily trips have essentially been flat or

 6   maybe even, in some cases, slightly declining.

 7           The a.m. peak hour traffic volumes have

 8   been flat or declining over that period of time.

 9   And the p.m. peak hour has a very slight

10   increase, representative of about less than half

11   a percent annualized growth.

12           If you look at other sources of

13   information, the functional design report that I

14   referenced, that was published in 2007, had 2004

15   data in it.  We had 2013 data that we had

16   collected along this corridor at those specific

17   intersections, which both show that, again, the

18   growth patterns here are substantially below,

19   half a percent annualized growth.

20           So what that shows is that -- well, I am

21   not saying that there wouldn't be some change

22   between 2015 and now.  I think the nature of the

23   traffic change has been modest and relatively

24   minor and certainly well within the growth
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 1   patterns that we have seen historically since

 2   2004, which is flat, less than half a percent

 3   annualized growth.

 4           Because we took a conservative approach

 5   as how we analyzed traffic growth by applying a

 6   1 percent annualized growth factor, we are

 7   essentially taking a high guess, if you will, as

 8   to what the design volumes will be in the context

 9   of this project.

10           So it is my professional opinion that, on

11   the basis of the history of this corridor and my

12   knowledge that there are not any specific

13   localized projects that would have substantially

14   changed those patterns, that the volumes as they

15   are reported in this study are valid and

16   appropriate and reasonable for basis of impact

17   analysis.

18           However, and I will speak to this in a

19   moment, I think the more important question is

20   the signal warrant analysis.  I think, really,

21   that is the crux of this.  We could certainly go

22   out and recount traffic at all four of these

23   locations.  But my opinion, the likelihood of

24   that creating any new, useful information for

0035

 1   impact purposes is negligible.  I think there is

 2   some value to looking at actual field conditions

 3   for the signal warrant purposes, and I will speak

 4   on that in a moment.

 5           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  Can you just say,

 6   what is a.m. peak hours?  What are those hours?

 7           MR. MICHAUD:  Through the Chair, in the

 8   context of the traffic study, we look at commuter

 9   periods between 7:00 and 9:00 in the morning and

10   4:00 to 6:00 p.m. at night.  That is what those

11   represent.

12           So another point -- series of questions

13   that Mr. Fitzgerald raised had to do with on-site

14   parking and circulation aspects.  We have since

15   responded, and I will show you the response,

16   here, to several of those items:  Providing an

17   auto turn analysis for emergency apparatus into

18   and through the development; some clarification

19   of park supply ratios; and finally, there was a

20   discussion about the sight line issue, the

21   potential for loss of spaces to enhance sight

22   lines.

23           The auto turn analysis was a computerized

24   analysis that looked at the Brookline E-1 Bronto
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 1   and 100 tower truck as the largest design vehicle

 2   that may have to respond here.  We find that

 3   there is sufficient maneuvering area for that

 4   vehicle type.

 5           We conclude that by showing in this

 6   contextual diagram the nature of where the swept

 7   movements would be for that largest vehicle type

 8   at the driveway entrances along Independence

 9   Drive, as well as within the property itself.

10   And you can see, they are annotated locations A

11   through E, in this case, for vehicles that would

12   be entering the site and likewise exiting the

13   site from those same positions.

14           As you look at the details from each one

15   of those locations, you can see the swept path of

16   that largest vehicle has sufficient maneuvering

17   area, in each and every part of the site, to be

18   able to get into and circulate within.  These are

19   the outputs of that exercise, which will be made

20   available to your peer reviewer, indicating that

21   all of the swept paths are, in fact, adequate for

22   that purpose.

23           Regarding parking, the sheet L300 on the

24   site plan submittal does, in fact, total 350
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 1   parking spaces.  I think perhaps the discrepancy

 2   between the 340 and 350 is explained in that some

 3   of the spaces that are tabulated in that number

 4   actually exist on Sherman Road, near where the

 5   proposed driveway is that feeds into the

 6   development.

 7           So I think, as submitted, and consistent

 8   with the application materials, there are 350

 9   parking spaces, some of which, we acknowledge,

10   are tandem spaces within the garage structure.

11   The tandem spaces would be assigned to specific

12   units.  They are assigned tandem spaces.  So

13   unlike a public parking lot, where you could park

14   anywhere that you found capacity, this would be

15   an assigned basis tandem parking.  So if your

16   partner/wife/husband was parked in one of those

17   spaces, you would have to sort out which one of

18   you parked in the first versus the second space.

19           So there is really no inherent need to

20   have a management plan, per se, for those spaces.

21   It would be incumbent on that unit owner to

22   understand how to best jockey the cars.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Just a question about the

24   interior spaces.  Is there -- we did not tour the
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 1   garages when we did the site visit and maybe we

 2   should take look at them.  But is there adequate

 3   room for people to jockey one car out?

 4           MR. GELLER:  This is only in the new

 5   garage.

 6           MR. ZUROFF:  Oh, right.  So will there be

 7   room in the garage?

 8           MR. GELLER:  Yes, there will be.

 9           MR. ZUROFF:  Correct.

10           So the effective parking supply ratio, at

11   that 350, is just over one-and-a-half spaces per

12   unit.  And we know that, through the survey of

13   the Hancock Village facility, that the actual

14   parking supply ratio for those units is actually

15   1.36.

16           So the ratio that is being proposed here

17   represents an increase in the ratio relative to

18   how the site is currently operating.  We know

19   through practical experience and prior survey of

20   that site, that that 1.36 ratio for the existing

21   Hancock Village is sufficient to accommodate this

22   need.  So we feel confident that that ratio is an

23   appropriate standard to hold for this project,

24   understanding that it doesn't meet the so-called
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 1   zoning requirement, which has more than 400

 2   parking spaces that would be required.  So there

 3   is sufficient parking within the application and

 4   intent of this project.

 5           Finally -- and this speaks to the park

 6   issues to some degree.  There is an internal

 7   driveway that is shown on the site plan.  I don't

 8   have my laser pointer, so I will point.  That

 9   driveway is located in that orientation.  You can

10   see where it comes into Sherman Road.

11           The question is, if you are in a stopped

12   position, leaving that driveway, whether you

13   would have adequate visibility to an oncoming

14   vehicle, a sight line.  And you will see that

15   there are a series of spaces along Sherman Road,

16   probably the ones that were not tallied as part

17   of that 350.

18           MR. ZUROFF:  Are they on the right side

19   or the left side?

20           MR. MICHAUD:  They are on the

21   right -- well, they are actually on both sides,

22   to be honest with you.  It is very hard to read.

23   The font on this is rather light.  But you will

24   see that there are a series parking spaces along
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 1   both edges of that road.  That is a one-way road,

 2   just to be clear.  That one-way circulation

 3   pattern would be from the top of the page toward

 4   Independence Drive.

 5           And there are a lack of spaces, if you

 6   will, directly opposite that driveway, so that

 7   you can have proper maneuverability to make a

 8   turn out of that driveway.

 9           MR. ZUROFF:  So are they posted as

10   no parking?

11           MR. MICHAUD:  They will be striped as "no

12   parking."

13           The question is whether or not any

14   removal of those spaces, particularly the ones

15   that exist just to the top edge of that driveway,

16   would need to be removed so that someone in the

17   stopped position could see someone coming along

18   the one-way section of road.

19           Our opinion is that you could certainly

20   eliminate those and enhance the sight line.  It

21   would not materially affect the parking ratio

22   that is being sought in this development.  If we

23   lose two or three parking spaces, it is still

24   going to work pretty well.  It is certainly the
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 1   prerogative of this Board.

 2           The design, as it is currently proposed,

 3   is consistent with general design practices for

 4   these types of development.  These are very slow

 5   speed, one-way roadways, very low volume

 6   roadways.  And to the extent someone actually

 7   pulls up to where the aisle is, of Sherman Road,

 8   my opinion would be that they have adequate

 9   ability to see an oncoming car, even

10   notwithstanding that there are parked cars along

11   the edge of the road.  It is not unlike what most

12   people would experience in the City of Boston,

13   when you come out the side street and there are

14   parked vehicles on either side.

15           But that said, I don't think there is any

16   reason they couldn't be eliminated, to the extent

17   that you wanted to maximize that sight line.

18   That could certainly be drawn as part of the

19   conditions for approval.

20           MR. ZUROFF:  Is there -- Joe, this might

21   be for you, too.

22           What kind of plans are there in place for

23   traffic within the interior roadway?  People want

24   to drop their groceries off.  I mean, it is a
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 1   no-standing zone?  Is it a no-parking zone?

 2           MR. GELLER:  So the roadway is a private

 3   roadway that is used by the residents.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  It is a driveway.

 5           MR. GELLER:  Right.  It is a driveway,

 6   with parking on either side of it.  As you drive

 7   in, years ago, they added islands at each one of

 8   the courtway entrances.  So there is a place to

 9   pull over, take your bags out of the car or

10   whatever, and then park in the space that you can

11   find where that is located.  So there is

12   already -- all of that is accommodated on the

13   roadways today.  And at this end, which is

14   basically doing the same thing as the entrance to

15   the driveway here, to accommodate that.

16           MR. ZUROFF:  So if somebody wants to pull

17   into one of the new, smaller buildings, drop

18   their groceries, there is a place for them to do

19   that?

20           MR. GELLER:  That circle is wide enough

21   so you could pull up past the parking spaces,

22   that little drop off area between the two areas.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Is that what those extended

24   shapes are?
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 1           MR. GELLER:  That is parking.

 2           MR. ZUROFF:  Oh, that is actual parking?

 3           MR. GELLER:  Yes, that is actual parking.

 4   And there is two handicap spaces on that end and

 5   then some handicap spaces on that end.

 6           MR. ZUROFF:  So it will always be freely

 7   opened for emergency vehicles?

 8           MR. GELLER:  Yes.

 9           MR. ZUROFF:  Sorry.  I interrupted you.

10           MR. MICHAUD:  That is okay.  This is

11   actually a closer view of that same location.  I

12   think we covered that issue.

13           Loading and delivery was questioned.  And

14   the philosophy is consistent with the current

15   practices at Hancock Village, that curbside

16   activity would include pickup of curbside refuse,

17   which will be wheeled out in containers.

18           There will be occasional move-in

19   activity.  In the context of the new building,

20   that would occur in within the aisle closest to

21   the building front, which is a two-way aisle.  No

22   parking there.  There wouldn't be any packing

23   movements or blocking parking, per se.  It would

24   be a curbside operation, which is consistent with
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 1   apartment complexes throughout the Commonwealth.

 2           The vehicle types that would be

 3   conducting that type of either move-in activity

 4   or delivery activity, would be box truck type,

 5   unibody trucks that are not articulated, 40

 6   or 50 --

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  But there could be a tractor

 8   trailer.

 9           MR. MICHAUD:  It would fit, certainly.

10   But our experience with apartment move-ins is

11   that those are typically done using a standard

12   unibody type truck.  UPS delivery trucks are an

13   example of the day-to-day type delivery

14   operation.

15           And then we are all familiar with the

16   front loading -- sorry -- rear-loading trash

17   trucks, all of which can fit in the circulation

18   within the property and can do all of those curb

19   side, without any reliance on the public way for

20   those operations.

21           Roadway improvements, I think this will

22   help clarify what Joe had mentioned about what

23   has been committed by the Residences of South

24   Brookline versus what is being currently
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 1   contemplated, the change in those plans to

 2   include signalization.

 3           So I would like to start with the plan

 4   that was actually the reference point for the

 5   Residences of South Brookline.  That is this

 6   diagram, which shows the conversion of

 7   Independence Drive from its current four-lane

 8   section to the two-lane travel section with

 9   parking and bike lanes on the edges.

10           This was essentially the concept that got

11   endorsed as part of the Residences of South

12   Brookline project.  And you will see that, as

13   part of that, there are two specific locations

14   along that road, one near the east driveway just

15   to the north of Gerry Road, where there is a new

16   pedestrian crossing proposed.  Near Beverly Road,

17   there is a realignment of an existing crosswalk.

18   And at the Thornton/Sherman Road intersection, at

19   that time, during its permit process, there was a

20   view to putting a pedestrian crossing as well

21   there, each of which would have curb bump-outs

22   associated with them, to reduce the crossing lane

23   and to protect or shield the parking that would

24   occur curbside on Independence Drive.
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 1           So that is the reference point.  And that

 2   does show dimensionally what that concept

 3   entailed at the time.

 4           This is a shoot-in, if you will, a

 5   blow-up of one of those crossing points with the

 6   bump-outs.  This is the Thornton/Sherman Road

 7   intersection.  And that is the east driveway

 8   location, just north of Gerry.  And you can see

 9   the realignment of the crosswalk beyond it.  So

10   that has all been hashed out, agreed to, and is a

11   commitment of the Residences of South Brookline.

12           This diagram represents, conceptually, a

13   shift in that plan, not from the perspective of

14   where the work would be done for the Residences

15   of South Brookline, but what would happen at

16   Thornton and Sherman and what is different than

17   that planning.  And that is, the conversion of

18   Gerry Road, which currently allows access to

19   Independence, to a one-way away from Independence

20   and Sherman Road, which currently travels away

21   from Independence, toward Independence.

22           So the idea is that we wanted to provide

23   a point at which all of the vehicle activity that

24   would be exiting from the north or west side of
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 1   Hancock Village and the new development would all

 2   have to come out at a single point.  And the

 3   philosophy to that, it would be better to control

 4   movements and to reduce vehicular friction by

 5   concentrating that at a known single location.

 6   It would also for, to the extent a signal warrant

 7   is met and is built, would allow for an exclusive

 8   pedestrian phase to be placed for anyone who

 9   wanted to cross the street.

10           We know that is a fairly busy crossing

11   today, and it will be elevated once this new

12   development comes in. So it is important to have

13   some form of control at that location.

14           Of course, if we were to update that plan

15   that was part of the Residences at South

16   Brookline, this is what it would look like.  Now,

17   it would show the signal along with all of the

18   other features that were commitments of that

19   project.  So that is the reference point.

20           The signal warrants analysis that was

21   presented in our evaluation relies on a projected

22   shift in activity from Gerry Road to that new

23   location at Sherman, as well as the new traffic

24   from the development, which we estimated using
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 1   industry standard rates.  We acknowledge that the

 2   existing development of Hancock Village generates

 3   at levels that fall below the industry standards,

 4   perhaps because there is public transportation

 5   opportunities and Zipcars and other features.

 6           But our response to that issue is not to

 7   argue the academics of the signal, it is rather

 8   to provide a commitment to monitor the actual

 9   performance and volumes of the intersection based

10   on occupancy of buildings at that time, to

11   demonstrate compliance to a signal warrant, to

12   make sure that it actually is warranted.

13           So we can certainly go out and recount

14   traffic, we could redo warrants.  And all of that

15   would be an educated guess as to what might

16   happen.  I think the more appropriate standard to

17   hold here would be to provide a monitoring

18   provision that demonstrates compliance and the

19   need for a signal.  And I think that that is a

20   commitment of this proponent.  And to the extent

21   Brookline endorses and approves a signal at that

22   location, they would be committed to building it.

23   I think that would be the appropriate protocol

24   here.
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 1           We know that we may easily meet a

 2   one-hour volume warrant in the morning when most

 3   people are leaving.  Those warrants over an

 4   extended period of time become more difficult to

 5   meet, because most people are not here during the

 6   day.  So there are some challenges to meeting

 7   every one of those warrants, particularly upon

 8   initial occupancy of the building.  And as a

 9   result, we would suggest it makes sense to

10   monitor it and determine the need at the time.

11           Any design that is submitted for that

12   location would contemplate a redesign to

13   accommodate a signal, just to be clear.  In the

14   interim period, during which a signal is not

15   warranted and it is not there, we would defer

16   back to the original plan of the Residences of

17   South Brookline, which would have a

18   pedestrian-activated crossing at that location.

19   You still need to accommodate pedestrian movement

20   safely, but all of the geometric features, the

21   conwidth [phonetic] that would be placed on the

22   intersection, would all be compliant with

23   signalization at some point.  And that is a

24   commitment of the proponent.

0050

 1           MR. ZUROFF:  Just to be clear, the

 2   current plan, under the ROSB permit, includes the

 3   signalization, subject to the Town approving it?

 4   No?

 5           MR. GELLER:  No, it doesn't include the

 6   signalization.  It includes --

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  The crosswalks; I know that.

 8           MR. GELLER:  The crosswalk and the hawk

 9   signals.  So it will have the signals, those hawk

10   signals.

11           MR. ZUROFF:  Which will stop the traffic

12   for pedestrians?

13           MR. GELLER:  Yes.

14           MR. ZUROFF:  But not otherwise?

15           MR. GELLER:  It is not fully signalized.

16           MR. ZUROFF:  Not to go across from Gerry.

17           MR. GELLER:  To take a left or right turn

18   or whatever.

19           MR. ZUROFF:  Right.

20           MR. MICHAUD:  To be clear, the form of

21   control that was cited within the South

22   Brookline -- Residences of South Brookline,

23   ROSB -- actually could entail a rapid flash

24   beacon, which is a little more traditional and
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 1   more used these days, relative to the hawk.  So

 2   when we say "signal," we mean

 3   pedestrian-activated beacon.  It is a feature

 4   that gets activated.

 5           MR. ZUROFF:  Somebody pushing a button?

 6           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes.  And then there is a

 7   flash/strobe effect on the road, if you will, so

 8   that motorists who are approaching that crossing

 9   become aware that there is something going on.

10   And that is what those are.

11           And that would be implemented under any

12   scenario.  And to the extent a traffic signal,

13   which stops traffic, regulatorily would need to

14   meet the warrants.

15           And that is it.  So in conclusion, I

16   think we are going to be providing a written

17   response.  I actually have that with me, and I

18   will provide that to the Board and will

19   distribute it to your review consultant as well.

20           We would certainly update the crash data

21   information to reflect the last couple of years

22   of available information.  But the update of

23   traffic counts and such, it would be our opinion

24   that there is no useful purpose for doing that.
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 1   And to the extent it were provided, we can

 2   certainly do a spot count to validate at one of

 3   the higher-volume intersections what is going on,

 4   with the likely outcome being that there is

 5   really very little, if any, change since 2015.

 6           MR. ZUROFF:  We understand that.  But as

 7   our peer reviewer has stated, it would be better

 8   for all of us to know what that data is, at least

 9   updated as much as possible.  So if you are

10   willing to do that, we would like to see it.

11           MR. FITZGERALD:  Well, for me, I think

12   the biggest issue, again, is the traffic signal

13   warrant and the fact that, as the original report

14   documented, there is a substantial difference

15   between the existing usage -- the existing trips

16   per unit at that development compared to what ITE

17   has published.

18           So if by looking at a four-hour traffic

19   signal warrant, we are finding that two hours are

20   met, no problem; one of the p.m. hours is met;

21   the other p.m. hour met, based on our numbers,

22   actually falls below the line and is not met.

23   And we know that those numbers are going to drop

24   dramatically, especially those p.m. hours of, I
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 1   think, 45 percent is what the report that you

 2   noted --

 3           MR. MICHAUD:  Right, yes.  The empirical

 4   information would stay the same.

 5           MR. FITZGERALD:  So now we have lost our

 6   two hours in the afternoon meeting those

 7   four-hour warrants.  So now we have got two of

 8   the four hours being met.  So we are not even

 9   really meeting a four-hour traffic signal

10   warrant; never mind an eight-hour.

11           So I guess I wonder, if you were going to

12   build it and just hope for the best, if that is

13   the best way to go, is monitoring, if we have

14   these kinds of doubts and questions.

15           MR. MICHAUD:  So I think the basis of the

16   monitoring is to avoid that situation.  We want

17   to see how this actually performs.  We want to

18   see how much traffic actually occurs.

19           So again, I would prefer to avoid an

20   academic exercise of saying, do we meet three of

21   the four, or four of the four, or two of the

22   four, when we are making educated guesses?  And I

23   think it is fair to say that, in the morning, we

24   won't have any issue needing or meeting the
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 1   warrant for a signal.  The issue is what happens

 2   during the rest of the day.

 3           MR. FITZGERALD:  Right.

 4           MR. MICHAUD:  The commitment of this

 5   developer -- and this is consistent with

 6   information input that is been received from your

 7   police department in October of 2014 -- is they

 8   would like to see some form of traffic control

 9   along Independence Drive, for a couple of

10   reasons.

11           One, as a traffic calming feature, if you

12   will, apply regular gaps in traffic, but, as

13   importantly or more importantly, to provide a

14   dedicated means of pedestrian crossing, a safe

15   crossing of the road.

16           When we look at warrants, you don't have

17   to meet the eight-hour warrant to justify a

18   signal.  It would be nice if you did, and MassDOT

19   has a preference -- prefers that.

20           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.

21           MR. MICHAUD:  But we have been in many

22   instances where the standards are met for a

23   four-hour warrant and, in some cases, a one-hour

24   warrant, based on context of the location and the
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 1   confluence of events and pedestrian activity, for

 2   instance, would dictate that placing a signal is

 3   a wise thing to do.  This may be one of those

 4   circumstances.

 5           MR. FITZGERALD:  Because the other thing

 6   was, did you analyze it without a signal, with

 7   the future volumes?  How did that operate?

 8           MR. MICHAUD:  We know the main line is

 9   just fine.

10           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.  Oh, as

11   unsignalized?  Absolutely.

12           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes.  So the unsignalized,

13   just to provide a reference point to the Board

14   and using industry standards and using the

15   configurations of roadways that we are showing,

16   in the morning, over a one-hour period of time,

17   there would be more than 200 vehicles over that

18   hour that need to get to Independence Drive.

19   That will result in delays in queuing, and I tell

20   you that without doing analysis.

21           That is an on-site issue.  It is a

22   convenience issue.  It does not affect public

23   travel, but nonetheless, is an inconvenience to

24   the folks who may live there.
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 1           The notion of a signal is to facilitate

 2   that movement, at the same time you are providing

 3   a dedicated and exclusive means of pedestrian

 4   crossing with the regulatory control.

 5           MR. FITZGERALD:  Not only that, but if

 6   they are under unsignalized, should you install

 7   the intersection without signals, and the side is

 8   approaching or experiencing long delays, then

 9   driver behavior shows that you tend to accept a

10   gap in traffic that you ordinarily wouldn't, and

11   that could lend itself to a safety concern.  So

12   in those instances, again, if you are running

13   into something like that, that would almost

14   defend a traffic signal installation from a

15   safety perfective.

16           MR. ZUROFF:  So it could be more

17   dangerous?

18           MR. FITZGERALD:  Depending on how

19   excessive the queues become, as unsignalized,

20   with the redirected traffic plus the additional

21   site traffic.  It would be good to know that

22   number, what those delays would be.  But if it is

23   high enough, then driver behavior becomes more

24   aggressive to try to get a gap, because you have
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 1   waited a long time to get out.  So that is

 2   certainly something you want to avoid as well.

 3           MR. ZUROFF:  Will you be able to evaluate

 4   what updated data you might get?

 5           MR. FITZGERALD:  Sure.

 6           MR. MICHAUD:  We can provide that

 7   information, yes.

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  I would like to make

 9   sure that that does happen.

10           MR. MICHAUD:  Sure.  And as I mentioned,

11   Mr. Chair, we have these initial responses and we

12   can augment these with the information that we

13   just discussed.  So we can keep it moving, so to

14   speak.

15           MR. ZUROFF:  I appreciate that.

16           MR. MICHAUD:  I have got four copies of

17   this.  With your permission, I could give one,

18   right now, to your partner.

19           MR. ZUROFF:  That would be great.  It

20   will probably mean much more to him than it will

21   mean to me.

22           MR. GELLER:  Just to be clear -- I just

23   want to make sure everybody is clear on this.

24           We would like to install the signal.
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 1   This isn't a situation where we are trying to

 2   avoid installing a signal because of the cost of

 3   the signal or something.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  As we just heard, a signal

 5   may be worse than no signal, maybe.

 6           MR. GELLER:  Right.  So we are interested

 7   in working with your consultant and our

 8   consultant to right find the right answer here,

 9   and it may be an answer that there is an interim

10   answer and then there is a build-out, and then

11   everything is built so you can accommodate the

12   signal when the signal is needed, and then you

13   pay for the signal.

14           MR. ZUROFF:  Right.

15           MR. GELLER:  So I just think that that is

16   the approach we would like to take here, so that

17   we are not doing the wrong thing and that creates

18   a problem, but always have in our back pocket

19   that we can do the signal, because we know in the

20   end, we are going to want a signal.

21           MR. ZUROFF:  I like flexibility, so.

22   Thank you.

23           Any questions for the applicant's expert?

24           MR. HUSSEY:  No.
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 1           MR. ZUROFF:  Thank you.

 2           MS. SELKOE:  Bob, do you have one more of

 3   those reports?

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  We have got an extra one.

 5           MS. PALERMO:  You can have mine, Polly.

 6           MR. MICHAUD:  We can provide more.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  Is it going to be posted on

 8   the site?

 9           MR. MICHAUD:  We can provide it

10   electronically.

11           MR. ZUROFF:  Yes, so it will be available

12   to the public as well.

13           Next order of business is public comment,

14   I guess.  So again, make yourself known.

15           MS. SELKOE:  I think you have got -- if

16   you can hand that up here, that would be great,

17   the attendance sheet.

18           MR. ZUROFF:  You know, again, the

19   microphone isn't affecting you.  If you are here

20   and you are speaking, it would be nice to have

21   your name and address on the attendance.

22           Scott?

23           MR. GLADSTONE:  I have a quick question.

24   Scott Gladstone, 383 Russett Road, precinct 16,
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 1   town meeting member.

 2           I was hoping Mr. Michaud could actually

 3   put back up one of the pictures he had, because I

 4   had a question about the parking spaces just, on

 5   Sherman Road, outside of the -- opposite the

 6   driveway into the new building.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, for the members of

 8   the public that want to address this, we are

 9   confining our remarks tonight to the traffic and

10   the parking.

11           MR. GLADSTONE:  Yes, that is fine.

12           So we have the lot line for the new

13   development here, and these are parking spots

14   that are now existing on Sherman next to the Hoar

15   Sanctuary.  I heard you say -- I heard

16   Mr. Michaud say that there was going to be some

17   lines that indicate "no parking" around the area

18   of the entrance to the site.

19           Does that mean on this side, outside of

20   the new lot, or within the new lot, here?

21           MR. MICHAUD:  I think the intention is to

22   have this portion of Sherman Road clear of

23   parking activity, to the extent practicable.

24           MR. GLADSTONE:  Okay.  Thank you.
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 1           So then my next question is, since there

 2   are parking spaces being taken away from the

 3   existing site, outside of the new lot for the new

 4   project, the existing site currently, as I

 5   understand it, has too little parking -- it is

 6   currently non-conforming as to parking

 7   requirements -- I understand that is going to be

 8   offset a little bit because there is going to

 9   be -- like this is a current building on the

10   existing lot, which is now going to be subsumed

11   into the new lot, therefore, that building's

12   dedicated parking spaces are going to be

13   subtracted from the spots that are dedicated to

14   the rest of the lot.

15           But I don't know what the math is.  Does

16   that subtract the need for spaces that is more

17   than the current nonconformity?  In other words,

18   are losing these spots increasing the

19   nonconformity?  That is the question.

20           MR. ZUROFF:  That is a reasonable

21   question.

22           MR. GELLER:  No.

23           MR. GLADSTONE:  Has anyone looked at

24   those numbers?
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 1           MR. GELLER:  Yes, we can give you the

 2   numbers.

 3           MR. ZUROFF:  We will get the numbers.

 4           MR. GLADSTONE:  So that the building

 5   department can look to make sure that those

 6   numbers --

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  I understand you want to

 8   avoid infectious invalidity.

 9           MR. GLADSTONE:  I want to see if there is

10   infectious invalidity.

11           MR. ZUROFF:  Right.  Thank you.

12           Yes, sir?

13           MR. SHPRITZ:  Nathan Shpritz,

14   precinct 16, I am a town meeting rep, 44 Payson

15   Road.

16           I just had one followup for Scott's

17   question, which I would also like to hear an

18   answer to, which I know nobody can answer today.

19           But Scott was talking about, I think,

20   overall non-conformity.  I would like to know

21   what the percentage of spots are for those

22   buildings that were previously serviced by those

23   spots there and what the parking ratios become

24   for those that don't have dedicated parking
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 1   underneath their building.  So sort of a

 2   separated parking analysis.  So those that have

 3   the --

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  Within the lot, you are

 5   talking about?

 6           MR. SHPRITZ:  Yes.  The same spots that

 7   Scott was talking about.

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  I think you have provided

 9   data on that.

10           MR. GELLER:  Yes, we have.  I am not sure

11   I understand the question.

12           MR. ZUROFF:  They are removing some

13   structures and they are putting up a new building

14   and they have provided us with the amount of

15   spaces that are available for the lot that they

16   are developing.  Is that your question?

17           MR. SHPRITZ:  No. The question is, if you

18   take those spots out, for those that they are not

19   developing, what do the parking ratios become

20   then, and do they still stay close to where they

21   have been?

22           MR. ZUROFF:  I think that is what Scott

23   just asked.

24           MR. GELLER:  We are not increasing the
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 1   non-conformity.

 2           MR. ZUROFF:  But you will provide the

 3   data to show that.  So you will get an answer to

 4   your question, sir.

 5           Yes, sir.

 6           MR. FREILICH:  Jeff Freilich, 327 South

 7   Street.

 8           A very quick question, please.  You made

 9   an assertion about the data used for MassDOT with

10   respect to the latest available data from 2015,

11   at least some of the analysis that you gave on

12   traffic flow.  Was that correct?  I am not so

13   sure I understood, because I walked in in the

14   middle.  Was that the latest available data that

15   you had, was from 2015?  Because you are making

16   an assertion that any studies that could be done

17   now would have a negligible effect on your

18   analysis so far.

19           MR. MICHAUD:  What I stated was that in

20   the October 2016 traffic study, that the data

21   that we had available to us at that time ran

22   through 2013.  And as that was the case, we

23   received local crash records for that same period

24   of time, so that we could make a one-to-one

0065

 1   caparison between the local police records and

 2   the state database, to see if there were any

 3   discrepancies between the two.

 4           Since the issuance of the report, if I

 5   were to do a query, right now, on crashes, I

 6   would be able to query all the way up to and

 7   through 2015, but not beyond that.  So what we

 8   will be doing is updating the traffic crash

 9   information to include the state records through

10   2015, and we have a request to Brookline for the

11   latest available local records as well.

12           MR. FREILICH:  Just so I understand, that

13   is just for crash data, but not the traffic flow

14   data?

15           MR. MICHAUD:  Correct.  So the traffic

16   flow data is based on November 2015 traffic count

17   information.  And what I presented to this board

18   is that we have data from 2004, '7, '12, '13 and

19   '15, which, when you look at it,

20   corroborates -- confirms that what we a have done

21   in this study is conservative, meaning we

22   actually overestimated the amount of growth that

23   has traditionally occurred here or that is likely

24   to occur over the next five-year period of time.
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 1           MR. FREILICH:  And you are

 2   asserting -- from what I understand, at least

 3   from right now, MassDOT does have 2016 publicly

 4   available, most likely, because they only have

 5   the VFW Parkway really included in that survey;

 6   correct?  Independence Drive is probably not

 7   included in the MassDOT database?

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  I know MassDOT does not have

 9   data for Independence Drive, directly, but they

10   have other area count stations, and I don't know

11   how up to date that information is.  I think the

12   request that has been made is to update some of,

13   at least, the traffic information that is dated

14   back to 2015, with data that is 2018 data, to

15   confirm whether or not certain changes have

16   occurred.

17           MR. FREILICH:  I am just aware that

18   MassDOT does have the data now published for

19   2016, I assume, the crash data.

20           I just want to make sure what you said;

21   you are not suspecting there to be any change and

22   you are suspecting that it should corroborate, at

23   least, your assertions.  But the data is now

24   available, and I assume that you could rerun this
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 1   and confirm your assertion?

 2           MR. MICHAUD:  Correct.

 3           MR. FREILICH:  Okay.  Thank you.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  Thank you, sir.

 5           Yes, sir.

 6           MR. SMITH:  My name is Kevin Smith and I

 7   don't need the microphone because I am a teacher,

 8   so I am used to this.

 9           I actually live in Hancock Village, and I

10   can speak in terms of -- regarding traffic and

11   parking, all of that business.

12           To park there -- I come home at night.  I

13   also work at bars at night, so you get me coming

14   and going.  So I leave to the city during the

15   morning in these peak hours and often I come home

16   past 2:00 o'clock in the morning.  In regards to

17   the parking spaces that they have there and

18   whether there is enough, they are slated in line

19   for smaller vehicles.  It was done before the day

20   of the SUV.  So there is a constant search.

21           I could speak for volumes and hours about

22   the good landlords they are, which they are, and

23   I could speak for what they don't account for.

24   So when I hear traffic conversations, I worry
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 1   about my seven-year-old son and I worry about my

 2   10-week-old daughter.  I worry about the traffic

 3   impacts for when they start building this.  I

 4   worry about all of those vehicles, I worry about

 5   blasting, I worry about all of those trucks

 6   coming and going, and I don't know how that is

 7   being accounted for.  I don't know what is

 8   acceptable and all of that math.

 9           I don't understand.  Well, okay, if these

10   vehicles come and go, I can say that, as regards

11   all the pedestrians, all of the people that live

12   there in the morning, we all live there for the

13   same reason:  to go to the school.  All of the

14   kids walk at the same time, they come back, all

15   of that stuff.

16           So those are my concerns.  Because the

17   difference between if I leave at 9:00 o'clock and

18   9:15 is profound.  If I leave at 9:00 or 9:30, it

19   is very profound.  My commute is either

20   10 minutes -- I work for a non-profit in JP -- or

21   an hour.  And that is what it is.

22           So those things are going to exist.  I

23   don't care how many cars you put, you are going

24   to have that.  But what I don't hear accounted
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 1   for is all of the people in the past few years

 2   who have discovered that this is the way to go to

 3   Boston.  They are coming up.

 4           My girlfriend, who lives with me, is a

 5   teacher in Medfield.  So she is going in the

 6   opposite direction at those hours.  And everyone

 7   has discovered that it is a good through-way, and

 8   I don't hear that being discussed.

 9           Again, I understand all of the residents

10   who live and who are more adjacent and all of the

11   passion and concerns and we are keeping it to

12   traffic, which is what I am going to keep it to,

13   those are the one things that I don't -- what

14   about the little kids and the crosswalks and all

15   of that stuff, when one of those things are

16   coming and going.  It is like those are the

17   things I worry about, all of those vehicles and

18   ledge and the blasting and so on and so forth.

19   What happens?  How long is it going to take to be

20   built, and what is that going to impact on

21   traffic?  I have heard traffic lights.  But I

22   haven't heard construction vehicles.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Construction management will

24   be taken up at another time.
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 1           MR. SMITH:  Yes.  And that is

 2   indeed -- the domino effect of that traffic is

 3   going to go and go and go.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  We understand that.

 5           MR. SMITH:  I don't doubt that for a

 6   second.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  We will be considering that.

 8           MR. SMITH:  Thank you.

 9           MR. ZUROFF:  Steve?

10           Steve, it is important that I think that

11   you should point out that, while you sit on this

12   Board, you are here as a private citizen.

13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I am Steve Chiumenti.  I

14   am a precinct 16 town meeting member, and that is

15   why I am here.

16           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.

17           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I don't know what Home

18   Depot is going to do, but basically, we have to

19   build a ninth school.  We are probably going to

20   have to build a tenth school.  And it is possible

21   in considering traffic -- and we are entitled to

22   consider what is easily anticipated -- that the

23   Baker School is potentially the site of another

24   school.  They are going to build, possibly, a
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 1   school -- a Baker School on top of the Baker

 2   School that exists.  And I think that is

 3   something that I don't hear anybody talking

 4   about, as far as nothing is going to change.  I

 5   think what is going to change, particularly,

 6   since we have got 500 apartments in Brookline.

 7   You are adding 192 for ROSB and a few hundred for

 8   this.  You are increasing Hancock Village by 80

 9   percent.

10           MR. ZUROFF:  Schools are not part of the

11   40B.

12           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I am not talking about

13   the school.  I am talking about the impact of

14   actually getting to and from the school.

15           Basically, in effect, if this isn't going

16   be the ninth school, if you are going to increase

17   Hancock Village by 80 percent, then -- I think,

18   then they all going to build the school on top of

19   the Baker School, and I think traffic ought to

20   take into account what happens with that kind of

21   a change in Hancock Village and what it means for

22   all of these people to be getting to and from,

23   basically, a school that is double.

24           Actually, I disagree that the schools
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 1   aren't to be taken into account, but that is not

 2   what I was talking about right now.

 3           I did mention last week -- and I didn't

 4   have the regs with me -- that, when we consider

 5   the impact on the community, the burden that

 6   we -- the burden on the town, the residents of

 7   the project itself should be taken into account.

 8   That is stated, and I can give you the cite, but

 9   I think we are going to actually write up a

10   comment, and I will put it in there.

11           Basically, the housing appeals committee

12   and 56.07 says that is something that they

13   consider, the impact.  And maybe I can even get

14   the language exactly.

15           You are supposed to consider the current

16   and projected utilization of open spaces and

17   consequent need, if any, for additional open

18   spaces by the municipality's population,

19   including the occupants of the proposed housing.

20           So I am saying, it is not just the

21   neighbors that you should be taking into account;

22   it is what this is going to do to even the other

23   people living in the rest of Hancock Village as

24   well.
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 1           MR. ZUROFF:  I actually think that we do.

 2   And certainly, all of those residents get notice

 3   of these hearings as well; correct?

 4           MR. WHITE:  My neighbors have no idea;

 5   zero.

 6           MS. SELKOE:  No. The property owner gets

 7   the notice.

 8           MR. WHITE:  I understand that, from a

 9   business perspective, you are not going to tell

10   people that are coming in, oh, by the way, in a

11   couple years it is going to be a six-story thing.

12   I understand this from a business perspective.

13           But my very next-door neighbor, as I left

14   to come to this, I mentioned where I was heading,

15   and it was like, what?  And again, I don't fault.

16   Because that is not -- I mean, we live in a

17   society that we live in. You are not going to

18   tell someone who is coming in, unless you are

19   mandated, oh, by the way, in a few years, they

20   are going to be blasting in your backyard.  No

21   one would move in.

22           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  Maybe the Town

23   should be doing that.

24           MR. ZUROFF:  Let me say this to you,
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 1   because your concern is legitimate.  By all

 2   means, notify the neighbors in the project.  They

 3   are welcome to come.  They are part of the public

 4   as well.  They don't have to own property to be

 5   interested in this project.  So we may not have

 6   to, by law, notify them.

 7           MS. SELKOE:  Well, we do put it, of

 8   course, on our town calendar and we did put the

 9   initial meeting in the newspaper, but we don't

10   send it to renters.

11           MR. WHITE:  Just to spare you the time --

12           MR. ZUROFF:  We want the tenants to come.

13           MR. SMITH:  I don't disagree.  But to

14   spare you the time, I am going to make up a

15   number.  75 percent of the residents of Hancock

16   Village are from elsewhere, here for many

17   reasons, culturally and so on.  And bless them.

18   That is one of the reasons I love the fact that

19   my son lives there, is because it is like the

20   United Nations.  They are not going to know where

21   to look.  They won't even think about it.  They

22   have no idea it is coming.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  Maybe it falls on you to

24   notify them.
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 1           MR. SMITH:  Fair enough.  Fair enough.

 2           But I would hope -- and here is

 3   my -- again, I was happy to keep it to traffic.

 4   But I would hope that you are keeping the

 5   citizens of Brookline's interest in mind,

 6   otherwise.  Because again, I completely

 7   understand business.  A business person is to

 8   make profit and do the best.  And from what I

 9   have read in my research, they do a wonderful job

10   and I don't fault them that, at all.  I would.  I

11   go to work.  I have to feed my kids.

12           But I am hoping that you have my interest

13   in mind.  I grew up in Washington Square.  I went

14   to Driscoll.  I have lived here my whole life.

15   There is a reason why I want my kids to go to

16   this school.  There is a reason why I want my

17   kids to live here.

18           So I have to count on you.  For you

19   saying, well, I hope the residents find out,

20   doesn't do it for me.

21           MR. ZUROFF:  Well, again --

22           MR. SMITH:  I am saying that

23   respectfully.

24           MR. ZUROFF:  I will tell you, from my
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 1   personal point of view, I care about the

 2   residents of Hancock Village as much as I care

 3   about the neighbors who own homes.  I am a

 4   neighbor who owns a home.  I care about the

 5   neighborhood as well.  So I am sure that the

 6   Board will consider those people who live in the

 7   project.

 8           MR. SMITH:  I don't doubt that for a

 9   second.

10           Then I am asking, hopefully, in any way,

11   shape, or form, to do a better job.  By the same

12   token, I am asking you, because, as I already

13   stated, I have lived there since 2011, in one

14   way, shape, or form.  And my experience has been

15   wonderful.  Any issue I have, landlord taking

16   care of this.  It is a safe and wonderful place

17   for me to live.  And I would like it to be a safe

18   and wonderful place for everybody to live.  But I

19   also would hope that you would keep those things

20   in mind and let those people know.  I mean, but

21   do I trust everybody?  You know, we haven't

22   broken bread.  You look nice.

23           He is funny.  You guys, everyone in here,

24   it is all great.  But unfortunately, especially
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 1   in this day and age, I don't trust everyone to

 2   not be regulated.  I don't know.  And character,

 3   I am not getting into any of that.  All I care

 4   about is that everyone walks away and everyone

 5   feels like they have said their peace and, like,

 6   things get done the way they should be done.

 7           So I hope --

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  I understand your concern,

 9   and I can assure you that it is my concern as

10   well.

11           MR. HUSSEY:  One of the questions here,

12   it seems to me, is notification.  Right?  It is

13   not a condominium, so the unit owners -- or not

14   owners --

15           MS. PALERMO:  Tenants.

16           MR. ZUROFF:  The applicant is the land

17   owner.

18           MS. SELKOE:  Typically, we often

19   ask -- in other cases, we often will notify the

20   management company and ask them to put up a flier

21   in the building or ask the owner to let the

22   people know who live there.  So we could -- I

23   don't know if this owner would do that.

24           MR. ZUROFF:  I would encourage you and
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 1   you and all of you who are concerned about this,

 2   post a notice.  I am sure that Chestnut Hill

 3   Realty will allow you to leaflet, if you need to.

 4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I just have one other

 5   thing, though, if you don't mind.  I am giving

 6   you a one-page statement that precinct 16 members

 7   wanted to present.  We have all written it.  I

 8   have given a copy to Polly and I will email her a

 9   copy so it can be in the record.

10           Really, it just has to do with,

11   basically, the lawsuit that exists.  Mostly it

12   doesn't affect this, but there is one count that

13   does.  And essentially, that one count has to do

14   with whether Mass. Development is actually a

15   proper funding agency for this project.  And if

16   it turns out that they are not --

17           MR. ZUROFF:  That is a matter for

18   litigation; it is not is matter for our

19   consideration.

20           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I am just telling you

21   that, basically, that probably will come up,

22   motion for summary judgment in April, answers in

23   May, and it may not be decided before you decide

24   something.
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 1           What this statement is saying is we ask

 2   you to simply put as a condition of the

 3   comprehensive permit, that you basically require

 4   that the Mass. Development is, in fact, a proper

 5   financing agency.  And fundamentally, the case is

 6   that the statute says that Mass. Development can

 7   basically be a financing agency for a project

 8   that is residential only, to cure a blighted

 9   situation.  Chestnut Hill Realty and, in fact,

10   Mass. Development, have conceded in court that

11   this is not a blighted site.  So the real issue

12   is going to be about what is residential, and

13   this could be decided on motion for summary

14   judgement.

15           MR. ZUROFF:  I think we will consider

16   that, but I am not sure it is within our purview.

17   I might ask town counsel to opine for us on that.

18           MR. CHIUMENTI:  That is what that

19   statement is.

20           MR. SCHWARTZ:  We certainly have an

21   opinion on that matter as well.

22           MR. ZUROFF:  You are welcome to submit

23   your opinion as well.

24           Yes, ma'am?
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 1           MS. LEICHTNER:  Judy Leichtner.  I am a

 2   town meeting member from precinct 16.  I just

 3   wanted to add a couple of things.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  We are talking about

 5   traffic.

 6           MS. LEICHTNER:  Yes.

 7           I read the report, read what the Town DPW

 8   wrote about this, and have a number of questions.

 9           But I did just want to say, when you are

10   talking about the residents, we have talked to

11   many of the residents.  They are terrified to

12   come here, because they don't want to be

13   challenging their landlord.  So you just need to

14   know that.

15           And legally, I cannot go and put up

16   flyers on private property, which is what Hancock

17   Village is, to notify residents.  I don't even

18   know if Kevin can do it, when he lives there.

19           So it is a very, very tricky situation.

20   So often, when we are speaking, we are speaking

21   for people who have talked to us, but who are not

22   here because they do not feel comfortable coming

23   here.  So just to keep that in mind and I am

24   sure -- I know you are concerned about the people
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 1   who live there.

 2           So I had a couple of questions.

 3           Accidents.  And I did -- I don't know

 4   what that column of severity meant, but I don't

 5   know that I saw the accident where the child was

 6   hit on Grove Street a couple of years ago.  I

 7   don't know if that was included in there.

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  I am not sure that is even

 9   part of the data that they look at.  It is in the

10   police records.

11           MS. LEICHTNER:  It would be in there.

12           But the other thing that actually isn't

13   included and it is only a block away, is that

14   intersection of South and VFW, which I think gets

15   impacted by this traffic.  And we know that

16   someone was killed there a year ago.

17           MR. FREILICH:  I gave him CPR.

18           MS. LEICHTNER:  It was outside of what

19   was looked at, but I think it may be something

20   that should be considered.

21           There also didn't seem to be any mention

22   of the number of school children who are walking

23   in that area.  And one, how that affects the

24   queuing, because we know that at Beverly and
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 1   Grove/Independence, the traffic is often stopped

 2   for much longer than the light cycle and how does

 3   that affect the queuing?  And if, in fact,

 4   Residences of South Brookline have people making

 5   a left turn out of the Beverly Road part and how

 6   that all would affect the queuing.  And I don't

 7   know -- I didn't see anything in the traffic

 8   report about any of those things, how many

 9   children are walking there and how do you

10   consider that as you look at all of the traffic

11   issues.

12           The other thing that wasn't mentioned

13   was -- that is why I asked about the peak hours,

14   because there was nothing about traffic at the

15   afternoon pick-up time.  And I think that is an

16   important time to be looking at things.  And what

17   goes along with that is the fact that Beverly

18   Road is closed, in terms of getting from

19   Independence or Grove onto Beverly, in the

20   morning and in the afternoons at school time --

21           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  During the winter

22   months.

23           MS. LEICHTNER:  -- from December to the

24   end of March, and I didn't see anything, in any
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 1   of this, about how that would be affected, and I

 2   think that needs to be part of the consideration.

 3           And then the other thing, my questions

 4   about these changes to Independence Road, none of

 5   this has ever appeared in front of the

 6   transportation board.  There has not been a

 7   single public meeting.  I hear that it was part

 8   of what was in the comprehensive permit for

 9   project 1.  But anything for putting in stop

10   lights, narrowing of the roads, it never appeared

11   in front of the transportation board, and I am

12   very curious as to why that is.  I would think

13   that that would entail at least some public

14   meetings.  I don't think that is something that

15   you can condition.

16           MR. ZUROFF:  Actually, I do believe that

17   the transportation department did weigh in on the

18   original.

19           MS. LEICHTNER:  The transportation board

20   has not had a pubic meeting, and they are

21   supposed to have public meeting.

22           MR. SCHWARTZ:  There is no requirement

23   for a public meeting.  It is a local board.

24           MS. LEICHTNER:  Sorry.  I can't hear what
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 1   you said, Steve.

 2           MR. SCHWARTZ:  It is encompassed within

 3   the comprehensive permit.  The zoning

 4   board -- that is a local approval, which is

 5   encompassed within the zoning board's power.

 6           MS. LEICHTNER:  So you saying there does

 7   not have to be any public meetings?

 8           MR. SCHWARTZ:  No.

 9           MR. GELLER:  It is up to the board of

10   appeals to make those decisions, which they did.

11           MS. LEICHTNER:  That was my question,

12   because most roads have meetings about that kind

13   of thing.

14           And then the other piece of that, which

15   somebody asked about, and you can see it on your

16   very last slide, Robert, was how does this affect

17   Boston?  And I haven't heard anything about

18   whether Boston was actually informed.  Because in

19   fact, you can see the line at Sherman Road.  That

20   is where Independence is Boston.  So everything

21   from Sherman Road, basically, on Independence,

22   all the way to the VFW, that is all Boston.  And

23   I haven't heard anything about whether Boston has

24   been --
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 1           MR. ZUROFF:  I inquired to the peer

 2   reviewer.

 3           MS. LEICHTNER:  Yes, thank you.

 4           MR. ZUROFF:  I would like to hear from

 5   people I haven't.

 6           MR. FREILICH:  I just wanted to fortify

 7   what she said.

 8           MS. KOOCHER:  Robin Koocher, 285 Beverly

 9   Road.

10           First of all, I would like to thank you,

11   the Board, for requesting the most accurate and

12   up-to-date traffic information.  I think that is

13   really important, and I thank you for making that

14   something that you want to see.

15           Second of all, I haven't heard one word

16   about how many handicap spaces there are.  I

17   heard somebody -- somebody said two, but that

18   can't be right, in terms of all of these parking

19   spaces.  I think that is important.

20           Because one of the things, sitting

21   through a lot of meetings, was the fact that the

22   developer was talking about the fact that there

23   was going to be adequate spaces for those who

24   would need a handicap space, and I am wondering
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 1   if there is a number that you would know.

 2           MR. FITZGERALD:  I think it is 12.

 3           MR. ZUROFF:  Isn't that governed by the

 4   building code in the state?

 5           MR. FITZGERALD:  It is.  It is.

 6           MR. GELLER:  We have that number.  It is

 7   on the plans and we can find that.

 8           MR. FITZGERALD:  It is 12.  The required,

 9   I believe, were 9.

10           MR. HUSSEY:  You have got plenty.  All

11   right.  I will give you that.  There is plenty

12   already.

13           MR. ZUROFF:  So it is being dealt with.

14           MS. KOOCHER:  Okay.

15           MR. FREILICH:  Very quickly, if I may, I

16   just want to say -- Jeff Freilich, 827 South

17   Street.  Having had witnessed that particular

18   accident, I just want to call into question the

19   veracity of the MassDOT data regarding crashes.

20   I remember, after that particular accident

21   occurred exactly one year ago -- I believe it was

22   in March -- I was at that.  I remember looking it

23   up and trying to get, since I live very close to

24   that intersection, I was worried that there
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 1   really are too many fatalities that were caused

 2   there.  There have been a lot of fatalities in

 3   the past and there have been a lot of serious

 4   accidents, but they have been primarily minor

 5   crashes.

 6           I did not see that particular crash

 7   appear on any of the MassDOT data.  Therefore, I

 8   would like to call into question that it is

 9   possible MassDOT doesn't even consider that one

10   intersection, simply because they believe, even

11   though it is a state highway, that it is part of

12   Brookline's jurisdiction and, therefore, it would

13   only be found in the police report in Brookline.

14           Therefore, we have to find some sort of

15   combination or fusion of data coming from the

16   Town of Brookline police reports, as well as

17   MassDOT, and not just to rely on MassDOT data.

18           So I will call into question the veracity

19   of the crash data coming from MassDOT

20   specifically for that instance.  And if I could

21   present the Board at a later time the example of

22   that, I would be very happy to do so.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  We are open to hearing

24   whatever factual data you present.
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 1           MR. MICHAUD:  A question for the Chair,

 2   just to clarify, so this is the intersection of

 3   VFW and South?

 4           MR. FREILICH:  Correct.

 5           MR. MICHAUD:  This is March of 2018 that

 6   the crash occurred?

 7           MR. FREILICH:  '17.

 8           MR. MICHAUD:  As a point of

 9   clarification, it was not a study location.  And

10   the data that we had available went through '13

11   and we can update it through '15.

12           MR. FREILICH:  Understand.

13           MR. MICHAUD:  We are not requesting data

14   for that location, because it is not in our study

15   area.

16           MR. FREILICH:  But you are looking at the

17   number of crashes.  And if the crash data were

18   significant enough, I have to mention that there

19   are enough reports from the Brookline Police that

20   always appear there, that their data about

21   crashes would be far more instrumental in

22   determining impact on the neighborhood than

23   MassDOT data would be.

24           MR. GELLER:  We are going to look at
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 1   both.  We are going to provide the data that both

 2   Brookline and MassDOT have.

 3           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes, we are going to

 4   provide both, for the locations that we are

 5   obligated to study.

 6           MR. FREILICH:  Thank you.  That would be

 7   important.  Thank you.

 8           MS. McGRATH:  Quick question.  On that

 9   map --

10           MS. SELKOE:  Could you say your name,

11   please.

12           MS. McGRATH:  Nancy McGrath,

13   M-c-G-R-A-T-H, 26 Plowgate Road.

14           So the proposed light there, it is not

15   what I am talking about.  There is that little

16   traffic calming, green jut-out into the road.  So

17   are two lanes being maintained, or is it being

18   reduced to one lane?

19           MR. MICHAUD:  You see the City of Boston

20   line is probably about 200 feet away from

21   where -- within 200 feet of the intersection.

22   The City of Boston design has parking on the edge

23   and it has a bike lane and it has a single lane

24   of travel.
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 1           MS. McGRATH:  The way that is now, you

 2   mean?

 3           MR. MICHAUD:  The way that it is now.

 4           As you enter into Brookline, that changes

 5   to 2 travel lanes, one of which allows parking on

 6   the edge of the road, effectively making it one

 7   lane.

 8           MS. McGRATH:  Really, yes.

 9           MR. MICHAUD:  What we are doing, what was

10   approved as part of the Residences of South

11   Brookline, is essentially to take the Boston

12   cross section and just carry it through to make

13   it consistent.

14           MS. McGRATH:  Which is one lane of

15   traffic, with parking?

16           MR. MICHAUD:  With parking and the bike

17   lane.

18           MS. McGRATH:  Thank you.

19           MR. MICHAUD:  As a point of clarification

20   through the Chair, there are no physical

21   improvements, pavement markings, or otherwise,

22   that are being proposed over that line into

23   Boston.  This is solely a matter of local

24   jurisdiction.  We are not obligated to go through
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 1   any review or approval endorsement for the city.

 2           MR. HUSSEY:  The bump-outs are just into

 3   the parking; isn't that correct?

 4           MR. MICHAUD:  Correct.  And the bicycle

 5   line would be exterior.

 6           MS. McGRATH:  I understand.  There is one

 7   lane.  I understand.  It is really one lane most

 8   of the time anyway, because if someone parks

 9   there, that is the end of it.

10           MR. MICHAUD:  Right.

11           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, you have already had

12   a chance, but last comment.

13           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  Not me; Alisa.

14           MR. ZUROFF:  Please.  I'm sorry.

15           MS. JONAS:  I am Alisa Jonas, town

16   meeting member, precinct 16.  Alisa Jonas.

17           So just a few things.

18           One, on the notice issue, I know for

19   Bournewood, there were no notices sent to

20   everyone who had been attending meetings.  And I

21   would think that we don't want to just concern

22   abutting property owners.  I know there was

23   always a concern, are we in the neighborhood who

24   are the property owners concerned enough about
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 1   the residents at Hancock Village?  I think we

 2   have always been that way.  My mother used to

 3   live there.

 4           And I don't know why the Town can't, on

 5   its own initiative, decide this is a large enough

 6   issue for residents that abut these

 7   properties -- the particular part of the

 8   property, that they should be receiving notice,

 9   too.

10           MS. SELKOE:  Well, the accessor's office

11   doesn't have renters' addresses.  I imagine we

12   could.

13           MS. JONAS:  Is that the only way that we

14   can get the data?  I imagine the voter census

15   data.

16           MS. SELKOE:  I can look into it.  I don't

17   know.

18           MS. JONAS:  I just feel like that

19   is -- we should provide them with the respect

20   that we are giving ourselves.

21           MS. SELKOE:  At Bournewood Hospital, we

22   didn't send it to people who were inpatients at

23   Bournewood Hospital.  We sent it to abutters, and

24   that is what we have done for Puddingstone.
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 1           MS. JONAS:  No.  It was partly thanks to

 2   Representative Donnelly.  But everyone who

 3   attended meetings got notice of new meetings.

 4           So we can go beyond what the law is, if

 5   we feel that it is appropriate for residents who

 6   are renters and not owners to get notice.

 7           MS. SELKOE:  I can look into it.

 8           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, this is complying

 9   with the law.

10           MS. JONAS:  Right, I know.  But I am

11   saying we could go beyond that.

12           MR. ZUROFF:  I understand that you feel

13   particularly passionate about this project.  But

14   there are other 40Bs and other projects

15   throughout the Town, and not all tenants are

16   notified, because the law doesn't require it.  We

17   don't have the data available.  So again, I am

18   going to push it back --

19           MS. JONAS:  I leave it to the Town, at

20   this point, to make the decision about what they

21   think is equitable.

22           MR. ZUROFF:  We are not, as a Board,

23   going to require the Town to do that.  I would

24   encourage them to do it, if they can.  But I also
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 1   encourage you to make the effort to notify people

 2   that live there.

 3           MS. McGRATH:  That is very weird.

 4           MS. JONAS:  That is number one.

 5           Number two, I don't know where the volume

 6   came from, but I agree with you that suddenly we

 7   have incredible traffic on Independence and on

 8   the West Roxbury Parkway.  So I don't know what

 9   is happening there.  I don't know why that is

10   happening.  But I don't know.  I assume that is

11   something that should be looked at anew, as well.

12           MR. ZUROFF:  We have asked for the most

13   up-to-date data that is available.

14           MS. JONAS:  Right.  I do appreciate that.

15           Just two more things.  One is the last

16   week, I wasn't there, but I heard that you were

17   concerned at not enough people from the public

18   were attending these meetings.

19           MR. ZUROFF:  No, I never said that.

20           MS. JONAS:  Or just that it was empty.

21           MR. ZUROFF:  I noted it, perhaps, but I

22   was not concerned.

23           MS. JONAS:  You noted it.  And I am happy

24   that there is more people this time, but I do
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 1   think I want to provide -- I do think that there

 2   could be a reason why less people have attended,

 3   which is, I think there is a level of

 4   disillusionment that, no matter what major

 5   critiques came out by the public and by other

 6   committees, it was largely ignored by the ZBA for

 7   the first 40B, which is why we had the

 8   unprecedented situation that the selectman ended

 9   up suing the Zoning Board of Appeals, because it

10   was like, how can you have not addressed any of

11   those issues?

12           And I do appreciate that I think that the

13   way you are handling it right now seems to be

14   much more thorough and serious.  You are asking

15   lots of good question.  So I am appreciative of

16   that and I am hopeful that we will be getting a

17   little more responsiveness to some of the

18   concerns.

19           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, I think that we

20   understand our voice.

21           MS. JONAS:  I do want to just mention

22   that you showed -- or someone had on there --

23   emergency vehicular traffic.  I don't know

24   whether it is relevant to talk about that right
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 1   now, but that is the fire equipment.  Is that

 2   appropriate to discuss right now?

 3           MR. ZUROFF:  Well, the traffic takes

 4   into -- I mean, we heard testimony on the

 5   accessibility by emergency vehicles.

 6           MS. JONAS:  Right.

 7           MR. ZUROFF:  Do you have some data that

 8   you would like to offer?

 9           MS. JONAS:  I don't have data.  I do know

10   that the fire chief had testified, at one point

11   last year, that he was very concerned that

12   because of the density of the new development and

13   the relative poor accessibility, that he was very

14   concerned about the ability to be able to put out

15   fires in those buildings quickly enough.

16           I know that, later, he had somewhat

17   retracted that.  And I am on the advisory board

18   and I am on the public safety committee of the

19   advisory committee.  And I spoke to the fire

20   chief afterwards and I said, "Why did you retract

21   that?  What happened?"  And he said, "I was urged

22   to retract it."

23           And that was very concerning to me.  And

24   so I am concerned about that.  I would like -- we
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 1   also just had a meeting with the public safety

 2   subcommittee and Chief Ward a few weeks ago and a

 3   lot of the discussion, again, was on these two

 4   40Bs and concerns they had about being able to

 5   deal with those.

 6           So I would just like to make sure that

 7   you look into that a little more thoroughly, to

 8   see how they assess it and perhaps without any

 9   urging by anyone in Town to retract what they had

10   said.

11           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  Thank you.

12           Is there anyone else?

13           (No voices heard.)

14           MR. ZUROFF:  Does the applicant want to

15   respond to anything at this point?

16           MR. SCHWARTZ:  No, thank you.

17           MR. ZUROFF:  All right.  Then, having

18   completed our agenda, we are going to continue

19   this hearing on April 12th at 7:00 p.m. in the

20   sixth floor selectman's room.

21           MS. SELKOE:  Yes, we will go back to the

22   sixth floor hearing room.

23           MR. ZUROFF:  We will be hearing from the

24   stormwater peer review.  Thank you all for coming
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 1   and for your input and we will see you on

 2   the 12th, perhaps.

 3           (Whereupon, at 8:55 p.m., the hearing was

 4   adjourned.)
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 1              COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

 2      Suffolk, ss.

 3

 4               I, Megan M. Castro, a Notary Public in

 5      and for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, do

 6      hereby certify:

 7               That the hearing that is hereinbefore set

 8      forth is a true record of the testimony given by

 9      all persons present.

10                IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set

11      my hand this 23rd day of April, 2018.

12

13

14

                       Megan M. Castro

15                    Shorthand Reporter

16

17      My Commission expires:

18      July 31, 2020
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         1                  P R O C E E D I N G S



         2                          - - -



         3           MR. ZUROFF:  Good evening, ladies and



         4   gentlemen.  My name is Mark Zuroff.



         5           This is calling to order to meeting of



         6   the Zoning Board of Appeals.  We are here tonight



         7   on the matter of Puddingstone at Chestnut Hill, a



         8   40B proceeding.



         9           For the record, we are being recorded.



        10   Are we?  We are being transcribed.  It is voice



        11   recorded as well.



        12           So we don't really have microphones in



        13   the audience, but it is important for everyone



        14   that speaks tonight that we speak clearly enough



        15   so that it can be heard on this microphone up



        16   here.  Most of you are close enough, I am sure.



        17   And everything that you say tonight will be



        18   recorded.



        19           For the record, the members of the Zoning



        20   Board of Appeals tonight are myself; to my right



        21   is Christopher Hussey; to my left is



        22   Lark Palermo.  We are the Zoning Board of



        23   Appeals.



        24           Tonight, on the Puddingstone project, we
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         1   are going to hear about traffic design peer



         2   review from the Town expert.  And we will then



         3   hear from the applicant's traffic expert.  I will



         4   open the floor for public comment.



         5           What I would like to direct you to, as



         6   far as public comment is concerned, is to confine



         7   your remarks to the actual traffic reports that



         8   you are going to hear tonight.  Further public



         9   comment will be invited at future meetings as we



        10   proceed, because we all want to keep these



        11   proceedings moving as quickly as possible.



        12           That is, basically, my overview, unless,



        13   Polly, you have anything to add.



        14           MS. SELKOE:  No. As you know, at the last



        15   hearing, which was just last week, for those of



        16   you who were here, we heard from the design peer



        17   reviewer and this week will be hearing from the



        18   traffic peer reviewer, Jim Fitzgerald.  And at



        19   our next hearing, which is April 12th, we will



        20   hear from the stormwater peer reviewer.



        21           So Jim, why don't you start?



        22           MR. FITZGERALD:  My name is



        23   Jim Fitzgerald, of the Environmental Partners



        24   Group.  We did the traffic peer review of the
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         1   Puddingstone project.  We reviewed the traffic



         2   impact assessment that was done by MDM dated



         3   March 10, 2016.  And we found that it was done in



         4   a consistent manner with standard engineering



         5   practices, with the exception of a few comments.



         6           The study included four intersections



         7   that were investigated:  Independence Drive at



         8   Sherman Road and Thornton Street; Independence



         9   Drive at Gerry Road; Independence Drive at



        10   Beverly Road and Russett Road; and last, Grove



        11   Street at South Street and Walnut Hill Road.



        12           The traffic report was based on traffic



        13   counts that were conducted back in November 2015.



        14   At that time, typical weekday morning and evening



        15   peak hour counts were performed.  November



        16   represents traffic volumes that are consistent



        17   with the yearly average, so no adjustment to the



        18   traffic volumes were made nor are any needed.



        19           The four intersections -- four study



        20   intersections were looked at for crash history,



        21   using available information from MassDOT during



        22   the five-year period of 2009 through 2013.  A



        23   relatively light number of crashes were reported



        24   during this time period, according to MassDOT.
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         1   When you compare the number of crashes to the



         2   number of traffic flowing through the



         3   intersections, you find that there is a very



         4   light -- very low crash rate at each of the four



         5   studied intersections compared to the averages --



         6   the MassDOT average for this area.



         7           We would recommend, however, that the



         8   crash data be verified with crash data available



         9   through the Brookline Police Department, to



        10   verify that all the correct -- most accurate



        11   information was used.



        12           Next, traffic volumes were evaluated to



        13   determine whether or not there would be impacts



        14   as a result of this development.  This is done



        15   through projecting traffic volumes through a



        16   future year, without this development in place



        17   and with the development in place.



        18           So first, the traffic volumes were



        19   projected to a five-year horizon from the time



        20   that the study was prepared, to the year 2021,



        21   using a conservative growth rate of 1 percent per



        22   year.  However, typically the standard would be



        23   for a seven-year time horizon instead of a



        24   five-year horizon, although we would anticipate
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         1   no substantial changes to the findings in the



         2   end, as far as the operations with or without



         3   this development.



         4           In addition to looking at a general



         5   background growth rate, the report also



         6   identifies large -- the large development



         7   anticipated in the area, namely the Residences of



         8   South Brookline, a 40B project, and incorporated



         9   that in the no-build 2021 traffic volumes.



        10           To determine the 2021 build traffic



        11   volumes, the applicant used the Institute of



        12   Transportation Engineers, ITE, Land Use Code 220,



        13   for apartment for all of the proposed apartments



        14   in this development.



        15           Despite there being transit



        16   opportunities, namely, the bus line that travels



        17   right adjacent to this development, there was no



        18   reduction used in the trip-generated traffic to



        19   account for the fact that some residents will



        20   likely use some transit opportunities in the



        21   area.  So those numbers were conservative.



        22           In the end, what the findings were is



        23   that the proposed development is anticipated to



        24   add 1,324 vehicle trips during an average
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         1   weekday.  That is during a 24-hour period.  And



         2   during the morning peak hour, it would be 101



         3   vehicle trips.  That is entering and exiting



         4   traffic.  During the weekday evening period, an



         5   additional 127 vehicle trips would be added.



         6           As part of the mitigation for the



         7   development, the applicant is recommending that



         8   Sherman Road be redirected from a clockwise



         9   direction, with Gerry to a counterclockwise



        10   direction, approaching Independence Drive



        11   opposite Thornton Road and installing traffic



        12   signals at the intersection.



        13           So as a result, a traffic signal warrant



        14   analysis was performed within the study.  Based



        15   on the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices,



        16   also known as MUTCD, traffic signal warrants are



        17   provided to compare existing conditions, whether



        18   it be traffic or operation or safety, and



        19   determining whether or not traffic signals may be



        20   installed at the location.



        21           If one or more warrants are met, traffic



        22   signals may be considered at the location.  In



        23   the state of Massachusetts, however, we have



        24   Massachusetts amendments to MUTCD that has a
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         1   little bit more stringent requirements looking at



         2   a specific warrant having to do with traffic



         3   volumes over the course of an eight-hour period.



         4           The report only looked at warrant 2,



         5   which is for the four-hour vehicle volume



         6   comparison.  And it incorporated traffic volumes



         7   anticipated by the site, using those



         8   conservatively high numbers that I was talking



         9   about before.  So we would like these numbers to



        10   be verified, especially since the report also



        11   documents the fact that the ITE trip generation



        12   procedures are conservatively high, compared to



        13   what the existing development is generating for



        14   trips.



        15           So again, by having higher traffic



        16   volumes generated by the site, it would increase



        17   the likelihood of the traffic signal warrants



        18   being passed.  What we are finding is that, in



        19   fact, some of those time periods during that



        20   four-hour traffic signal warrant are actually



        21   close to not passing.  So again, further



        22   investigation would be recommended.



        23           Also, based on the Mass. amendments to



        24   MUTCD, it is recommended that traffic counts not
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         1   be older than two years, when looking at traffic



         2   signal warrants, and these were, again,



         3   originated from back in 2015.  So we would



         4   recommend updated traffic information as well.



         5           Analyzing the 2021 no-build traffic



         6   volumes to the 2021 build volumes and seeing how



         7   traffic will operate along those four study



         8   intersections shows that there is only a



         9   negligible increase in delay, even with these



        10   conservatively high increases in traffic volumes



        11   that would be generated by the site.  We don't



        12   see any issue of concern there.



        13           As part of the development, the proposed



        14   site driveway is anticipated to approach the



        15   southern side of Sherman Road.  So we recommend



        16   that consideration be made -- or an investigation



        17   of sight distance at that intersection, to make



        18   sure that there is adequate sight distance there.



        19   Certainly, Gerry and Sherman are relatively



        20   slow-moving roadways.  But again, we just want to



        21   make sure adequate sight distance exists with the



        22   proposed topography.



        23           Next, to get into the parking.  It was



        24   documented that the existing site contains just
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         1   over 1,000 parking spaces for the existing 789



         2   apartment units, which equates to about 1.36



         3   spaces per unit.  Under proposed conditions, we



         4   are anticipating 198 additional apartment units



         5   and 28 apartment units that are to be renovated.



         6   340 on-site parking spaces were counted on the



         7   site plans, although there is documentation



         8   referring to 350 parking spaces.  We are not



         9   clear on where those additional 10 parking spaces



        10   are located.



        11           Of those 340 that we counted, that would



        12   be added the site, we also want to keep in mind



        13   that there would likely be a few parking spaces



        14   removed from the southern side of Sherman Road.



        15   So instead of that increase of 340 spaces, we are



        16   probably talking closer to 337 spaces.



        17           In the end, if you look at the number of



        18   renovated units as well as new apartments, this



        19   equates to just under 1.5 spaces per unit, which



        20   is higher than the rate that exists for the



        21   current development.  Comparing the amount of



        22   total spaces, this, of course, is a net -- this



        23   is a reduction in what would be required,



        24   however, from the zoning parking requirements,
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         1   but still reasonable, a reasonable number of



         2   parking spaces per unit.



         3           Regarding the circulation around the



         4   proposed addition development, we would request



         5   that turning templates be provided for different



         6   sized vehicles, including certain emergency



         7   vehicles, to make sure that there is adequate



         8   clearance provided, for review, and that any



         9   alterations to signage and pavement markings also



        10   be provided for review.



        11           The applicant is proposing, as part of



        12   the Residences of South Brookline development,



        13   to -- as mitigation for that development, to



        14   include changes to Independence Drive, converting



        15   the four-lane roadway into one vehicular travel



        16   lane in each direct, one bike lane in each



        17   direction, and on-street parking, which certainly



        18   seems to make sense, because, a lot of times



        19   along Independence Drive, parking takes place,



        20   blocking the outside lanes anyway.  So it seems



        21   to be a more efficient use of the space,



        22   certainly.



        23           We were not able to review the plans.



        24   The plans that we were provided were conceptual
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         1   in nature.  So we were not able to verify the



         2   design on that, including geometry, curb



         3   extensions, signal layout and equipment, signage,



         4   pavement markings, et cetera.



         5           If this sort of change in Independence



         6   Drive were to take place, coordination review



         7   would be required by the City of Boston, since



         8   the development does take place right on the line



         9   with the City of Boston.  So I am not certain on



        10   where that all stands.  I am sure there has been



        11   discussions with the City already, hopefully.



        12           The applicant has committed to expanding



        13   their travel demand management program to include



        14   shuttle service, Zipcar opportunities, bicycle



        15   and pedestrian opportunities, including bike



        16   racks, transit schedules, et cetera, which all



        17   seem to make sense.



        18           One other thing I would like to point out



        19   is the loading zone/trash pickup for the proposed



        20   site plan was not really highlighted.  So we



        21   question what the intent is for trash pickup and



        22   loading, as well.



        23           Sorry to hop back again, but one thing I



        24   neglected to mention.  When we were talking about
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         1   the number of parking spaces on the site, we are



         2   anticipating, based on the number, again, a net



         3   increase of 337 parking spaces.  But I do want to



         4   point out.  Of those 337 parking spaces, 82 of



         5   them are tandem.  So 41 spaces could potentially



         6   be blocked by other vehicles parking behind them.



         7   So we would like clarification on what the intent



         8   is on making sure that access is being provided



         9   to those interior parking spaces to fully benefit



        10   from them.



        11           I believe that is all I have.



        12           MS. SELKOE:  Thank you.



        13           MR. HUSSEY:  I have got a question.  The



        14   volumes that you mentioned -- actually, you have



        15   answered my question.  There are over two years



        16   old now -- three years, at this point.  Where do



        17   those volume statistics come from?



        18           MR. FITZGERALD:  The traffic count data?



        19           MR. HUSSEY:  The existing traffic



        20   volumes.



        21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Traffic counts were done



        22   back in 2015.  Do you mean, what firm counted



        23   those vehicles?



        24           MR. HUSSEY:  Was that from the designer
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         1   or the petitioner or the Town, or?



         2           MR. FITZGERALD:  It was within their



         3   document.  I am not quite sure where they got



         4   them from.



         5           MR. HUSSEY:  It was in their



         6   presentation?



         7           MR. FITZGERALD:  It was in their --



         8           MS. SELKOE:  But their traffic person is



         9   here tonight and he can answer that question.



        10   Bob Michaud is here, and he is going to speak.



        11           MR. HUSSEY:  It sounds like it should be



        12   updated.



        13           MR. FITZGERALD:  It should be.  If you



        14   are considering traffic signals, absolutely.  I



        15   feel, as far as traffic operations are concerned,



        16   if updated traffic counts were provided, assuming



        17   it is not a staggering difference since 2015, the



        18   results are probably going to be very similar as



        19   far as comparing operations with or without the



        20   development.  There really is a negligible



        21   difference in increasing delay between the two.



        22           The traffic counts really come into play



        23   on whether or not traffic signal warrants are



        24   being met at that intersection.  A more detailed
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         1   look has to be done, including looking at the



         2   eight-hour traffic signal warrant, warrant



         3   number 1.



         4           MR. HUSSEY:  So shouldn't we have that



         5   updated?



         6           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



         7           MR. HUSSEY:  Right?



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  Anything else, Chris?



         9           MR. HUSSEY:  Yes.  The tandem parking, is



        10   that in the building?



        11           MR. FITZGERALD:  I think it is in the



        12   parking garage.



        13           MR. HUSSEY:  The parking garage.  That is



        14   what I am asking.  Then that is their problem.



        15           Do we have a site plan available to look



        16   at?  It would be helpful.



        17           MS. SELKOE:  Do you have one?



        18           MR. MICHAUD:  Actually, I do.



        19           MS. SELKOE:  This is Bob Michaud, from



        20   MDM, and he was going to make some comments now.



        21   So perhaps this would be a good time.  And he can



        22   show you a site plan.  Is that all right?



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Yes.



        24           MR. HUSSEY:  It is up to you.
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         1           MR. ZUROFF:  What I was going to do is



         2   have the Board question the peer reviewer first,



         3   and then we will hear from the applicant.



         4           MR. MICHAUD:  Do you want the site plan



         5   up?  I will just have to flip through my



         6   presentation.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  That is all right.  You do



         8   what you have to do, and we will continue on.



         9   Thank you.  Chris, do you have any other



        10   questions?



        11           MR. HUSSEY:  No.



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  Lark?



        13           MS. PALERMO:  Just for clarification, the



        14   number of apartments, I believe you said, was



        15   700-something.  And is that the entire Hancock



        16   Village, including the Boston apartments?



        17           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



        18           MS. PALERMO:  And that is true for the



        19   1,000 spaces as well, parking spaces?  So this is



        20   the entire development?



        21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  Mr. Fitzgerald, first of



        23   all, my first question is, we know that this data



        24   is old, and apparently you are in support of
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         1   getting it updated.



         2           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



         3           MR. ZUROFF:  Have you done any



         4   independent research on the data, traffic flow in



         5   this area, yourself.



         6           MR. FITZGERALD:  I have not researched



         7   into available traffic counts in the area, no.



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  Is that data available to



         9   you?



        10           MR. FITZGERALD:  Nothing readily comes to



        11   mind.  I wonder if the other 40B development



        12   across the way there, when that traffic count



        13   data was collected, how far back was that.  Is



        14   that old Board?  So no.



        15           MR. ZUROFF:  Are you aware of -- or do



        16   you know whether there have been any changes in



        17   the area either to institutions or traffic lights



        18   or anything that would affect the flow of traffic



        19   in this particular development, in this area.



        20           MR. FITZGERALD:  Since 2015, when the



        21   counts were done?



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  We know that there has been



        23   a stadium built down the street.  But I wonder if



        24   there has been anything of comparable nature that
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         1   would have an effect on traffic in the area, that



         2   is significant.



         3           MR. FITZGERALD:  MassDOT has available



         4   count data that is available.  It is sketchy.  I



         5   don't necessarily know if there is a chronology



         6   of counts along this corridor.  But again, I



         7   would anticipate just doing additional counts.



         8           MS. SELKOE:  Would development along the



         9   VFW Parkway affect this intersection?  Because I



        10   know there is a very big apartment building next



        11   to Home Depot, that is just being constructed



        12   now.



        13           MR. FITZGERALD:  It certainly could.  Any



        14   development in the area could affect the traffic



        15   volumes.  The one thing, by including 1 percent



        16   per year, it is on the conservative side.  So



        17   that would likely absorb some of the traffic



        18   volumes.  If there was a real large, substantial



        19   development in the immediate vicinity that would



        20   really alter things dramatically, then it is



        21   feasible.



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  We will take public comment



        23   in a little while.



        24           Another question I have -- and this may
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         1   be a matter for environmental as well.  But the



         2   additional car generation within the project, do



         3   you know or can you opine on whether that would



         4   have any effect on the sanctuary of the school



         5   adjacent to the property?



         6           MR. FITZGERALD:  We looked at it from the



         7   standpoint of traffic impact as to key



         8   intersections.



         9           MR. ZUROFF:  So just on Independence



        10   Drive.



        11           MR. FITZGERALD:  Right, at those four



        12   locations.  And we are comparing no-build to



        13   build.  So by applying this increase of traffic



        14   volumes that are documented and seem to make



        15   sense, they disperse in different directions.



        16   But in the end, there is not a substantial



        17   difference in delay between the conditions.



        18           MR. ZUROFF:  So with that many new



        19   apartments and that many additional parking



        20   spaces, it is not significant?



        21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Based on -- I am talking



        22   about travel delay time.  Based on travel delay



        23   along those four study intersections, there is



        24   not much of a difference between the no-build and
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         1   the build condition.



         2           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  Would you, based on



         3   what your data is, at this point, would you



         4   recommend any additional traffic controls on



         5   Gerry Road on the other side, the side streets?



         6           MR. FITZGERALD:  As in traffic signals?



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  Traffic calming, or.



         8           MR. FITZGERALD:  Certainly the



         9   Independence Drive corridor, like I said, really



        10   could be used a lot better, as reflected in the



        11   conceptual sketch with curb extensions, short



        12   crossing distances, improved sight lines for



        13   pedestrians seeing around parked vehicles,



        14   et cetera.  And that is traffic calming.  That



        15   does slow cars down.  So those sorts of



        16   improvements definitely would be great for the



        17   corridor.



        18           One thing I want to point out on the



        19   previous -- your previous question having to do



        20   with operations, if traffic signal warrants are



        21   not met, that the intersection would have to be



        22   reanalyzed as unsignalized.  And then the



        23   differences in delays or the impacts having to do



        24   with delays could then be looked at under those
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         1   conditions.  Those were not looked at originally,



         2   because the whole idea was the intersection would



         3   become signalized and operate under that sort of



         4   control.  So I cannot speak to what the



         5   operations would be under an unsignalized.



         6           MR. ZUROFF:  This might be an opportune



         7   time for me to ask the applicant if those traffic



         8   signals, which I believe were originally part of



         9   the special permit on the other project, is that



        10   also part of this project?  Or is that a given?



        11           MR. GELLER:  The traffic signal at --



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  The whole reconfiguration of



        13   Independence Drive.



        14           MR. GELLER:  The whole reconfiguration of



        15   Independence Drive, with the exception of the



        16   signal at Sherman and Thornton, is part of the



        17   special permit for ROSB.  And that is



        18   all -- sorry -- comprehensive permit for ROSB.



        19   So that is all included and will be part of the



        20   project.



        21           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  We can't hear any



        22   of this.



        23           MR. GELLER:  I said that the ROSB project



        24   included all of the work proposed on Independence
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         1   Drive, which you discussed, which was the hawk



         2   lights for the crossings, the reconfiguration of



         3   the roadway so that it was bike lanes, parking,



         4   and one travel lane.  All of that is part of the



         5   ROSB comprehensive permit and will be constructed



         6   as part of that project, when that project moves



         7   forward.  So the only thing that is being



         8   proposed as part of this project is the



         9   signalization of the intersection.



        10           MR. ZUROFF:  So it raises a question in



        11   my mind, because ROSB isn't built yet.  I don't



        12   know how far you are from construction.  I know



        13   there may be some further legal proceedings.  I



        14   am conceptualizing that; I don't know that for a



        15   fact.



        16           But in considering this special permit



        17   application, the question is, I have made it



        18   clear to the audience and to you, that we are



        19   looking at this independently.  But that is an



        20   overlap.



        21           And the question is, how do we deal with



        22   that overlap?  And that may be a question for



        23   your attorneys to answer.  Because one seems to



        24   require the other, in order for us to reach
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         1   possibly acceptable traffic calming measures.



         2           MR. SCHWARTZ:  Well, I think it is



         3   probably fair to say that, whichever one of these



         4   projects proceeds first, it would be a condition



         5   of the permit that those improvements be



         6   constructed as part of that project.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.



         8           MR. SCHWARTZ:  So if the Board saw fit to



         9   impose those same conditions on this project, one



        10   way or the other, when one of those projects



        11   proceeded, that would get built.  I don't know if



        12   that answers your question.



        13           MR. ZUROFF:  So we can proceed on that



        14   understanding, that, whichever project goes



        15   first, those would be part of our prescription.



        16   Okay.



        17           The plans that are being provided as part



        18   of this application, you have made reference in



        19   your report to getting verification of those



        20   plans, I believe.  In fact, I am going to go



        21   through the report and ask you some questions.



        22   But is that still a requirement that you would



        23   like to see?



        24           MR. FITZGERALD:  Verification having to
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         1   do with the turning maneuvers?



         2           MR. ZUROFF:  Traffic, traffic maneuvers.



         3           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  So those would be --



         5           MR. GELLER:  We are going to go through



         6   that.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  Sorry if I am jumping ahead.



         8           MR. GELLER:  No. Jump ahead.



         9           MR. ZUROFF:  As I went through your



        10   report, I have some other questions, the most



        11   important question, I think, Chris has already



        12   asked, that you seem to emphasize, a number of



        13   times, that the data is somewhat old.  It is 2015



        14   or before.  And is it your recommendation that



        15   all of that data be updated?



        16           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



        17           MR. ZUROFF:  Before you can make any full



        18   review of the application?



        19           MR. FITZGERALD:  Correct.  Data be



        20   updated and more accurate volumes be provided for



        21   the signal warrant analysis, as well as



        22   additional hours of data.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Thank you.  Crash data, you



        24   made reference to police department records,
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         1   which I don't believe we ever presented to you



         2   for review.  Your recommendation is that that



         3   data be available and made available?



         4           MR. FITZGERALD:  Correct.  Because for



         5   past projects, realizing that there has been some



         6   disconnect between Brookline and MassDOT having



         7   to do with crash data on occasion.



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  Could that include the City



         9   of Boston, too?



        10           MR. FITZGERALD:  The intersections all



        11   fall within Brookline jurisdiction.



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  But you said we are



        13   bordering on Boston.  Would it be helpful to have



        14   City of Boston data as well?



        15           MR. FITZGERALD:  I don't think the City



        16   of Boston would cover the area of study that we



        17   are looking at here.



        18           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  So in other words,



        19   the effect of traffic coming off of VFW Parkway



        20   isn't going to make any difference?



        21           MR. FITZGERALD:  Right.



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.



        23           MR. HUSSEY:  Independence Drive, that is



        24   City of Boston, isn't it?
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         1           MR. FITZGERALD:  No, actually.  It is



         2   Brookline.  But the line is just to the south of



         3   the intersection, I believe.



         4           MR. HUSSEY:  Do you have a larger plan?



         5   I was hoping to see a site plan that shows the



         6   roads around it.



         7           MR. MICHAUD:  We can show that, if I am



         8   allowed to present.



         9           MS. SELKOE:  Perhaps we have that in the



        10   application.



        11           MR. HUSSEY:  If we don't have it now, can



        12   we have it for the next meetings?



        13           MR. MICHAUD:  Through the Chair, I think



        14   many of the questions that are being asked will



        15   be addressed if I go through the PowerPoint.



        16           MR. GELLER:  It would make it easier to



        17   just go through his presentation.



        18           MR. ZUROFF:  Maybe we can come back to



        19   Mr. Fitzgerald after we hear from you, if you



        20   think that would work better.  The important



        21   thing is that we get all of the data.



        22           MR. MICHAUD:  Right.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Would that be okay with you?



        24           MR. FITZGERALD:  Absolutely.
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         1           MR. ZUROFF:  All right, sir.



         2           MR. MICHAUD:  Thank you very much.  I am



         3   going to use the podium, if that is okay.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  That is fine, as long as you



         5   make yourself heard.



         6           MR. MICHAUD:  Let me back up to the



         7   beginning.



         8           For the record, my name is



         9   Robert Michaud, a principal with MDM



        10   Transportation Consultants, based in Marlboro,



        11   Massachusetts.  My firm was responsible for



        12   preparing the traffic report that



        13   Mr. Fitzgerald's firm reviewed.



        14           And we find that there is a general level



        15   of concurrence with the methodology and the



        16   standards that were applied in the conduct of



        17   that study.  I believe Mr. Fitzgerald represented



        18   that.



        19           There are essentially four areas of



        20   requested supplemental information or



        21   clarifications that I would like to walk through.



        22   Many of these points may address some of the



        23   questions that the Board had raised so far.  So



        24   it might be helpful to step through those.
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         1           One of those pieces of supplemental



         2   information had to do with the police, local



         3   police, accident records, which we actually do



         4   have for the same period in which we report the



         5   MassDOT data, that that can make a correlation



         6   between any differences that might exist between



         7   the DOT database, which is derived from local and



         8   Registry records, and the local records.



         9   Sometimes there are discrepancies between the



        10   two.



        11           The good news here is that, based on



        12   submitted records that we received from the



        13   police department for that 2011 through '13



        14   period, it coincides with the DOT database that



        15   there were a total of 14 crashes over that period



        16   of time reported locally, only several of which,



        17   in some way, were related to the driveways that



        18   currently serve Hancock Village, shown in blue.



        19           And when you plot the locations of those



        20   various crashes, there is no single location



        21   along Independence Drive that is a hot spot, so



        22   to speak.  There are not multiple collisions at



        23   specific locations along the road.  They happened



        24   to be spread fairly consistently throughout the
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         1   corridor.  And when you look at the equivalent



         2   crash rate represented on this diagram, those



         3   crash rates are a very consistent with those that



         4   were reported in the traffic study using the DOT



         5   database.



         6           As Mr. Fitzgerald pointed out, those



         7   crash rates are well below -- four to five times



         8   below -- average crash rate statistics for those



         9   types of intersections in this district.  So it



        10   is fair to say that there is a level of



        11   consistency between local and state records, and



        12   it is fair to say that the crash experience here



        13   is relatively low.



        14           None of these locations are listed on the



        15   state's high crash location listing.  And as a



        16   result, there aren't any specific safety



        17   countermeasures that would be warranted to offset



        18   any specific trends along the corridor.



        19           MR. ZUROFF:  If I could just interrupt



        20   you for a second.  Again, your records are 2011



        21   TO 2013?



        22           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes.  And I will clarify



        23   that the reason we are showing that information



        24   here, is because it was, at the time the report
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         1   was published, the latest available state records



         2   from MassDOT.  MassDOT lags by up to between two



         3   and three years from current date in publishing



         4   those crash records.  So this is a true



         5   apples-to-apples comparison using local records



         6   to then-available DOT records.



         7           I think the point of the exercise was to



         8   determine whether or not there were major



         9   discrepancies between local versus state records,



        10   which I think this confirms there is not.



        11           And even in the screening of current



        12   listings, 2015 data is currently available, none



        13   of these locations are listed as high crash



        14   locations.  It would be my opinion that, on that



        15   basis, that there are no distinct trends that



        16   have occurred since the timing of the traffic



        17   study --



        18           MR. ZUROFF:  Would it be possible for you



        19   to update your data?



        20           MR. MICHAUD:  We certainly could do that.



        21   Yes.  So the point of this exercise was to



        22   address, head-on, the point of, is there a



        23   discrepancy between the two?  And there is not.



        24           But we can certainly update to reflect
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         1   the most current state records.  We can certainly



         2   make the request of the police department for the



         3   most current records.



         4           So that was, perhaps, the most



         5   significant piece of supplemental information.



         6   So we have discussed the notion of the



         7   November 2015 data.  I think it is fair to say



         8   that your peer reviewer acknowledges that, so



         9   long as there is no vast difference in area



        10   traffic patterns relative to 2015, that it is not



        11   likely that the capacity results and the reported



        12   results of the study would be any different -- or



        13   materially different than we published.



        14           The point I want to make is that my firm



        15   and me, personally, have been involved with



        16   planning along this corridor, including the



        17   Residences of South Brookline, since 2012.  So we



        18   have a fairly significant database, historical



        19   database counts along Independence Drive.  We



        20   also have access to the functional design report



        21   that was prepared for the Beverly Road



        22   intersection back in 2007.  So we have data from



        23   2007, '12, '13, and '15.



        24           And when you begin to look at that
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         1   data -- here is an example of 2007 to '14 data



         2   for daily, a.m. and p.m. peak hours that were



         3   collected.  And what that trend shows, and this



         4   is consistent with the DOT database publications,



         5   is that daily trips have essentially been flat or



         6   maybe even, in some cases, slightly declining.



         7           The a.m. peak hour traffic volumes have



         8   been flat or declining over that period of time.



         9   And the p.m. peak hour has a very slight



        10   increase, representative of about less than half



        11   a percent annualized growth.



        12           If you look at other sources of



        13   information, the functional design report that I



        14   referenced, that was published in 2007, had 2004



        15   data in it.  We had 2013 data that we had



        16   collected along this corridor at those specific



        17   intersections, which both show that, again, the



        18   growth patterns here are substantially below,



        19   half a percent annualized growth.



        20           So what that shows is that -- well, I am



        21   not saying that there wouldn't be some change



        22   between 2015 and now.  I think the nature of the



        23   traffic change has been modest and relatively



        24   minor and certainly well within the growth

















                                                                 34







         1   patterns that we have seen historically since



         2   2004, which is flat, less than half a percent



         3   annualized growth.



         4           Because we took a conservative approach



         5   as how we analyzed traffic growth by applying a



         6   1 percent annualized growth factor, we are



         7   essentially taking a high guess, if you will, as



         8   to what the design volumes will be in the context



         9   of this project.



        10           So it is my professional opinion that, on



        11   the basis of the history of this corridor and my



        12   knowledge that there are not any specific



        13   localized projects that would have substantially



        14   changed those patterns, that the volumes as they



        15   are reported in this study are valid and



        16   appropriate and reasonable for basis of impact



        17   analysis.



        18           However, and I will speak to this in a



        19   moment, I think the more important question is



        20   the signal warrant analysis.  I think, really,



        21   that is the crux of this.  We could certainly go



        22   out and recount traffic at all four of these



        23   locations.  But my opinion, the likelihood of



        24   that creating any new, useful information for
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         1   impact purposes is negligible.  I think there is



         2   some value to looking at actual field conditions



         3   for the signal warrant purposes, and I will speak



         4   on that in a moment.



         5           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  Can you just say,



         6   what is a.m. peak hours?  What are those hours?



         7           MR. MICHAUD:  Through the Chair, in the



         8   context of the traffic study, we look at commuter



         9   periods between 7:00 and 9:00 in the morning and



        10   4:00 to 6:00 p.m. at night.  That is what those



        11   represent.



        12           So another point -- series of questions



        13   that Mr. Fitzgerald raised had to do with on-site



        14   parking and circulation aspects.  We have since



        15   responded, and I will show you the response,



        16   here, to several of those items:  Providing an



        17   auto turn analysis for emergency apparatus into



        18   and through the development; some clarification



        19   of park supply ratios; and finally, there was a



        20   discussion about the sight line issue, the



        21   potential for loss of spaces to enhance sight



        22   lines.



        23           The auto turn analysis was a computerized



        24   analysis that looked at the Brookline E-1 Bronto

















                                                                 36







         1   and 100 tower truck as the largest design vehicle



         2   that may have to respond here.  We find that



         3   there is sufficient maneuvering area for that



         4   vehicle type.



         5           We conclude that by showing in this



         6   contextual diagram the nature of where the swept



         7   movements would be for that largest vehicle type



         8   at the driveway entrances along Independence



         9   Drive, as well as within the property itself.



        10   And you can see, they are annotated locations A



        11   through E, in this case, for vehicles that would



        12   be entering the site and likewise exiting the



        13   site from those same positions.



        14           As you look at the details from each one



        15   of those locations, you can see the swept path of



        16   that largest vehicle has sufficient maneuvering



        17   area, in each and every part of the site, to be



        18   able to get into and circulate within.  These are



        19   the outputs of that exercise, which will be made



        20   available to your peer reviewer, indicating that



        21   all of the swept paths are, in fact, adequate for



        22   that purpose.



        23           Regarding parking, the sheet L300 on the



        24   site plan submittal does, in fact, total 350
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         1   parking spaces.  I think perhaps the discrepancy



         2   between the 340 and 350 is explained in that some



         3   of the spaces that are tabulated in that number



         4   actually exist on Sherman Road, near where the



         5   proposed driveway is that feeds into the



         6   development.



         7           So I think, as submitted, and consistent



         8   with the application materials, there are 350



         9   parking spaces, some of which, we acknowledge,



        10   are tandem spaces within the garage structure.



        11   The tandem spaces would be assigned to specific



        12   units.  They are assigned tandem spaces.  So



        13   unlike a public parking lot, where you could park



        14   anywhere that you found capacity, this would be



        15   an assigned basis tandem parking.  So if your



        16   partner/wife/husband was parked in one of those



        17   spaces, you would have to sort out which one of



        18   you parked in the first versus the second space.



        19           So there is really no inherent need to



        20   have a management plan, per se, for those spaces.



        21   It would be incumbent on that unit owner to



        22   understand how to best jockey the cars.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Just a question about the



        24   interior spaces.  Is there -- we did not tour the
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         1   garages when we did the site visit and maybe we



         2   should take look at them.  But is there adequate



         3   room for people to jockey one car out?



         4           MR. GELLER:  This is only in the new



         5   garage.



         6           MR. ZUROFF:  Oh, right.  So will there be



         7   room in the garage?



         8           MR. GELLER:  Yes, there will be.



         9           MR. ZUROFF:  Correct.



        10           So the effective parking supply ratio, at



        11   that 350, is just over one-and-a-half spaces per



        12   unit.  And we know that, through the survey of



        13   the Hancock Village facility, that the actual



        14   parking supply ratio for those units is actually



        15   1.36.



        16           So the ratio that is being proposed here



        17   represents an increase in the ratio relative to



        18   how the site is currently operating.  We know



        19   through practical experience and prior survey of



        20   that site, that that 1.36 ratio for the existing



        21   Hancock Village is sufficient to accommodate this



        22   need.  So we feel confident that that ratio is an



        23   appropriate standard to hold for this project,



        24   understanding that it doesn't meet the so-called
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         1   zoning requirement, which has more than 400



         2   parking spaces that would be required.  So there



         3   is sufficient parking within the application and



         4   intent of this project.



         5           Finally -- and this speaks to the park



         6   issues to some degree.  There is an internal



         7   driveway that is shown on the site plan.  I don't



         8   have my laser pointer, so I will point.  That



         9   driveway is located in that orientation.  You can



        10   see where it comes into Sherman Road.



        11           The question is, if you are in a stopped



        12   position, leaving that driveway, whether you



        13   would have adequate visibility to an oncoming



        14   vehicle, a sight line.  And you will see that



        15   there are a series of spaces along Sherman Road,



        16   probably the ones that were not tallied as part



        17   of that 350.



        18           MR. ZUROFF:  Are they on the right side



        19   or the left side?



        20           MR. MICHAUD:  They are on the



        21   right -- well, they are actually on both sides,



        22   to be honest with you.  It is very hard to read.



        23   The font on this is rather light.  But you will



        24   see that there are a series parking spaces along
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         1   both edges of that road.  That is a one-way road,



         2   just to be clear.  That one-way circulation



         3   pattern would be from the top of the page toward



         4   Independence Drive.



         5           And there are a lack of spaces, if you



         6   will, directly opposite that driveway, so that



         7   you can have proper maneuverability to make a



         8   turn out of that driveway.



         9           MR. ZUROFF:  So are they posted as



        10   no parking?



        11           MR. MICHAUD:  They will be striped as "no



        12   parking."



        13           The question is whether or not any



        14   removal of those spaces, particularly the ones



        15   that exist just to the top edge of that driveway,



        16   would need to be removed so that someone in the



        17   stopped position could see someone coming along



        18   the one-way section of road.



        19           Our opinion is that you could certainly



        20   eliminate those and enhance the sight line.  It



        21   would not materially affect the parking ratio



        22   that is being sought in this development.  If we



        23   lose two or three parking spaces, it is still



        24   going to work pretty well.  It is certainly the
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         1   prerogative of this Board.



         2           The design, as it is currently proposed,



         3   is consistent with general design practices for



         4   these types of development.  These are very slow



         5   speed, one-way roadways, very low volume



         6   roadways.  And to the extent someone actually



         7   pulls up to where the aisle is, of Sherman Road,



         8   my opinion would be that they have adequate



         9   ability to see an oncoming car, even



        10   notwithstanding that there are parked cars along



        11   the edge of the road.  It is not unlike what most



        12   people would experience in the City of Boston,



        13   when you come out the side street and there are



        14   parked vehicles on either side.



        15           But that said, I don't think there is any



        16   reason they couldn't be eliminated, to the extent



        17   that you wanted to maximize that sight line.



        18   That could certainly be drawn as part of the



        19   conditions for approval.



        20           MR. ZUROFF:  Is there -- Joe, this might



        21   be for you, too.



        22           What kind of plans are there in place for



        23   traffic within the interior roadway?  People want



        24   to drop their groceries off.  I mean, it is a
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         1   no-standing zone?  Is it a no-parking zone?



         2           MR. GELLER:  So the roadway is a private



         3   roadway that is used by the residents.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  It is a driveway.



         5           MR. GELLER:  Right.  It is a driveway,



         6   with parking on either side of it.  As you drive



         7   in, years ago, they added islands at each one of



         8   the courtway entrances.  So there is a place to



         9   pull over, take your bags out of the car or



        10   whatever, and then park in the space that you can



        11   find where that is located.  So there is



        12   already -- all of that is accommodated on the



        13   roadways today.  And at this end, which is



        14   basically doing the same thing as the entrance to



        15   the driveway here, to accommodate that.



        16           MR. ZUROFF:  So if somebody wants to pull



        17   into one of the new, smaller buildings, drop



        18   their groceries, there is a place for them to do



        19   that?



        20           MR. GELLER:  That circle is wide enough



        21   so you could pull up past the parking spaces,



        22   that little drop off area between the two areas.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Is that what those extended



        24   shapes are?
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         1           MR. GELLER:  That is parking.



         2           MR. ZUROFF:  Oh, that is actual parking?



         3           MR. GELLER:  Yes, that is actual parking.



         4   And there is two handicap spaces on that end and



         5   then some handicap spaces on that end.



         6           MR. ZUROFF:  So it will always be freely



         7   opened for emergency vehicles?



         8           MR. GELLER:  Yes.



         9           MR. ZUROFF:  Sorry.  I interrupted you.



        10           MR. MICHAUD:  That is okay.  This is



        11   actually a closer view of that same location.  I



        12   think we covered that issue.



        13           Loading and delivery was questioned.  And



        14   the philosophy is consistent with the current



        15   practices at Hancock Village, that curbside



        16   activity would include pickup of curbside refuse,



        17   which will be wheeled out in containers.



        18           There will be occasional move-in



        19   activity.  In the context of the new building,



        20   that would occur in within the aisle closest to



        21   the building front, which is a two-way aisle.  No



        22   parking there.  There wouldn't be any packing



        23   movements or blocking parking, per se.  It would



        24   be a curbside operation, which is consistent with
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         1   apartment complexes throughout the Commonwealth.



         2           The vehicle types that would be



         3   conducting that type of either move-in activity



         4   or delivery activity, would be box truck type,



         5   unibody trucks that are not articulated, 40



         6   or 50 --



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  But there could be a tractor



         8   trailer.



         9           MR. MICHAUD:  It would fit, certainly.



        10   But our experience with apartment move-ins is



        11   that those are typically done using a standard



        12   unibody type truck.  UPS delivery trucks are an



        13   example of the day-to-day type delivery



        14   operation.



        15           And then we are all familiar with the



        16   front loading -- sorry -- rear-loading trash



        17   trucks, all of which can fit in the circulation



        18   within the property and can do all of those curb



        19   side, without any reliance on the public way for



        20   those operations.



        21           Roadway improvements, I think this will



        22   help clarify what Joe had mentioned about what



        23   has been committed by the Residences of South



        24   Brookline versus what is being currently
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         1   contemplated, the change in those plans to



         2   include signalization.



         3           So I would like to start with the plan



         4   that was actually the reference point for the



         5   Residences of South Brookline.  That is this



         6   diagram, which shows the conversion of



         7   Independence Drive from its current four-lane



         8   section to the two-lane travel section with



         9   parking and bike lanes on the edges.



        10           This was essentially the concept that got



        11   endorsed as part of the Residences of South



        12   Brookline project.  And you will see that, as



        13   part of that, there are two specific locations



        14   along that road, one near the east driveway just



        15   to the north of Gerry Road, where there is a new



        16   pedestrian crossing proposed.  Near Beverly Road,



        17   there is a realignment of an existing crosswalk.



        18   And at the Thornton/Sherman Road intersection, at



        19   that time, during its permit process, there was a



        20   view to putting a pedestrian crossing as well



        21   there, each of which would have curb bump-outs



        22   associated with them, to reduce the crossing lane



        23   and to protect or shield the parking that would



        24   occur curbside on Independence Drive.
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         1           So that is the reference point.  And that



         2   does show dimensionally what that concept



         3   entailed at the time.



         4           This is a shoot-in, if you will, a



         5   blow-up of one of those crossing points with the



         6   bump-outs.  This is the Thornton/Sherman Road



         7   intersection.  And that is the east driveway



         8   location, just north of Gerry.  And you can see



         9   the realignment of the crosswalk beyond it.  So



        10   that has all been hashed out, agreed to, and is a



        11   commitment of the Residences of South Brookline.



        12           This diagram represents, conceptually, a



        13   shift in that plan, not from the perspective of



        14   where the work would be done for the Residences



        15   of South Brookline, but what would happen at



        16   Thornton and Sherman and what is different than



        17   that planning.  And that is, the conversion of



        18   Gerry Road, which currently allows access to



        19   Independence, to a one-way away from Independence



        20   and Sherman Road, which currently travels away



        21   from Independence, toward Independence.



        22           So the idea is that we wanted to provide



        23   a point at which all of the vehicle activity that



        24   would be exiting from the north or west side of
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         1   Hancock Village and the new development would all



         2   have to come out at a single point.  And the



         3   philosophy to that, it would be better to control



         4   movements and to reduce vehicular friction by



         5   concentrating that at a known single location.



         6   It would also for, to the extent a signal warrant



         7   is met and is built, would allow for an exclusive



         8   pedestrian phase to be placed for anyone who



         9   wanted to cross the street.



        10           We know that is a fairly busy crossing



        11   today, and it will be elevated once this new



        12   development comes in. So it is important to have



        13   some form of control at that location.



        14           Of course, if we were to update that plan



        15   that was part of the Residences at South



        16   Brookline, this is what it would look like.  Now,



        17   it would show the signal along with all of the



        18   other features that were commitments of that



        19   project.  So that is the reference point.



        20           The signal warrants analysis that was



        21   presented in our evaluation relies on a projected



        22   shift in activity from Gerry Road to that new



        23   location at Sherman, as well as the new traffic



        24   from the development, which we estimated using
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         1   industry standard rates.  We acknowledge that the



         2   existing development of Hancock Village generates



         3   at levels that fall below the industry standards,



         4   perhaps because there is public transportation



         5   opportunities and Zipcars and other features.



         6           But our response to that issue is not to



         7   argue the academics of the signal, it is rather



         8   to provide a commitment to monitor the actual



         9   performance and volumes of the intersection based



        10   on occupancy of buildings at that time, to



        11   demonstrate compliance to a signal warrant, to



        12   make sure that it actually is warranted.



        13           So we can certainly go out and recount



        14   traffic, we could redo warrants.  And all of that



        15   would be an educated guess as to what might



        16   happen.  I think the more appropriate standard to



        17   hold here would be to provide a monitoring



        18   provision that demonstrates compliance and the



        19   need for a signal.  And I think that that is a



        20   commitment of this proponent.  And to the extent



        21   Brookline endorses and approves a signal at that



        22   location, they would be committed to building it.



        23   I think that would be the appropriate protocol



        24   here.
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         1           We know that we may easily meet a



         2   one-hour volume warrant in the morning when most



         3   people are leaving.  Those warrants over an



         4   extended period of time become more difficult to



         5   meet, because most people are not here during the



         6   day.  So there are some challenges to meeting



         7   every one of those warrants, particularly upon



         8   initial occupancy of the building.  And as a



         9   result, we would suggest it makes sense to



        10   monitor it and determine the need at the time.



        11           Any design that is submitted for that



        12   location would contemplate a redesign to



        13   accommodate a signal, just to be clear.  In the



        14   interim period, during which a signal is not



        15   warranted and it is not there, we would defer



        16   back to the original plan of the Residences of



        17   South Brookline, which would have a



        18   pedestrian-activated crossing at that location.



        19   You still need to accommodate pedestrian movement



        20   safely, but all of the geometric features, the



        21   conwidth [phonetic] that would be placed on the



        22   intersection, would all be compliant with



        23   signalization at some point.  And that is a



        24   commitment of the proponent.

















                                                                 50







         1           MR. ZUROFF:  Just to be clear, the



         2   current plan, under the ROSB permit, includes the



         3   signalization, subject to the Town approving it?



         4   No?



         5           MR. GELLER:  No, it doesn't include the



         6   signalization.  It includes --



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  The crosswalks; I know that.



         8           MR. GELLER:  The crosswalk and the hawk



         9   signals.  So it will have the signals, those hawk



        10   signals.



        11           MR. ZUROFF:  Which will stop the traffic



        12   for pedestrians?



        13           MR. GELLER:  Yes.



        14           MR. ZUROFF:  But not otherwise?



        15           MR. GELLER:  It is not fully signalized.



        16           MR. ZUROFF:  Not to go across from Gerry.



        17           MR. GELLER:  To take a left or right turn



        18   or whatever.



        19           MR. ZUROFF:  Right.



        20           MR. MICHAUD:  To be clear, the form of



        21   control that was cited within the South



        22   Brookline -- Residences of South Brookline,



        23   ROSB -- actually could entail a rapid flash



        24   beacon, which is a little more traditional and
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         1   more used these days, relative to the hawk.  So



         2   when we say "signal," we mean



         3   pedestrian-activated beacon.  It is a feature



         4   that gets activated.



         5           MR. ZUROFF:  Somebody pushing a button?



         6           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes.  And then there is a



         7   flash/strobe effect on the road, if you will, so



         8   that motorists who are approaching that crossing



         9   become aware that there is something going on.



        10   And that is what those are.



        11           And that would be implemented under any



        12   scenario.  And to the extent a traffic signal,



        13   which stops traffic, regulatorily would need to



        14   meet the warrants.



        15           And that is it.  So in conclusion, I



        16   think we are going to be providing a written



        17   response.  I actually have that with me, and I



        18   will provide that to the Board and will



        19   distribute it to your review consultant as well.



        20           We would certainly update the crash data



        21   information to reflect the last couple of years



        22   of available information.  But the update of



        23   traffic counts and such, it would be our opinion



        24   that there is no useful purpose for doing that.
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         1   And to the extent it were provided, we can



         2   certainly do a spot count to validate at one of



         3   the higher-volume intersections what is going on,



         4   with the likely outcome being that there is



         5   really very little, if any, change since 2015.



         6           MR. ZUROFF:  We understand that.  But as



         7   our peer reviewer has stated, it would be better



         8   for all of us to know what that data is, at least



         9   updated as much as possible.  So if you are



        10   willing to do that, we would like to see it.



        11           MR. FITZGERALD:  Well, for me, I think



        12   the biggest issue, again, is the traffic signal



        13   warrant and the fact that, as the original report



        14   documented, there is a substantial difference



        15   between the existing usage -- the existing trips



        16   per unit at that development compared to what ITE



        17   has published.



        18           So if by looking at a four-hour traffic



        19   signal warrant, we are finding that two hours are



        20   met, no problem; one of the p.m. hours is met;



        21   the other p.m. hour met, based on our numbers,



        22   actually falls below the line and is not met.



        23   And we know that those numbers are going to drop



        24   dramatically, especially those p.m. hours of, I
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         1   think, 45 percent is what the report that you



         2   noted --



         3           MR. MICHAUD:  Right, yes.  The empirical



         4   information would stay the same.



         5           MR. FITZGERALD:  So now we have lost our



         6   two hours in the afternoon meeting those



         7   four-hour warrants.  So now we have got two of



         8   the four hours being met.  So we are not even



         9   really meeting a four-hour traffic signal



        10   warrant; never mind an eight-hour.



        11           So I guess I wonder, if you were going to



        12   build it and just hope for the best, if that is



        13   the best way to go, is monitoring, if we have



        14   these kinds of doubts and questions.



        15           MR. MICHAUD:  So I think the basis of the



        16   monitoring is to avoid that situation.  We want



        17   to see how this actually performs.  We want to



        18   see how much traffic actually occurs.



        19           So again, I would prefer to avoid an



        20   academic exercise of saying, do we meet three of



        21   the four, or four of the four, or two of the



        22   four, when we are making educated guesses?  And I



        23   think it is fair to say that, in the morning, we



        24   won't have any issue needing or meeting the
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         1   warrant for a signal.  The issue is what happens



         2   during the rest of the day.



         3           MR. FITZGERALD:  Right.



         4           MR. MICHAUD:  The commitment of this



         5   developer -- and this is consistent with



         6   information input that is been received from your



         7   police department in October of 2014 -- is they



         8   would like to see some form of traffic control



         9   along Independence Drive, for a couple of



        10   reasons.



        11           One, as a traffic calming feature, if you



        12   will, apply regular gaps in traffic, but, as



        13   importantly or more importantly, to provide a



        14   dedicated means of pedestrian crossing, a safe



        15   crossing of the road.



        16           When we look at warrants, you don't have



        17   to meet the eight-hour warrant to justify a



        18   signal.  It would be nice if you did, and MassDOT



        19   has a preference -- prefers that.



        20           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.



        21           MR. MICHAUD:  But we have been in many



        22   instances where the standards are met for a



        23   four-hour warrant and, in some cases, a one-hour



        24   warrant, based on context of the location and the
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         1   confluence of events and pedestrian activity, for



         2   instance, would dictate that placing a signal is



         3   a wise thing to do.  This may be one of those



         4   circumstances.



         5           MR. FITZGERALD:  Because the other thing



         6   was, did you analyze it without a signal, with



         7   the future volumes?  How did that operate?



         8           MR. MICHAUD:  We know the main line is



         9   just fine.



        10           MR. FITZGERALD:  Yes.  Oh, as



        11   unsignalized?  Absolutely.



        12           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes.  So the unsignalized,



        13   just to provide a reference point to the Board



        14   and using industry standards and using the



        15   configurations of roadways that we are showing,



        16   in the morning, over a one-hour period of time,



        17   there would be more than 200 vehicles over that



        18   hour that need to get to Independence Drive.



        19   That will result in delays in queuing, and I tell



        20   you that without doing analysis.



        21           That is an on-site issue.  It is a



        22   convenience issue.  It does not affect public



        23   travel, but nonetheless, is an inconvenience to



        24   the folks who may live there.
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         1           The notion of a signal is to facilitate



         2   that movement, at the same time you are providing



         3   a dedicated and exclusive means of pedestrian



         4   crossing with the regulatory control.



         5           MR. FITZGERALD:  Not only that, but if



         6   they are under unsignalized, should you install



         7   the intersection without signals, and the side is



         8   approaching or experiencing long delays, then



         9   driver behavior shows that you tend to accept a



        10   gap in traffic that you ordinarily wouldn't, and



        11   that could lend itself to a safety concern.  So



        12   in those instances, again, if you are running



        13   into something like that, that would almost



        14   defend a traffic signal installation from a



        15   safety perfective.



        16           MR. ZUROFF:  So it could be more



        17   dangerous?



        18           MR. FITZGERALD:  Depending on how



        19   excessive the queues become, as unsignalized,



        20   with the redirected traffic plus the additional



        21   site traffic.  It would be good to know that



        22   number, what those delays would be.  But if it is



        23   high enough, then driver behavior becomes more



        24   aggressive to try to get a gap, because you have
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         1   waited a long time to get out.  So that is



         2   certainly something you want to avoid as well.



         3           MR. ZUROFF:  Will you be able to evaluate



         4   what updated data you might get?



         5           MR. FITZGERALD:  Sure.



         6           MR. MICHAUD:  We can provide that



         7   information, yes.



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  I would like to make



         9   sure that that does happen.



        10           MR. MICHAUD:  Sure.  And as I mentioned,



        11   Mr. Chair, we have these initial responses and we



        12   can augment these with the information that we



        13   just discussed.  So we can keep it moving, so to



        14   speak.



        15           MR. ZUROFF:  I appreciate that.



        16           MR. MICHAUD:  I have got four copies of



        17   this.  With your permission, I could give one,



        18   right now, to your partner.



        19           MR. ZUROFF:  That would be great.  It



        20   will probably mean much more to him than it will



        21   mean to me.



        22           MR. GELLER:  Just to be clear -- I just



        23   want to make sure everybody is clear on this.



        24           We would like to install the signal.
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         1   This isn't a situation where we are trying to



         2   avoid installing a signal because of the cost of



         3   the signal or something.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  As we just heard, a signal



         5   may be worse than no signal, maybe.



         6           MR. GELLER:  Right.  So we are interested



         7   in working with your consultant and our



         8   consultant to right find the right answer here,



         9   and it may be an answer that there is an interim



        10   answer and then there is a build-out, and then



        11   everything is built so you can accommodate the



        12   signal when the signal is needed, and then you



        13   pay for the signal.



        14           MR. ZUROFF:  Right.



        15           MR. GELLER:  So I just think that that is



        16   the approach we would like to take here, so that



        17   we are not doing the wrong thing and that creates



        18   a problem, but always have in our back pocket



        19   that we can do the signal, because we know in the



        20   end, we are going to want a signal.



        21           MR. ZUROFF:  I like flexibility, so.



        22   Thank you.



        23           Any questions for the applicant's expert?



        24           MR. HUSSEY:  No.
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         1           MR. ZUROFF:  Thank you.



         2           MS. SELKOE:  Bob, do you have one more of



         3   those reports?



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  We have got an extra one.



         5           MS. PALERMO:  You can have mine, Polly.



         6           MR. MICHAUD:  We can provide more.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  Is it going to be posted on



         8   the site?



         9           MR. MICHAUD:  We can provide it



        10   electronically.



        11           MR. ZUROFF:  Yes, so it will be available



        12   to the public as well.



        13           Next order of business is public comment,



        14   I guess.  So again, make yourself known.



        15           MS. SELKOE:  I think you have got -- if



        16   you can hand that up here, that would be great,



        17   the attendance sheet.



        18           MR. ZUROFF:  You know, again, the



        19   microphone isn't affecting you.  If you are here



        20   and you are speaking, it would be nice to have



        21   your name and address on the attendance.



        22           Scott?



        23           MR. GLADSTONE:  I have a quick question.



        24   Scott Gladstone, 383 Russett Road, precinct 16,
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         1   town meeting member.



         2           I was hoping Mr. Michaud could actually



         3   put back up one of the pictures he had, because I



         4   had a question about the parking spaces just, on



         5   Sherman Road, outside of the -- opposite the



         6   driveway into the new building.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, for the members of



         8   the public that want to address this, we are



         9   confining our remarks tonight to the traffic and



        10   the parking.



        11           MR. GLADSTONE:  Yes, that is fine.



        12           So we have the lot line for the new



        13   development here, and these are parking spots



        14   that are now existing on Sherman next to the Hoar



        15   Sanctuary.  I heard you say -- I heard



        16   Mr. Michaud say that there was going to be some



        17   lines that indicate "no parking" around the area



        18   of the entrance to the site.



        19           Does that mean on this side, outside of



        20   the new lot, or within the new lot, here?



        21           MR. MICHAUD:  I think the intention is to



        22   have this portion of Sherman Road clear of



        23   parking activity, to the extent practicable.



        24           MR. GLADSTONE:  Okay.  Thank you.
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         1           So then my next question is, since there



         2   are parking spaces being taken away from the



         3   existing site, outside of the new lot for the new



         4   project, the existing site currently, as I



         5   understand it, has too little parking -- it is



         6   currently non-conforming as to parking



         7   requirements -- I understand that is going to be



         8   offset a little bit because there is going to



         9   be -- like this is a current building on the



        10   existing lot, which is now going to be subsumed



        11   into the new lot, therefore, that building's



        12   dedicated parking spaces are going to be



        13   subtracted from the spots that are dedicated to



        14   the rest of the lot.



        15           But I don't know what the math is.  Does



        16   that subtract the need for spaces that is more



        17   than the current nonconformity?  In other words,



        18   are losing these spots increasing the



        19   nonconformity?  That is the question.



        20           MR. ZUROFF:  That is a reasonable



        21   question.



        22           MR. GELLER:  No.



        23           MR. GLADSTONE:  Has anyone looked at



        24   those numbers?
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         1           MR. GELLER:  Yes, we can give you the



         2   numbers.



         3           MR. ZUROFF:  We will get the numbers.



         4           MR. GLADSTONE:  So that the building



         5   department can look to make sure that those



         6   numbers --



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  I understand you want to



         8   avoid infectious invalidity.



         9           MR. GLADSTONE:  I want to see if there is



        10   infectious invalidity.



        11           MR. ZUROFF:  Right.  Thank you.



        12           Yes, sir?



        13           MR. SHPRITZ:  Nathan Shpritz,



        14   precinct 16, I am a town meeting rep, 44 Payson



        15   Road.



        16           I just had one followup for Scott's



        17   question, which I would also like to hear an



        18   answer to, which I know nobody can answer today.



        19           But Scott was talking about, I think,



        20   overall non-conformity.  I would like to know



        21   what the percentage of spots are for those



        22   buildings that were previously serviced by those



        23   spots there and what the parking ratios become



        24   for those that don't have dedicated parking
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         1   underneath their building.  So sort of a



         2   separated parking analysis.  So those that have



         3   the --



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  Within the lot, you are



         5   talking about?



         6           MR. SHPRITZ:  Yes.  The same spots that



         7   Scott was talking about.



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  I think you have provided



         9   data on that.



        10           MR. GELLER:  Yes, we have.  I am not sure



        11   I understand the question.



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  They are removing some



        13   structures and they are putting up a new building



        14   and they have provided us with the amount of



        15   spaces that are available for the lot that they



        16   are developing.  Is that your question?



        17           MR. SHPRITZ:  No. The question is, if you



        18   take those spots out, for those that they are not



        19   developing, what do the parking ratios become



        20   then, and do they still stay close to where they



        21   have been?



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  I think that is what Scott



        23   just asked.



        24           MR. GELLER:  We are not increasing the
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         1   non-conformity.



         2           MR. ZUROFF:  But you will provide the



         3   data to show that.  So you will get an answer to



         4   your question, sir.



         5           Yes, sir.



         6           MR. FREILICH:  Jeff Freilich, 327 South



         7   Street.



         8           A very quick question, please.  You made



         9   an assertion about the data used for MassDOT with



        10   respect to the latest available data from 2015,



        11   at least some of the analysis that you gave on



        12   traffic flow.  Was that correct?  I am not so



        13   sure I understood, because I walked in in the



        14   middle.  Was that the latest available data that



        15   you had, was from 2015?  Because you are making



        16   an assertion that any studies that could be done



        17   now would have a negligible effect on your



        18   analysis so far.



        19           MR. MICHAUD:  What I stated was that in



        20   the October 2016 traffic study, that the data



        21   that we had available to us at that time ran



        22   through 2013.  And as that was the case, we



        23   received local crash records for that same period



        24   of time, so that we could make a one-to-one
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         1   caparison between the local police records and



         2   the state database, to see if there were any



         3   discrepancies between the two.



         4           Since the issuance of the report, if I



         5   were to do a query, right now, on crashes, I



         6   would be able to query all the way up to and



         7   through 2015, but not beyond that.  So what we



         8   will be doing is updating the traffic crash



         9   information to include the state records through



        10   2015, and we have a request to Brookline for the



        11   latest available local records as well.



        12           MR. FREILICH:  Just so I understand, that



        13   is just for crash data, but not the traffic flow



        14   data?



        15           MR. MICHAUD:  Correct.  So the traffic



        16   flow data is based on November 2015 traffic count



        17   information.  And what I presented to this board



        18   is that we have data from 2004, '7, '12, '13 and



        19   '15, which, when you look at it,



        20   corroborates -- confirms that what we a have done



        21   in this study is conservative, meaning we



        22   actually overestimated the amount of growth that



        23   has traditionally occurred here or that is likely



        24   to occur over the next five-year period of time.
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         1           MR. FREILICH:  And you are



         2   asserting -- from what I understand, at least



         3   from right now, MassDOT does have 2016 publicly



         4   available, most likely, because they only have



         5   the VFW Parkway really included in that survey;



         6   correct?  Independence Drive is probably not



         7   included in the MassDOT database?



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  I know MassDOT does not have



         9   data for Independence Drive, directly, but they



        10   have other area count stations, and I don't know



        11   how up to date that information is.  I think the



        12   request that has been made is to update some of,



        13   at least, the traffic information that is dated



        14   back to 2015, with data that is 2018 data, to



        15   confirm whether or not certain changes have



        16   occurred.



        17           MR. FREILICH:  I am just aware that



        18   MassDOT does have the data now published for



        19   2016, I assume, the crash data.



        20           I just want to make sure what you said;



        21   you are not suspecting there to be any change and



        22   you are suspecting that it should corroborate, at



        23   least, your assertions.  But the data is now



        24   available, and I assume that you could rerun this
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         1   and confirm your assertion?



         2           MR. MICHAUD:  Correct.



         3           MR. FREILICH:  Okay.  Thank you.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  Thank you, sir.



         5           Yes, sir.



         6           MR. SMITH:  My name is Kevin Smith and I



         7   don't need the microphone because I am a teacher,



         8   so I am used to this.



         9           I actually live in Hancock Village, and I



        10   can speak in terms of -- regarding traffic and



        11   parking, all of that business.



        12           To park there -- I come home at night.  I



        13   also work at bars at night, so you get me coming



        14   and going.  So I leave to the city during the



        15   morning in these peak hours and often I come home



        16   past 2:00 o'clock in the morning.  In regards to



        17   the parking spaces that they have there and



        18   whether there is enough, they are slated in line



        19   for smaller vehicles.  It was done before the day



        20   of the SUV.  So there is a constant search.



        21           I could speak for volumes and hours about



        22   the good landlords they are, which they are, and



        23   I could speak for what they don't account for.



        24   So when I hear traffic conversations, I worry
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         1   about my seven-year-old son and I worry about my



         2   10-week-old daughter.  I worry about the traffic



         3   impacts for when they start building this.  I



         4   worry about all of those vehicles, I worry about



         5   blasting, I worry about all of those trucks



         6   coming and going, and I don't know how that is



         7   being accounted for.  I don't know what is



         8   acceptable and all of that math.



         9           I don't understand.  Well, okay, if these



        10   vehicles come and go, I can say that, as regards



        11   all the pedestrians, all of the people that live



        12   there in the morning, we all live there for the



        13   same reason:  to go to the school.  All of the



        14   kids walk at the same time, they come back, all



        15   of that stuff.



        16           So those are my concerns.  Because the



        17   difference between if I leave at 9:00 o'clock and



        18   9:15 is profound.  If I leave at 9:00 or 9:30, it



        19   is very profound.  My commute is either



        20   10 minutes -- I work for a non-profit in JP -- or



        21   an hour.  And that is what it is.



        22           So those things are going to exist.  I



        23   don't care how many cars you put, you are going



        24   to have that.  But what I don't hear accounted
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         1   for is all of the people in the past few years



         2   who have discovered that this is the way to go to



         3   Boston.  They are coming up.



         4           My girlfriend, who lives with me, is a



         5   teacher in Medfield.  So she is going in the



         6   opposite direction at those hours.  And everyone



         7   has discovered that it is a good through-way, and



         8   I don't hear that being discussed.



         9           Again, I understand all of the residents



        10   who live and who are more adjacent and all of the



        11   passion and concerns and we are keeping it to



        12   traffic, which is what I am going to keep it to,



        13   those are the one things that I don't -- what



        14   about the little kids and the crosswalks and all



        15   of that stuff, when one of those things are



        16   coming and going.  It is like those are the



        17   things I worry about, all of those vehicles and



        18   ledge and the blasting and so on and so forth.



        19   What happens?  How long is it going to take to be



        20   built, and what is that going to impact on



        21   traffic?  I have heard traffic lights.  But I



        22   haven't heard construction vehicles.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Construction management will



        24   be taken up at another time.
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         1           MR. SMITH:  Yes.  And that is



         2   indeed -- the domino effect of that traffic is



         3   going to go and go and go.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  We understand that.



         5           MR. SMITH:  I don't doubt that for a



         6   second.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  We will be considering that.



         8           MR. SMITH:  Thank you.



         9           MR. ZUROFF:  Steve?



        10           Steve, it is important that I think that



        11   you should point out that, while you sit on this



        12   Board, you are here as a private citizen.



        13           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I am Steve Chiumenti.  I



        14   am a precinct 16 town meeting member, and that is



        15   why I am here.



        16           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.



        17           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I don't know what Home



        18   Depot is going to do, but basically, we have to



        19   build a ninth school.  We are probably going to



        20   have to build a tenth school.  And it is possible



        21   in considering traffic -- and we are entitled to



        22   consider what is easily anticipated -- that the



        23   Baker School is potentially the site of another



        24   school.  They are going to build, possibly, a
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         1   school -- a Baker School on top of the Baker



         2   School that exists.  And I think that is



         3   something that I don't hear anybody talking



         4   about, as far as nothing is going to change.  I



         5   think what is going to change, particularly,



         6   since we have got 500 apartments in Brookline.



         7   You are adding 192 for ROSB and a few hundred for



         8   this.  You are increasing Hancock Village by 80



         9   percent.



        10           MR. ZUROFF:  Schools are not part of the



        11   40B.



        12           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I am not talking about



        13   the school.  I am talking about the impact of



        14   actually getting to and from the school.



        15           Basically, in effect, if this isn't going



        16   be the ninth school, if you are going to increase



        17   Hancock Village by 80 percent, then -- I think,



        18   then they all going to build the school on top of



        19   the Baker School, and I think traffic ought to



        20   take into account what happens with that kind of



        21   a change in Hancock Village and what it means for



        22   all of these people to be getting to and from,



        23   basically, a school that is double.



        24           Actually, I disagree that the schools
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         1   aren't to be taken into account, but that is not



         2   what I was talking about right now.



         3           I did mention last week -- and I didn't



         4   have the regs with me -- that, when we consider



         5   the impact on the community, the burden that



         6   we -- the burden on the town, the residents of



         7   the project itself should be taken into account.



         8   That is stated, and I can give you the cite, but



         9   I think we are going to actually write up a



        10   comment, and I will put it in there.



        11           Basically, the housing appeals committee



        12   and 56.07 says that is something that they



        13   consider, the impact.  And maybe I can even get



        14   the language exactly.



        15           You are supposed to consider the current



        16   and projected utilization of open spaces and



        17   consequent need, if any, for additional open



        18   spaces by the municipality's population,



        19   including the occupants of the proposed housing.



        20           So I am saying, it is not just the



        21   neighbors that you should be taking into account;



        22   it is what this is going to do to even the other



        23   people living in the rest of Hancock Village as



        24   well.
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         1           MR. ZUROFF:  I actually think that we do.



         2   And certainly, all of those residents get notice



         3   of these hearings as well; correct?



         4           MR. WHITE:  My neighbors have no idea;



         5   zero.



         6           MS. SELKOE:  No. The property owner gets



         7   the notice.



         8           MR. WHITE:  I understand that, from a



         9   business perspective, you are not going to tell



        10   people that are coming in, oh, by the way, in a



        11   couple years it is going to be a six-story thing.



        12   I understand this from a business perspective.



        13           But my very next-door neighbor, as I left



        14   to come to this, I mentioned where I was heading,



        15   and it was like, what?  And again, I don't fault.



        16   Because that is not -- I mean, we live in a



        17   society that we live in. You are not going to



        18   tell someone who is coming in, unless you are



        19   mandated, oh, by the way, in a few years, they



        20   are going to be blasting in your backyard.  No



        21   one would move in.



        22           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  Maybe the Town



        23   should be doing that.



        24           MR. ZUROFF:  Let me say this to you,
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         1   because your concern is legitimate.  By all



         2   means, notify the neighbors in the project.  They



         3   are welcome to come.  They are part of the public



         4   as well.  They don't have to own property to be



         5   interested in this project.  So we may not have



         6   to, by law, notify them.



         7           MS. SELKOE:  Well, we do put it, of



         8   course, on our town calendar and we did put the



         9   initial meeting in the newspaper, but we don't



        10   send it to renters.



        11           MR. WHITE:  Just to spare you the time --



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  We want the tenants to come.



        13           MR. SMITH:  I don't disagree.  But to



        14   spare you the time, I am going to make up a



        15   number.  75 percent of the residents of Hancock



        16   Village are from elsewhere, here for many



        17   reasons, culturally and so on.  And bless them.



        18   That is one of the reasons I love the fact that



        19   my son lives there, is because it is like the



        20   United Nations.  They are not going to know where



        21   to look.  They won't even think about it.  They



        22   have no idea it is coming.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  Maybe it falls on you to



        24   notify them.
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         1           MR. SMITH:  Fair enough.  Fair enough.



         2           But I would hope -- and here is



         3   my -- again, I was happy to keep it to traffic.



         4   But I would hope that you are keeping the



         5   citizens of Brookline's interest in mind,



         6   otherwise.  Because again, I completely



         7   understand business.  A business person is to



         8   make profit and do the best.  And from what I



         9   have read in my research, they do a wonderful job



        10   and I don't fault them that, at all.  I would.  I



        11   go to work.  I have to feed my kids.



        12           But I am hoping that you have my interest



        13   in mind.  I grew up in Washington Square.  I went



        14   to Driscoll.  I have lived here my whole life.



        15   There is a reason why I want my kids to go to



        16   this school.  There is a reason why I want my



        17   kids to live here.



        18           So I have to count on you.  For you



        19   saying, well, I hope the residents find out,



        20   doesn't do it for me.



        21           MR. ZUROFF:  Well, again --



        22           MR. SMITH:  I am saying that



        23   respectfully.



        24           MR. ZUROFF:  I will tell you, from my
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         1   personal point of view, I care about the



         2   residents of Hancock Village as much as I care



         3   about the neighbors who own homes.  I am a



         4   neighbor who owns a home.  I care about the



         5   neighborhood as well.  So I am sure that the



         6   Board will consider those people who live in the



         7   project.



         8           MR. SMITH:  I don't doubt that for a



         9   second.



        10           Then I am asking, hopefully, in any way,



        11   shape, or form, to do a better job.  By the same



        12   token, I am asking you, because, as I already



        13   stated, I have lived there since 2011, in one



        14   way, shape, or form.  And my experience has been



        15   wonderful.  Any issue I have, landlord taking



        16   care of this.  It is a safe and wonderful place



        17   for me to live.  And I would like it to be a safe



        18   and wonderful place for everybody to live.  But I



        19   also would hope that you would keep those things



        20   in mind and let those people know.  I mean, but



        21   do I trust everybody?  You know, we haven't



        22   broken bread.  You look nice.



        23           He is funny.  You guys, everyone in here,



        24   it is all great.  But unfortunately, especially
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         1   in this day and age, I don't trust everyone to



         2   not be regulated.  I don't know.  And character,



         3   I am not getting into any of that.  All I care



         4   about is that everyone walks away and everyone



         5   feels like they have said their peace and, like,



         6   things get done the way they should be done.



         7           So I hope --



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  I understand your concern,



         9   and I can assure you that it is my concern as



        10   well.



        11           MR. HUSSEY:  One of the questions here,



        12   it seems to me, is notification.  Right?  It is



        13   not a condominium, so the unit owners -- or not



        14   owners --



        15           MS. PALERMO:  Tenants.



        16           MR. ZUROFF:  The applicant is the land



        17   owner.



        18           MS. SELKOE:  Typically, we often



        19   ask -- in other cases, we often will notify the



        20   management company and ask them to put up a flier



        21   in the building or ask the owner to let the



        22   people know who live there.  So we could -- I



        23   don't know if this owner would do that.



        24           MR. ZUROFF:  I would encourage you and
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         1   you and all of you who are concerned about this,



         2   post a notice.  I am sure that Chestnut Hill



         3   Realty will allow you to leaflet, if you need to.



         4           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I just have one other



         5   thing, though, if you don't mind.  I am giving



         6   you a one-page statement that precinct 16 members



         7   wanted to present.  We have all written it.  I



         8   have given a copy to Polly and I will email her a



         9   copy so it can be in the record.



        10           Really, it just has to do with,



        11   basically, the lawsuit that exists.  Mostly it



        12   doesn't affect this, but there is one count that



        13   does.  And essentially, that one count has to do



        14   with whether Mass. Development is actually a



        15   proper funding agency for this project.  And if



        16   it turns out that they are not --



        17           MR. ZUROFF:  That is a matter for



        18   litigation; it is not is matter for our



        19   consideration.



        20           MR. CHIUMENTI:  I am just telling you



        21   that, basically, that probably will come up,



        22   motion for summary judgment in April, answers in



        23   May, and it may not be decided before you decide



        24   something.
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         1           What this statement is saying is we ask



         2   you to simply put as a condition of the



         3   comprehensive permit, that you basically require



         4   that the Mass. Development is, in fact, a proper



         5   financing agency.  And fundamentally, the case is



         6   that the statute says that Mass. Development can



         7   basically be a financing agency for a project



         8   that is residential only, to cure a blighted



         9   situation.  Chestnut Hill Realty and, in fact,



        10   Mass. Development, have conceded in court that



        11   this is not a blighted site.  So the real issue



        12   is going to be about what is residential, and



        13   this could be decided on motion for summary



        14   judgement.



        15           MR. ZUROFF:  I think we will consider



        16   that, but I am not sure it is within our purview.



        17   I might ask town counsel to opine for us on that.



        18           MR. CHIUMENTI:  That is what that



        19   statement is.



        20           MR. SCHWARTZ:  We certainly have an



        21   opinion on that matter as well.



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  You are welcome to submit



        23   your opinion as well.



        24           Yes, ma'am?
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         1           MS. LEICHTNER:  Judy Leichtner.  I am a



         2   town meeting member from precinct 16.  I just



         3   wanted to add a couple of things.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  We are talking about



         5   traffic.



         6           MS. LEICHTNER:  Yes.



         7           I read the report, read what the Town DPW



         8   wrote about this, and have a number of questions.



         9           But I did just want to say, when you are



        10   talking about the residents, we have talked to



        11   many of the residents.  They are terrified to



        12   come here, because they don't want to be



        13   challenging their landlord.  So you just need to



        14   know that.



        15           And legally, I cannot go and put up



        16   flyers on private property, which is what Hancock



        17   Village is, to notify residents.  I don't even



        18   know if Kevin can do it, when he lives there.



        19           So it is a very, very tricky situation.



        20   So often, when we are speaking, we are speaking



        21   for people who have talked to us, but who are not



        22   here because they do not feel comfortable coming



        23   here.  So just to keep that in mind and I am



        24   sure -- I know you are concerned about the people
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         1   who live there.



         2           So I had a couple of questions.



         3           Accidents.  And I did -- I don't know



         4   what that column of severity meant, but I don't



         5   know that I saw the accident where the child was



         6   hit on Grove Street a couple of years ago.  I



         7   don't know if that was included in there.



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  I am not sure that is even



         9   part of the data that they look at.  It is in the



        10   police records.



        11           MS. LEICHTNER:  It would be in there.



        12           But the other thing that actually isn't



        13   included and it is only a block away, is that



        14   intersection of South and VFW, which I think gets



        15   impacted by this traffic.  And we know that



        16   someone was killed there a year ago.



        17           MR. FREILICH:  I gave him CPR.



        18           MS. LEICHTNER:  It was outside of what



        19   was looked at, but I think it may be something



        20   that should be considered.



        21           There also didn't seem to be any mention



        22   of the number of school children who are walking



        23   in that area.  And one, how that affects the



        24   queuing, because we know that at Beverly and
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         1   Grove/Independence, the traffic is often stopped



         2   for much longer than the light cycle and how does



         3   that affect the queuing?  And if, in fact,



         4   Residences of South Brookline have people making



         5   a left turn out of the Beverly Road part and how



         6   that all would affect the queuing.  And I don't



         7   know -- I didn't see anything in the traffic



         8   report about any of those things, how many



         9   children are walking there and how do you



        10   consider that as you look at all of the traffic



        11   issues.



        12           The other thing that wasn't mentioned



        13   was -- that is why I asked about the peak hours,



        14   because there was nothing about traffic at the



        15   afternoon pick-up time.  And I think that is an



        16   important time to be looking at things.  And what



        17   goes along with that is the fact that Beverly



        18   Road is closed, in terms of getting from



        19   Independence or Grove onto Beverly, in the



        20   morning and in the afternoons at school time --



        21           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  During the winter



        22   months.



        23           MS. LEICHTNER:  -- from December to the



        24   end of March, and I didn't see anything, in any
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         1   of this, about how that would be affected, and I



         2   think that needs to be part of the consideration.



         3           And then the other thing, my questions



         4   about these changes to Independence Road, none of



         5   this has ever appeared in front of the



         6   transportation board.  There has not been a



         7   single public meeting.  I hear that it was part



         8   of what was in the comprehensive permit for



         9   project 1.  But anything for putting in stop



        10   lights, narrowing of the roads, it never appeared



        11   in front of the transportation board, and I am



        12   very curious as to why that is.  I would think



        13   that that would entail at least some public



        14   meetings.  I don't think that is something that



        15   you can condition.



        16           MR. ZUROFF:  Actually, I do believe that



        17   the transportation department did weigh in on the



        18   original.



        19           MS. LEICHTNER:  The transportation board



        20   has not had a pubic meeting, and they are



        21   supposed to have public meeting.



        22           MR. SCHWARTZ:  There is no requirement



        23   for a public meeting.  It is a local board.



        24           MS. LEICHTNER:  Sorry.  I can't hear what
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         1   you said, Steve.



         2           MR. SCHWARTZ:  It is encompassed within



         3   the comprehensive permit.  The zoning



         4   board -- that is a local approval, which is



         5   encompassed within the zoning board's power.



         6           MS. LEICHTNER:  So you saying there does



         7   not have to be any public meetings?



         8           MR. SCHWARTZ:  No.



         9           MR. GELLER:  It is up to the board of



        10   appeals to make those decisions, which they did.



        11           MS. LEICHTNER:  That was my question,



        12   because most roads have meetings about that kind



        13   of thing.



        14           And then the other piece of that, which



        15   somebody asked about, and you can see it on your



        16   very last slide, Robert, was how does this affect



        17   Boston?  And I haven't heard anything about



        18   whether Boston was actually informed.  Because in



        19   fact, you can see the line at Sherman Road.  That



        20   is where Independence is Boston.  So everything



        21   from Sherman Road, basically, on Independence,



        22   all the way to the VFW, that is all Boston.  And



        23   I haven't heard anything about whether Boston has



        24   been --
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         1           MR. ZUROFF:  I inquired to the peer



         2   reviewer.



         3           MS. LEICHTNER:  Yes, thank you.



         4           MR. ZUROFF:  I would like to hear from



         5   people I haven't.



         6           MR. FREILICH:  I just wanted to fortify



         7   what she said.



         8           MS. KOOCHER:  Robin Koocher, 285 Beverly



         9   Road.



        10           First of all, I would like to thank you,



        11   the Board, for requesting the most accurate and



        12   up-to-date traffic information.  I think that is



        13   really important, and I thank you for making that



        14   something that you want to see.



        15           Second of all, I haven't heard one word



        16   about how many handicap spaces there are.  I



        17   heard somebody -- somebody said two, but that



        18   can't be right, in terms of all of these parking



        19   spaces.  I think that is important.



        20           Because one of the things, sitting



        21   through a lot of meetings, was the fact that the



        22   developer was talking about the fact that there



        23   was going to be adequate spaces for those who



        24   would need a handicap space, and I am wondering
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         1   if there is a number that you would know.



         2           MR. FITZGERALD:  I think it is 12.



         3           MR. ZUROFF:  Isn't that governed by the



         4   building code in the state?



         5           MR. FITZGERALD:  It is.  It is.



         6           MR. GELLER:  We have that number.  It is



         7   on the plans and we can find that.



         8           MR. FITZGERALD:  It is 12.  The required,



         9   I believe, were 9.



        10           MR. HUSSEY:  You have got plenty.  All



        11   right.  I will give you that.  There is plenty



        12   already.



        13           MR. ZUROFF:  So it is being dealt with.



        14           MS. KOOCHER:  Okay.



        15           MR. FREILICH:  Very quickly, if I may, I



        16   just want to say -- Jeff Freilich, 827 South



        17   Street.  Having had witnessed that particular



        18   accident, I just want to call into question the



        19   veracity of the MassDOT data regarding crashes.



        20   I remember, after that particular accident



        21   occurred exactly one year ago -- I believe it was



        22   in March -- I was at that.  I remember looking it



        23   up and trying to get, since I live very close to



        24   that intersection, I was worried that there
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         1   really are too many fatalities that were caused



         2   there.  There have been a lot of fatalities in



         3   the past and there have been a lot of serious



         4   accidents, but they have been primarily minor



         5   crashes.



         6           I did not see that particular crash



         7   appear on any of the MassDOT data.  Therefore, I



         8   would like to call into question that it is



         9   possible MassDOT doesn't even consider that one



        10   intersection, simply because they believe, even



        11   though it is a state highway, that it is part of



        12   Brookline's jurisdiction and, therefore, it would



        13   only be found in the police report in Brookline.



        14           Therefore, we have to find some sort of



        15   combination or fusion of data coming from the



        16   Town of Brookline police reports, as well as



        17   MassDOT, and not just to rely on MassDOT data.



        18           So I will call into question the veracity



        19   of the crash data coming from MassDOT



        20   specifically for that instance.  And if I could



        21   present the Board at a later time the example of



        22   that, I would be very happy to do so.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  We are open to hearing



        24   whatever factual data you present.
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         1           MR. MICHAUD:  A question for the Chair,



         2   just to clarify, so this is the intersection of



         3   VFW and South?



         4           MR. FREILICH:  Correct.



         5           MR. MICHAUD:  This is March of 2018 that



         6   the crash occurred?



         7           MR. FREILICH:  '17.



         8           MR. MICHAUD:  As a point of



         9   clarification, it was not a study location.  And



        10   the data that we had available went through '13



        11   and we can update it through '15.



        12           MR. FREILICH:  Understand.



        13           MR. MICHAUD:  We are not requesting data



        14   for that location, because it is not in our study



        15   area.



        16           MR. FREILICH:  But you are looking at the



        17   number of crashes.  And if the crash data were



        18   significant enough, I have to mention that there



        19   are enough reports from the Brookline Police that



        20   always appear there, that their data about



        21   crashes would be far more instrumental in



        22   determining impact on the neighborhood than



        23   MassDOT data would be.



        24           MR. GELLER:  We are going to look at
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         1   both.  We are going to provide the data that both



         2   Brookline and MassDOT have.



         3           MR. MICHAUD:  Yes, we are going to



         4   provide both, for the locations that we are



         5   obligated to study.



         6           MR. FREILICH:  Thank you.  That would be



         7   important.  Thank you.



         8           MS. McGRATH:  Quick question.  On that



         9   map --



        10           MS. SELKOE:  Could you say your name,



        11   please.



        12           MS. McGRATH:  Nancy McGrath,



        13   M-c-G-R-A-T-H, 26 Plowgate Road.



        14           So the proposed light there, it is not



        15   what I am talking about.  There is that little



        16   traffic calming, green jut-out into the road.  So



        17   are two lanes being maintained, or is it being



        18   reduced to one lane?



        19           MR. MICHAUD:  You see the City of Boston



        20   line is probably about 200 feet away from



        21   where -- within 200 feet of the intersection.



        22   The City of Boston design has parking on the edge



        23   and it has a bike lane and it has a single lane



        24   of travel.

















                                                                 90







         1           MS. McGRATH:  The way that is now, you



         2   mean?



         3           MR. MICHAUD:  The way that it is now.



         4           As you enter into Brookline, that changes



         5   to 2 travel lanes, one of which allows parking on



         6   the edge of the road, effectively making it one



         7   lane.



         8           MS. McGRATH:  Really, yes.



         9           MR. MICHAUD:  What we are doing, what was



        10   approved as part of the Residences of South



        11   Brookline, is essentially to take the Boston



        12   cross section and just carry it through to make



        13   it consistent.



        14           MS. McGRATH:  Which is one lane of



        15   traffic, with parking?



        16           MR. MICHAUD:  With parking and the bike



        17   lane.



        18           MS. McGRATH:  Thank you.



        19           MR. MICHAUD:  As a point of clarification



        20   through the Chair, there are no physical



        21   improvements, pavement markings, or otherwise,



        22   that are being proposed over that line into



        23   Boston.  This is solely a matter of local



        24   jurisdiction.  We are not obligated to go through
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         1   any review or approval endorsement for the city.



         2           MR. HUSSEY:  The bump-outs are just into



         3   the parking; isn't that correct?



         4           MR. MICHAUD:  Correct.  And the bicycle



         5   line would be exterior.



         6           MS. McGRATH:  I understand.  There is one



         7   lane.  I understand.  It is really one lane most



         8   of the time anyway, because if someone parks



         9   there, that is the end of it.



        10           MR. MICHAUD:  Right.



        11           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, you have already had



        12   a chance, but last comment.



        13           MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC:  Not me; Alisa.



        14           MR. ZUROFF:  Please.  I'm sorry.



        15           MS. JONAS:  I am Alisa Jonas, town



        16   meeting member, precinct 16.  Alisa Jonas.



        17           So just a few things.



        18           One, on the notice issue, I know for



        19   Bournewood, there were no notices sent to



        20   everyone who had been attending meetings.  And I



        21   would think that we don't want to just concern



        22   abutting property owners.  I know there was



        23   always a concern, are we in the neighborhood who



        24   are the property owners concerned enough about
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         1   the residents at Hancock Village?  I think we



         2   have always been that way.  My mother used to



         3   live there.



         4           And I don't know why the Town can't, on



         5   its own initiative, decide this is a large enough



         6   issue for residents that abut these



         7   properties -- the particular part of the



         8   property, that they should be receiving notice,



         9   too.



        10           MS. SELKOE:  Well, the accessor's office



        11   doesn't have renters' addresses.  I imagine we



        12   could.



        13           MS. JONAS:  Is that the only way that we



        14   can get the data?  I imagine the voter census



        15   data.



        16           MS. SELKOE:  I can look into it.  I don't



        17   know.



        18           MS. JONAS:  I just feel like that



        19   is -- we should provide them with the respect



        20   that we are giving ourselves.



        21           MS. SELKOE:  At Bournewood Hospital, we



        22   didn't send it to people who were inpatients at



        23   Bournewood Hospital.  We sent it to abutters, and



        24   that is what we have done for Puddingstone.
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         1           MS. JONAS:  No.  It was partly thanks to



         2   Representative Donnelly.  But everyone who



         3   attended meetings got notice of new meetings.



         4           So we can go beyond what the law is, if



         5   we feel that it is appropriate for residents who



         6   are renters and not owners to get notice.



         7           MS. SELKOE:  I can look into it.



         8           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, this is complying



         9   with the law.



        10           MS. JONAS:  Right, I know.  But I am



        11   saying we could go beyond that.



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  I understand that you feel



        13   particularly passionate about this project.  But



        14   there are other 40Bs and other projects



        15   throughout the Town, and not all tenants are



        16   notified, because the law doesn't require it.  We



        17   don't have the data available.  So again, I am



        18   going to push it back --



        19           MS. JONAS:  I leave it to the Town, at



        20   this point, to make the decision about what they



        21   think is equitable.



        22           MR. ZUROFF:  We are not, as a Board,



        23   going to require the Town to do that.  I would



        24   encourage them to do it, if they can.  But I also
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         1   encourage you to make the effort to notify people



         2   that live there.



         3           MS. McGRATH:  That is very weird.



         4           MS. JONAS:  That is number one.



         5           Number two, I don't know where the volume



         6   came from, but I agree with you that suddenly we



         7   have incredible traffic on Independence and on



         8   the West Roxbury Parkway.  So I don't know what



         9   is happening there.  I don't know why that is



        10   happening.  But I don't know.  I assume that is



        11   something that should be looked at anew, as well.



        12           MR. ZUROFF:  We have asked for the most



        13   up-to-date data that is available.



        14           MS. JONAS:  Right.  I do appreciate that.



        15           Just two more things.  One is the last



        16   week, I wasn't there, but I heard that you were



        17   concerned at not enough people from the public



        18   were attending these meetings.



        19           MR. ZUROFF:  No, I never said that.



        20           MS. JONAS:  Or just that it was empty.



        21           MR. ZUROFF:  I noted it, perhaps, but I



        22   was not concerned.



        23           MS. JONAS:  You noted it.  And I am happy



        24   that there is more people this time, but I do
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         1   think I want to provide -- I do think that there



         2   could be a reason why less people have attended,



         3   which is, I think there is a level of



         4   disillusionment that, no matter what major



         5   critiques came out by the public and by other



         6   committees, it was largely ignored by the ZBA for



         7   the first 40B, which is why we had the



         8   unprecedented situation that the selectman ended



         9   up suing the Zoning Board of Appeals, because it



        10   was like, how can you have not addressed any of



        11   those issues?



        12           And I do appreciate that I think that the



        13   way you are handling it right now seems to be



        14   much more thorough and serious.  You are asking



        15   lots of good question.  So I am appreciative of



        16   that and I am hopeful that we will be getting a



        17   little more responsiveness to some of the



        18   concerns.



        19           MR. ZUROFF:  Again, I think that we



        20   understand our voice.



        21           MS. JONAS:  I do want to just mention



        22   that you showed -- or someone had on there --



        23   emergency vehicular traffic.  I don't know



        24   whether it is relevant to talk about that right
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         1   now, but that is the fire equipment.  Is that



         2   appropriate to discuss right now?



         3           MR. ZUROFF:  Well, the traffic takes



         4   into -- I mean, we heard testimony on the



         5   accessibility by emergency vehicles.



         6           MS. JONAS:  Right.



         7           MR. ZUROFF:  Do you have some data that



         8   you would like to offer?



         9           MS. JONAS:  I don't have data.  I do know



        10   that the fire chief had testified, at one point



        11   last year, that he was very concerned that



        12   because of the density of the new development and



        13   the relative poor accessibility, that he was very



        14   concerned about the ability to be able to put out



        15   fires in those buildings quickly enough.



        16           I know that, later, he had somewhat



        17   retracted that.  And I am on the advisory board



        18   and I am on the public safety committee of the



        19   advisory committee.  And I spoke to the fire



        20   chief afterwards and I said, "Why did you retract



        21   that?  What happened?"  And he said, "I was urged



        22   to retract it."



        23           And that was very concerning to me.  And



        24   so I am concerned about that.  I would like -- we

















                                                                 97







         1   also just had a meeting with the public safety



         2   subcommittee and Chief Ward a few weeks ago and a



         3   lot of the discussion, again, was on these two



         4   40Bs and concerns they had about being able to



         5   deal with those.



         6           So I would just like to make sure that



         7   you look into that a little more thoroughly, to



         8   see how they assess it and perhaps without any



         9   urging by anyone in Town to retract what they had



        10   said.



        11           MR. ZUROFF:  Okay.  Thank you.



        12           Is there anyone else?



        13           (No voices heard.)



        14           MR. ZUROFF:  Does the applicant want to



        15   respond to anything at this point?



        16           MR. SCHWARTZ:  No, thank you.



        17           MR. ZUROFF:  All right.  Then, having



        18   completed our agenda, we are going to continue



        19   this hearing on April 12th at 7:00 p.m. in the



        20   sixth floor selectman's room.



        21           MS. SELKOE:  Yes, we will go back to the



        22   sixth floor hearing room.



        23           MR. ZUROFF:  We will be hearing from the



        24   stormwater peer review.  Thank you all for coming

















                                                                 98







         1   and for your input and we will see you on



         2   the 12th, perhaps.



         3           (Whereupon, at 8:55 p.m., the hearing was



         4   adjourned.)



         5



         6



         7



         8



         9



        10



        11
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        13



        14
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        17



        18



        19
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        21
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        23
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         1              COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS



         2      Suffolk, ss.



         3



         4               I, Megan M. Castro, a Notary Public in



         5      and for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, do



         6      hereby certify:



         7               That the hearing that is hereinbefore set



         8      forth is a true record of the testimony given by



         9      all persons present.



        10                IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set



        11      my hand this 23rd day of April, 2018.



        12



        13



        14

                               Megan M. Castro

        15                    Shorthand Reporter



        16



        17      My Commission expires:



        18      July 31, 2020



        19
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        23
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1 APPEARANCES: 1 are going to hear about traffic design peer
2 Mark Zuroff, Chair 2 reviewfromthe Town expert. And we will then
3 Chris Hussey, Board Menber 3 hear fromthe applicant's traffic expert. | will
4 Lark Pal ermo, Board Member 4 open the floor for public comwent.
5 5 Wat | would like to direct you to, as
6 Pol I'y Sel koe, Esquire 6 far as public comrent is concerned, is to confine
7 JimFitzgerald, Environnental Partners Goup 7 your renarks to the actual traffic reports that
8 Robert M chaud, MDM Transportation Consultants 8 you are going to hear tonight. Further public
9 Joe Geller 9 coment will beinvited at future neetings as we
10 Steven Schwartz, Esquire 10 proceed, because we all want to keep these
11 11 proceedi ngs noving as qui ckly as possi bl e.
12 12 That is, basically, ny overview unless,
13 13  Polly, you have anything to add.
14 14 M5. SELKCE No. As you know, at the |ast
15 15 hearing, which was just |ast week, for those of
16 16  you who were here, we heard fromthe design peer
17 17 reviewer and this week will be hearing fromthe
18 18 traffic peer reviewer, JimFitzgerald. And at
19 19 our next hearing, which is April 12th, we will
20 20 hear fromthe stornwater peer reviewer.
21 21 So Jim why don't you start?
22 22 MR FITZERAD M nane is
23 23 JimFtzgerald, of the Environnental Partners
24 24 Qoup. Ve didthe traffic peer review of the
Page 3 Page 5
1 PROCEEDI NGS 1 Puddingstone project. W& reviewed the traffic
2 - - - 2 inpact assessnent that was done by MM dated
3 MR ZURCFF:.  od evening, |adies and 3 March 10, 2016. And we found that it was done in
4 gentlemen. M nane is Mark Zuroff. 4 a consistent manner with standard engi neering
5 This is calling to order to neeting of 5 practices, with the exception of a few comrents.
6 the Zoning Board of Appeals. \¢ are here tonight | 6 The study included four intersections
7 onthe matter of Puddingstone at Chestnut HII, a | 7 that were investigated: |ndependence Drive at
8  40B proceedi ng. 8 Sherman Road and Thornton Street; |ndependence
9 For the record, we are being recorded. 9 Drive at Gerry Road; |ndependence Drive at
10 Are we? ¢ are being transcribed. It is voice 10 Beverly Road and Russett Road; and |ast, Gove
11 recorded as well. 11 Street at South Street and V&l nut HIl Road.
12 So we don't really have m crophones in 12 The traffic report was based on traffic
13 the audience, but it is inportant for everyone 13 counts that were conducted back i n Novenber 2015.
14 that speaks tonight that we speak clearly enough |14 A that tine, typical weekday morning and evening
15 sothat it can be heard on this mcrophone up 15 peak hour counts were perforned. Novenber
16 here. Mst of you are close enough, | amsure. 16 represents traffic volunes that are consistent
17  And everything that you say tonight will be 17 with the yearly average, so no adjustnent to the
18 recorded. 18 traffic vol umes were made nor are any needed.
19 For the record, the nenbers of the Zoning |19 The four intersections -- four study
20 Board of Appeals tonight are nyself; tony right |20 intersections were |ooked at for crash history,
21 is Christopher Hissey; to ny left is 21 using available infornation fromMssDOT during
22 Lark Palermo. \¢ are the Zoning Board of 22  the five-year period of 2009 through 2013. A
23 Appeal s. 23 relatively light nunber of crashes were reported
24 Toni ght, on the Puddingstone project, we |24 during this time period, according to MassDOT.
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1 Wen you conpare the nunber of crashes to the 1 weekday. That is during a 24-hour period. And
2 nunber of traffic flow ng through the 2 during the norning peak hour, it would be 101
3 intersections, you find that there is a very 3 vehicle trips. That is entering and exiting
4 light -- very lowcrash rate at each of the four 4 traffic. During the weekday evening period, an
5 studied intersections conpared to the averages -- | 5 additional 127 vehicle trips woul d be added.
6 the MassDOT average for this area. 6 As part of the mitigation for the
7 V¢ woul d reconmend, however, that the 7 devel opnent, the applicant is recomrending that
8 crash data be verified with crash data avail abl e 8 Sherman Road be redirected froma cl ockw se
9 through the Brookline Police Departnent, to 9 direction, with Gerry to a countercl ockw se
10 verify that all the correct -- nost accurate 10 direction, approaching |ndependence Drive
11 information was used. 11 opposite Thornton Road and installing traffic
12 Next, traffic vol umes were eval uated to 12 signals at the intersection.
13 determne whether or not there woul d be inpacts 13 So as aresult, atraffic signal warrant
14 as aresult of this development. This is done 14 analysis was performed within the study. Based
15 through projecting traffic vol umes through a 15 on the Manual on UniformTraffic Control Devices,
16 future year, wthout this devel opnent in place 16 also known as MJTCD, traffic signal warrants are
17 and with the devel opment in place. 17 provided to conpare existing conditions, whether
18 So first, the traffic vol unes were 18 it be traffic or operation or safety, and
19 projected to a five-year horizon fromthe time 19 deternmining whether or not traffic signals may be
20 that the study was prepared, to the year 2021, 20 installed at the |ocation.
21 using a conservative growh rate of 1 percent per |21 If one or nmore warrants are net, traffic
22 year. However, typically the standard woul d be 22 signals may be considered at the location. In
23 for a seven-year tine horizon instead of a 23 the state of Massachusetts, however, we have
24 five-year horizon, although we woul d anticipate 24 Massachusetts anmendnents to MJTCD that has a
Page 7 Page 9
1 no substantial changes to the findings in the 1 little bit nore stringent requirenents |ooking at
2 end, as far as the operations wth or without 2 aspecific warrant having to do with traffic
3 this devel opnent. 3 volunes over the course of an eight-hour period.
4 In addition to | ooking at a general 4 The report only |ooked at warrant 2,
5 background growth rate, the report al so 5 whichis for the four-hour vehicle vol ume
6 identifies large -- the large devel opnent 6 conparison. And it incorporated traffic vol umes
7 anticipated in the area, nanely the Residences of | 7 anticipated by the site, using those
8 South Brookline, a 40B project, and incor porated 8 conservatively high nunbers that | was talking
9 that in the no-build 2021 traffic vol unes. 9 about before. So we would like these nunbers to
10 To determne the 2021 build traffic 10 be verified, especially since the report al so
11  volumes, the applicant used the Institute of 11 docunents the fact that the ITE trip generation
12 Transportation Engineers, |ITE Land Use Code 220, |12 procedures are conservatively high, conpared to
13 for apartment for all of the proposed apartnents |13 what the existing devel opment is generating for
14 in this devel oprent. 14 trips.
15 Despite there being transit 15 So again, by having higher traffic
16 opportunities, namely, the bus line that travels |16 volunes generated by the site, it would increase
17 right adjacent to this devel opnent, there was no |17 the likelihood of the traffic signal warrants
18 reduction used in the trip-generated traffic to 18 being passed. Wat we are finding is that, in
19 account for the fact that sone residents wll 19 fact, sone of those tine periods during that
20 likely use sone transit opportunities in the 20 four-hour traffic signal warrant are actually
21 area. So those nunbers were conservati ve. 21 close to not passing. So again, further
22 In the end, what the findings were is 22 investigation woul d be recommended.
23 that the proposed devel opment is anticipated to 23 A'so, based on the Mass. anmendnents to
24 add 1,324 vehicle trips during an average 24  MJTQD, it is recommended that traffic counts not
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Page 12

1 be older than two years, when |ooking at traffic 1 but still reasonable, a reasonable nunber of

2 signal warrants, and these were, again, 2 parking spaces per unit.

3 originated fromback in 2015. So we woul d 3 Regarding the circul ation around the

4  recomend updated traffic information as well. 4 proposed addition devel opnent, we woul d request

5 Anal yzing the 2021 no-build traffic 5 that turning tenplates be provided for different

6 volumes to the 2021 build vol umes and seei ng how 6 sized vehicles, including certain energency

7 traffic wll operate along those four study 7 vehicles, to make sure that there is adequate

8 intersections shows that there is only a 8 clearance provided, for review and that any

9 negligible increase in delay, even with these 9 alterations to signage and pavenent markings al so

10 conservatively high increases in traffic volumes |10 be provided for review

11 that would be generated by the site. W don't 11 The applicant is proposing, as part of

12 see any issue of concern there. 12 the Residences of South Brookline devel opnent,

13 As part of the devel opnent, the proposed |13 to -- as mtigation for that devel opnent, to

14 site driveway is anticipated to approach the 14 include changes to |ndependence Drive, converting

15 southern side of Sherman Road. So we reconmmend 15 the four-lane roadway into one vehicul ar travel

16 that consideration be nmade -- or an investigation |16 lane in each direct, one bike | ane in each

17 of sight distance at that intersection, to nmake 17 direction, and on-street parking, which certainly

18 sure that there is adequate sight distance there. |18 seens to nake sense, because, a lot of tines

19 Certainly, Gerry and Sherman are rel atively 19 along Independence Drive, parking takes place

20 slownoving roadways. But again, we just want to |20 bl ocking the outside |anes anyway. So it seens

21 nmake sure adequate sight distance exists with the (21 to be a nore efficient use of the space

22 proposed topography. 22 certainly.

23 Next, to get into the parking. It was 23 & were not able to reviewthe plans

24 docunented that the existing site contains just 24 The plans that we were provided were concept ual
Page 11 Page 13

1 over 1,000 parking spaces for the existing 789 1 innature. So we were not able to verify the

2 apartment units, which equates to about 1.36 2 design on that, including geonetry, curb

3 spaces per unit. Under proposed conditions, we 3 extensions, signal |ayout and equi pnent, signage

4 are anticipating 198 additional apartment units 4 paverent narkings, et cetera.

5 and 28 apartnent units that are to be renovated. 5 If this sort of change in |ndependence

6 340 on-site parking spaces were counted on the 6 Drive were to take place, coordination review

7 site plans, although there is docunentation 7 would be required by the Aty of Boston, since

8 referring to 350 parking spaces. \¢ are not 8 the devel opnent does take place right on the line

9 clear on where those additional 10 parking spaces | 9 with the dty of Boston. So | amnot certain on

10 are located. 10 where that all stands. | amsure there has been

11 O those 340 that we counted, that would |11 discussions with the Gty already, hopefully

12 be added the site, we also want to keep in nind 12 The applicant has cormitted to expandi ng

13 that there would likely be a few parking spaces 13 their travel denand managenent programto include

14 renoved fromthe southern side of Sherman Road. 14 shuttle service, Zpcar opportunities, bicycle

15 Soinstead of that increase of 340 spaces, we are |15 and pedestrian opportunities, including bike

16 probably tal king closer to 337 spaces. 16 racks, transit schedules, et cetera, which all

17 Inthe end, if you ook at the nunber of |17 seemto nake sense

18 renovated units as well as new apartnents, this 18 (e other thing | would like to point out

19 equates to just under 1.5 spaces per unit, which |19 is the |oading zone/trash pickup for the proposed

20 is higher than the rate that exists for the 20 site plan was not really highlighted. So we

21 current devel opnent. Conparing the anount of 21 question what the intent is for trash pickup and

22 total spaces, this, of course, is anet -- this 22 loading, as well

23 is areduction in what woul d be required, 23 Sorry to hop back again, but one thing

24 however, fromthe zoning parking requirenents, 24  neglected to nention. Wen we were tal king about
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1 the nunber of parking spaces on the site, we are 1 look has to be done, including |ooking at the
2 anticipating, based on the nunber, again, a net 2 eight-hour traffic signal warrant, warrant
3 increase of 337 parking spaces. But | do want to | 3 nunber 1
4 point out. O those 337 parking spaces, 82 of 4 MR HUSSEY: So shoul dn't we have that
5 themare tandem So 41 spaces could potentially 5 updat ed?
6 be blocked by other vehicles parking behind them | 6 MR F TZGRALD.  Yes.
7 Sowe would like clarification on what the intent | 7 MR HUSSEY: Rght?
8 is on naking sure that access is being provided 8 MR ZURCFF:  Anything el se, Chris?
9 tothose interior parking spaces to fully benefit | 9 MR HUSSEY: Yes. The tandemparking, is
10 fromthem 10 that in the building?
11 | believe that is all | have. 11 MR FITZGERALD | think it isinthe
12 MS. SELKCE:  Thank you. 12 parking garage.
13 MR HUSSEY: | have got a question. The |13 MR HUSSEY: The parking garage. That is
14 volunes that you mentioned -- actually, you have |14 what | amasking. Then that is their probl em
15 answered ny question. There are over two years 15 Do we have a site plan available to | ook
16 old now-- three years, at this point. Were do |16 at? It would be hel pful
17 those vol une statistics cone fron? 17 MB. SELKCE Do you have one?
18 MR FITZGERALD. The traffic count data? |18 MR MCHAUD Actually, | do.
19 MR HUSSEY: The existing traffic 19 M5, SELKCE This is Bob Mchaud, from
20  vol unes. 20 MM and he was going to nake sone conments now.
21 MR FITZGERALD Traffic counts were done |21  So perhaps this would be a good tine. And he can
22 back in 2015. Do you nean, what firm counted 22 showyou a site plan. Is that all right?
23 those vehicl es? 23 MR ZURCFF:  Yes.
24 MR HUSSEY: Ws that fromthe designer 24 MR HUSSEY: It is up to you.

Page 15 Page 17
1 or the petitioner or the Town, or? 1 MR ZURCFF: Wat | was going to do is
2 MR FTZGERALD: It was within their 2 have the Board question the peer reviewer first,
3 docurment. | amnot quite sure where they got 3 and then we will hear fromthe applicant
4 themfrom 4 MR MCHAUD Do you want the site plan
5 MR HUSSEY: It was in their 5 up? | will just have to flip through ny
6 presentation? 6 presentation
7 MR FITZGERALD It was in their -- 7 MR ZURCFF: That is all right. You do
8 MS. SELKCE But their traffic personis 8 what you have to do, and we will continue on.
9 here tonight and he can answer that question. 9 Thank you. Chris, do you have any ot her
10 Bob Mchaud is here, and he is going to speak. 10 questions?
11 MR HUSSEY: It sounds like it should be |11 MR HUSSEY: No.
12 updat ed. 12 MR ZURCFF:  Lark?
13 MR FITZGERALD It should be. If you 13 MB. PALERMD  Just for clarification, the
14 are considering traffic signals, absolutely. | 14 nunber of apartnents, | believe you said, was
15 feel, as far as traffic operations are concerned, |15 700-sonething. And is that the entire Hancock
16 if updated traffic counts were provided, assuming |16 Village, including the Boston apartnents?
17 it is not a staggering difference since 2015, the |17 MR F TZGERALD  Yes
18 results are probably going to be very simlar as |18 M5. PALERMO And that is true for the
19 far as conparing operations with or wthout the 19 1,000 spaces as wel |, parking spaces? So thisis
20 developnent. There really is a negligible 20 the entire devel oprent ?
21 difference in increasing del ay between the two. 21 MR F TZGERALD:  Yes
22 The traffic counts really cone into play |22 MR ZURCFF: M. Fitzgerald, first of
23 on whether or not traffic signal warrants are 23 all, ny first question is, we know that this data
24 being met at that intersection. A nore detailed |24 is old, and apparently you are in support of
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1 getting it updated. 1 be anatter for environmental as well. But the
2 MR FI TZGERALD:  Yes. 2 additional car generation within the project, do
3 MR ZURCFF:  Have you done any 3 you know or can you opi ne on whether that woul d
4 independent research on the data, traffic flowin | 4 have any effect on the sanctuary of the school
5 this area, yourself. 5 adjacent to the property?
6 MR FITZGRALD | have not researched 6 MR FITZGERALD W |ooked at it fromthe
7 into available traffic counts in the area, no. 7 standpoint of traffic inpact as to key
8 MR ZURCFF: Is that data available to 8 intersections.
9 you? 9 MR ZURCFF:  So just on | ndependence
10 MR FITZGERALD Nothing readily cones to |10 Drive.
11 mnd. | wonder if the other 40B devel opnent 11 MR F TZGRALD. R ght, at those four
12 across the way there, when that traffic count 12 locations. And we are conparing no-build to
13 data was collected, how far back was that. Is 13  build. So by applying this increase of traffic
14 that old Board? So no. 14 volunes that are docurmented and seemto nake
15 MR ZURCFF.  Are you aware of -- or do 15 sense, they disperse in different directions.
16  you know whet her there have been any changes in 16 But inthe end, there is not a substantial
17 the area either to institutions or traffic lights |17 difference in delay between the conditions.
18 or anything that would affect the flow of traffic |18 MR ZURCFF: So with that many new
19 inthis particular devel opnent, in this area. 19 apartnents and that many additional parking
20 MR F TZGERALD: Since 2015, when the 20 spaces, it is not significant?
21 counts were done? 21 MR FI TZCERALD: Based on -- | amtalking
22 MR ZURCFF: W& know that there has been |22 about travel delay tinme. Based on travel delay
23 astadiumbuilt down the street. But | wonder if |23 along those four study intersections, there is
24 there has been anything of conparable nature that |24 not much of a difference between the no-build and
Page 19 Page 21
1 would have an effect on traffic in the area, that 1 the build condition.
2 is significant. 2 MR ZURCFF:  Ckay. Wuld you, based on
3 MR FITZGERALD  MassDOT has avail abl e 3 what your data is, at this point, woul d you
4 count data that is available. It is sketchy. | 4 recomend any additional traffic controls on
5 don't necessarily knowif there is a chronol ogy 5 Gerry Road on the other side, the side streets?
6 of counts along this corridor. But again, I 6 MR F TZGRALD: As in traffic signals?
7 would anticipate just doing additional counts. 7 MR ZURCFF:  Traffic calning, or.
8 M5, SELKCE  Wul d devel opnent al ong t he 8 MR FITZGERALD. Certainly the
9 VWWParkway affect this intersection? Because | 9 Independence Drive corridor, like | said, really
10 knowthere is a very big apartnent building next |10 could be used a lot better, as reflected in the
11 to Home Depot, that is just being constructed 11  conceptual sketch with curb extensions, short
12 now 12 crossing distances, inproved sight |ines for
13 MR FITZGERALD It certainly could. Any |13 pedestrians seeing around parked vehicles,
14  devel opnent in the area could affect the traffic |14 et cetera. And that is traffic calmng. That
15 volumes. The one thing, by including 1 percent 15 does slow cars down. So those sorts of
16 per year, it is on the conservative side. So 16 inprovenents definitely would be great for the
17 that would likely absorb sone of the traffic 17  corridor.
18 volunes. |If there was a real large, substantial 18 (he thing | want to point out on the
19 developnent in the inmmediate vicinity that would |19 previous -- your previous question having to do
20 really alter things dramatically, thenit is 20 with operations, if traffic signal warrants are
21 feasible. 21 not net, that the intersection woul d have to be
22 M ZURCFF: V¢ will take public comment |22 reanal yzed as unsignalized. And then the
23 inalittle while. 23 differences in delays or the inpacts having to do
24 Anot her question | have -- and this nay 24 with delays coul d then be | ooked at under those
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1 conditions. Those were not |ooked at originally, | 1 possibly acceptable traffic cal ming measures

2 because the whol e idea was the intersection would | 2 MR SCHMRTZ Wll, | think it is

3 becone signalized and operate under that sort of 3 probably fair to say that, whichever one of these

4 control. So | cannot speak to what the 4 projects proceeds first, it would be a condition

5 operations woul d be under an unsignalized. 5 of the permt that those inprovenents be

6 MR ZURCFF:  This mght be an opportune 6 constructed as part of that project

7 tinme for me to ask the applicant if those traffic | 7 MR ZURCFF:  Ckay

8 signals, which | believe were originally part of 8 MR SCHWARTZ: So if the Board sawfit to

9 the special permt on the other project, is that 9 inpose those same conditions on this project, one

10 also part of this project? O is that a given? 10 way or the other, when one of those projects

11 MR GELLER The traffic signal at -- 11 proceeded, that would get built. | don't know i f

12 MR ZURCFF:  The whol e reconfiguration of |12 that answers your question.

13 Independence Drive. 13 MR ZURCFF:  So we can proceed on that

14 MR CELLER The whol e reconfiguration of |14 understanding, that, whichever project goes

15 Independence Drive, with the exception of the 15 first, those woul d be part of our prescription

16 signal at Sherman and Thornton, is part of the 16 Ckay

17 special pernit for RCBB. And that is 17 The plans that are being provided as part

18 all -- sorry -- conprehensive pernit for ROSB. 18 of this application, you have nade reference in

19 Sothat is all included and will be part of the 19 your report to getting verification of those

20 project. 20 plans, | believe. In fact, | amgoing to go

21 MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC W can't hear any |21 through the report and ask you sonme questions.

22 of this. 22 But is that still a requirenent that you woul d

23 MR CGELLER | said that the ROBB project |23 like to see?

24 included all of the work proposed on | ndependence | 24 MR F TZGRALD: Verification having to
Page 23 Page 25

1 Drive, which you discussed, which was the hawk 1 dowth the turning maneuvers?

2 lights for the crossings, the reconfiguration of 2 MR ZURCFF.  Traffic, traffic maneuvers

3 the roadway so that it was bi ke |anes, parking, 3 MR FI TZGERALD:  Yes.

4 and one travel lane. Al of that is part of the 4 MR ZURCFF:  So those woul d be --

5 ROSB conprehensive permt and will be constructed | 5 MR CELLER V¢ are going to go through

6 as part of that project, when that project noves 6 that

7 forward. So the only thing that is being 7 MR ZURCFF:  Sorry if | amjunping ahead

8 proposed as part of this project is the 8 MR CELLER No. Junp ahead.

9 signalization of the intersection. 9 MR ZURCFF:  As | went through your

10 M ZURCFF: So it raises a questionin 10 report, | have sonme other questions, the nost

11  ny nind, because ROBBisn't built yet. | don't 11 inportant question, | think, Chris has al ready

12 know how far you are fromconstruction. | know 12 asked, that you seemto enphasi ze, a nunber of

13 there may be sonme further |egal proceedings. | 13 tines, that the data is sonewhat old. It is 2015

14 amconceptualizing that; | don't knowthat for a |14 or before. And is it your reconmendation that

15 fact. 15 all of that data be updated?

16 But in considering this special pernmt 16 MR FITZGERALD Yes

17 application, the questionis, | have made it 17 MR ZURCFF:. Before you can make any full

18 clear to the audience and to you, that we are 18 review of the application?

19 looking at this independently. But that is an 19 MR F TZGRALD. Correct. Data be

20 overlap. 20 updated and nore accurate vol umes be provided for

21 And the question is, howdo we deal with |21 the signal warrant analysis, as well as

22 that overlap? And that may be a question for 22 additional hours of data.

23 your attorneys to answer. Because one seens to 23 MR ZURCFF: Thank you. Qrash data, you

24 require the other, in order for us to reach 24 nade reference to police departnent records
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1 which | don't believe we ever presented to you 1 MR ZURCFF: Al right, sir.
2 for review Your recommendation is that that 2 MR MCHAUD  Thank you very nmuch. | am
3 data be available and nade avail abl e? 3 going to use the podium if that is okay.
4 MR FITZGERALD Correct. Because for 4 MR ZURCFF: That is fine, as long as you
5 past projects, realizing that there has been some | 5 make yourself heard.
6  disconnect between Brookline and MassDOT havi ng 6 MR MCHAUD Let me back up to the
7 to do wth crash data on occasion. 7 begi nni ng.
8 MR ZURCFF:  Could that include the Gty 8 For the record, ny nane is
9 of Boston, too? 9 Robert Mchaud, a principal wth MM
10 MR FI TZGERALD. The intersections all 10 Transportation Gonsultants, based in Marl boro,
11 fall within Brookline jurisdiction. 11  Massachusetts. M firmwas responsible for
12 MR ZURCFF: But you said we are 12 preparing the traffic report that
13  bordering on Boston. Wuld it be hel pful to have |13 M. Fitzgerald s firmrevi ened.
14 dty of Boston data as well? 14 And we find that there is a general |evel
15 MR FITZGRALD: | don't think the Aty 15 of concurrence with the methodol ogy and the
16 of Boston woul d cover the area of study that we 16 standards that were applied in the conduct of
17 are looking at here. 17 that study. | believe M. Fitzgerald represented
18 M ZURCFF:  (kay. So in other words, 18 that.
19 the effect of traffic comng off of VFWParkway 19 There are essentially four areas of
20 isn't going to nake any difference? 20 requested suppl emental infornation or
21 MR H TZGERALD: R ght. 21 clarifications that | would |ike to walk through.
22 M ZURCFF:  kay. 22 Many of these points nay address sonme of the
23 MR HUSSEY: Independence Drive, that is |23 questions that the Board had raised so far. So
24 Qty of Boston, isn't it? 24 it mght be helpful to step through those.

Page 27 Page 29
1 MR FITZGERALD Mo, actually. It is 1 (e of those pieces of supplenental
2 Brookline. But the lineis just to the south of 2 information had to do with the police, |ocal
3 the intersection, | believe. 3 police, accident records, which we actually do
4 MR HUSSEY: Do you have a larger plan? 4 have for the sane period in which we report the
5 | was hoping to see a site plan that shows the 5 MassDOT data, that that can nmake a correl ation
6 roads around it. 6 between any differences that nmight exist between
7 MR MCHAD W can showthat, if | am 7 the DOT database, which is derived fromlocal and
8 allowed to present. 8 Registry records, and the local records.
9 MS. SELKCE  Perhaps we have that in the 9 Sonetimes there are discrepanci es between the
10 application. 10 two.
11 MR HUSSEY: |If we don't have it now can |11 The good news here is that, based on
12 we have it for the next neetings? 12 subnitted records that we received fromthe
13 MR MQHAUD:  Through the Chair, | think |13 police departnent for that 2011 through ' 13
14 many of the questions that are being asked will 14 period, it coincides with the DOT database that
15 be addressed if | go through the PowerPoint. 15 there were a total of 14 crashes over that period
16 MR GELLER It would nake it easier to 16 of tine reported locally, only several of which,
17 just go through his presentation. 17 in sone way, were related to the driveways that
18 MR ZURCFF:  Maybe we can cone back to 18 currently serve Hancock Village, shown in bl ue.
19 M. Fitzgerald after we hear fromyou, if you 19 And when you plot the |ocations of those
20 think that would work better. The inportant 20 various crashes, there is no single |ocation
21 thing is that we get all of the data. 21 along Independence Drive that is a hot spot, so
22 M MCHAD Rght. 22  to speak. There are not multiple collisions at
23 MR ZURCFF: Wul d that be okay with you? |23 specific locations along the road. They happened
24 MR FI TZGERALD:  Absol utely. 24  to be spread fairly consistently throughout the
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1 corridor. And when you ook at the equival ent 1 the nost current state records. V¢ can certainly
2 crash rate represented on this diagram those 2 nake the request of the police department for the
3 crash rates are a very consistent with those that | 3 nost current records
4 were reported in the traffic study using the DOT 4 So that was, perhaps, the nost
5 dat abase. 5 significant piece of supplenental information
6 As M. Fitzgerald pointed out, those 6 So we have discussed the notion of the
7 crash rates are well below-- four to five tines 7 Novenber 2015 data. | think it is fair to say
8 below-- average crash rate statistics for those 8 that your peer reviewer acknow edges that, so
9 types of intersections inthis district. Soit 9 long as there is no vast difference in area
10 is fair tosay that there is a level of 10 traffic patterns relative to 2015, that it is not
11 consistency between local and state records, and |11 likely that the capacity results and the reported
12 it is fair to say that the crash experience here |12 results of the study woul d be any different -- or
13 isrelatively low 13 naterially different than we published.
14 None of these locations are listed on the | 14 The point | want to nake is that ny firm
15 state's high crash location listing. And as a 15 and ne, personally, have been involved with
16 result, there aren't any specific safety 16 planning along this corridor, including the
17 counterneasures that woul d be warranted to offset |17 Residences of South Brookline, since 2012. So we
18 any specific trends along the corridor. 18 have a fairly significant database, historica
19 MR ZURCFF: If | could just interrupt 19 database counts al ong | ndependence Drive. V¢
20 you for a second. Again, your records are 2011 20 al so have access to the functional design report
21 TO 2013? 21 that was prepared for the Beverly Road
22 M MCHAD  Yes. And | wll clarify 22 intersection back in 2007. So we have data from
23 that the reason we are show ng that information 23 2007, '12, '13, and '15
24  here, is because it was, at the tine the report 24 And when you begin to | ook at that

Page 31 Page 33
1 was published, the |atest available state records | 1 data -- here is an exanple of 2007 to '14 data
2 fromMssDOT.  MassDOT |ags by up to between two 2 for daily, am and p.m peak hours that were
3 and three years fromcurrent date in publishing 3 collected. And what that trend shows, and this
4 those crash records. So thisis atrue 4 is consistent with the DOT database publications
5 appl es-to-appl es conparison using | ocal records 5 isthat daily trips have essentially been flat or
6 to then-available DOT records. 6 nmaybe even, in sonme cases, slightly declining
7 | think the point of the exercise was to 7 The a.m peak hour traffic vol unes have
8 deternine whether or not there were najor 8 been flat or declining over that period of tine
9 discrepanci es between | ocal versus state records, | 9 And the p.m peak hour has a very slight
10 which | think this confirms there is not. 10 increase, representative of about |ess than hal f
11 And even in the screening of current 11 a percent annualized grow h.
12 listings, 2015 data is currently available, none |12 If you look at other sources of
13 of these locations are listed as high crash 13 information, the functional design report that
14 locations. It would be ny opinion that, on that 14 referenced, that was published in 2007, had 2004
15 basis, that there are no distinct trends that 15 datainit. W had 2013 data that we had
16 have occurred since the tinming of the traffic 16 collected along this corridor at those specific
17  study -- 17 intersections, which both showthat, again, the
18 M ZURCFF: Wuld it be possible for you |18 growth patterns here are substantially bel ow
19 to update your data? 19 half a percent annualized growth.
20 MR MCHAUD W certainly could do that. |20 So what that shows is that -- well, | am
21 Yes. So the point of this exercise was to 21 not saying that there wouldn't be sonme change
22 address, head-on, the point of, is there a 22  between 2015 and now | think the nature of the
23 discrepancy between the two? And there is not. 23 traffic change has been nodest and rel atively
24 But we can certainly update to reflect 24  mnor and certainly well within the growth

DTI

1-617-542-0039

Court Reporting Solution -

Bost on
www. deposi ti on. com



http://www.deposition.com



PROCEEDI NGS

03/ 27/ 2018 Pages 34..37

Page 34

Page 36

1 patterns that we have seen historically since 1 and 100 tower truck as the | argest design vehicle

2 2004, whichis flat, less than half a percent 2 that may have to respond here. V¢ find that

3 annualized growth. 3 there is sufficient nmaneuvering area for that

4 Because we took a conservative approach 4 vehicle type

5 as how we anal yzed traffic growth by applying a 5 ¢ concl ude that by showing in this

6 1 percent annualized growh factor, we are 6 contextual diagramthe nature of where the swept

7 essentially taking a high guess, if you will, as 7 novenents woul d be for that |argest vehicle type

8 to what the design volumes will be in the context | 8 at the driveway entrances al ong | ndependence

9 of this project. 9 Drive, as well as within the property itself.

10 So it is ny professional opinion that, on |10 And you can see, they are annotated | ocations A

11 the basis of the history of this corridor and ny |11 through E in this case, for vehicles that woul d

12 know edge that there are not any specific 12 be entering the site and |ikew se exiting the

13 localized projects that woul d have substantially |13 site fromthose sane positions

14  changed those patterns, that the volunmes as they |14 As you look at the details fromeach one

15 arereported in this study are valid and 15 of those |ocations, you can see the swept path of

16 appropriate and reasonable for basis of inpact 16 that largest vehicle has sufficient maneuvering

17 analysis. 17 area, in each and every part of the site, to be

18 However, and | will speak to thisin a 18 able to get into and circulate within. These are

19 nonent, | think the nore inportant question is 19 the outputs of that exercise, which wll be nade

20 the signal warrant analysis. | think, really, 20 available to your peer reviewer, indicating that

21 that is the crux of this. W could certainly go |21 all of the swept paths are, in fact, adequate for

22 out and recount traffic at all four of these 22 that purpose

23 locations. But ny opinion, the likelihood of 23 Regardi ng parking, the sheet L300 on the

24 that creating any new, useful infornation for 24 site plan submttal does, in fact, total 350
Page 35 Page 37

1 inpact purposes is negligible. | think thereis 1 parking spaces. | think perhaps the di screpancy

2 sone value to looking at actual field conditions 2  between the 340 and 350 is explained in that sone

3 for the signal warrant purposes, and | will speak | 3 of the spaces that are tabulated in that nunber

4 onthat in a nonent. 4 actually exist on Sherman Road, near where the

5 MEMBER OF THE PWBLIC  Can you just say, 5 proposed driveway is that feeds into the

6 what is am peak hours? Wat are those hours? 6  devel opnent

7 MR MCHAUD  Through the Chair, in the 7 So | think, as submtted, and consi stent

8 context of the traffic study, we look at commuter | 8 with the application materials, there are 350

9 periods between 7:00 and 9:00 in the norning and 9 parking spaces, sone of which, we acknow edge

10 4:00to 6:00 p.m at night. That is what those 10 are tandemspaces within the garage structure

11  represent. 11  The tandem spaces woul d be assigned to specific

12 So another point -- series of questions 12 units. They are assigned tandemspaces. So

13 that M. Fitzgerald raised had to do with on-site |13 unlike a public parking |ot, where you coul d park

14 parking and circul ation aspects. V¢ have since 14  anywhere that you found capacity, this woul d be

15 responded, and | will show you the response, 15 an assigned basis tandemparking. So if your

16 here, to several of those itens: Providing an 16 partner/wifelhushand was parked in one of those

17 auto turn anal ysis for energency apparatus into 17  spaces, you woul d have to sort out which one of

18 and through the devel opnent; sone clarification 18 you parked in the first versus the second space.

19 of park supply ratios; and finally, there was a 19 So there is really no inherent need to

20 discussion about the sight Iine issue, the 20 have a nmanagenent plan, per se, for those spaces

21 potential for loss of spaces to enhance sight 21 It would be incunbent on that unit owner to

22 lines. 22 understand how to best jockey the cars.

23 The auto turn anal ysis was a conputerized | 23 MR ZURCFF:  Just a question about the

24 analysis that |ooked at the Brookline E-1 Bronto |24 interior spaces. |s there -- we did not tour the
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1 garages when we did the site visit and naybe we 1 both edges of that road. That is a one-way road

2 should take look at them But is there adequate 2 just to be clear. That one-way circul ation

3 roomfor people to jockey one car out? 3 pattern would be fromthe top of the page toward

4 MR CGELLER This is only in the new 4 Independence Drive.

5 garage. 5 And there are a lack of spaces, if you

6 M ZURCFF. Ch, right. Sowll there be | 6 wll, directly opposite that driveway, so that

7 roomin the garage? 7 you can have proper naneuverability to make a

8 MR CGELLER Yes, there will be. 8 turn out of that driveway.

9 MR ZURCFF:  Correct. 9 MR ZURCFF: So are they posted as

10 So the effective parking supply ratio, at |10 no parking?

11 that 350, is just over one-and-a-half spaces per |11 MR MCHAUD They will be striped as "no

12 unit. And we know that, through the survey of 12 parking."

13 the Hancock Village facility, that the actual 13 The question is whether or not any

14  parking supply ratio for those units is actually |14 renoval of those spaces, particularly the ones

15 1.36. 15 that exist just to the top edge of that driveway

16 So the ratio that is being proposed here |16 woul d need to be renoved so that someone in the

17 represents an increase inthe ratio relative to 17 stopped position coul d see soneone con ng al ong

18 howthe site is currently operating. W know 18 the one-way section of road

19 through practical experience and prior survey of |19 Qur opinion is that you could certainly

20 that site, that that 1.36 ratio for the existing |20 elimnate those and enhance the sight line. It

21  Hancock Millage is sufficient to accoomodate this |21 would not naterially affect the parking ratio

22 need. So we feel confident that that ratiois an |22 that is being sought in this devel oprent. |f we

23 appropriate standard to hold for this project, 23 lose two or three parking spaces, it is still

24 understanding that it doesn't meet the so-called |24 going to work pretty well. It is certainly the
Page 39 Page 41

1 zoning requirenent, which has nore than 400 1 prerogative of this Board

2 parking spaces that woul d be required. So there 2 The design, as it is currently proposed

3 is sufficient parking within the application and 3 is consistent with general design practices for

4 intent of this project. 4 these types of devel opnent. These are very sl ow

5 Finally -- and this speaks to the park 5 speed, one-way roadways, very |ow vol ume

6 issues to some degree. There is an internal 6 roadways. And to the extent someone actual |y

7 driveway that is shown on the site plan. | don't | 7 pulls up to where the aisle is, of Shernan Road,

8 have ny laser pointer, so | wll point. That 8 ny opinion would be that they have adequate

9  driveway is located in that orientation. Youcan | 9 ability to see an onconmng car, even

10 see where it cones into Shernman Road. 10 notwithstanding that there are parked cars al ong

11 The questionis, if you arein a stopped |11 the edge of the road. It is not unlike what nost

12 position, leaving that driveway, whether you 12 peopl e woul d experience in the Aty of Boston,

13 woul d have adequate visibility to an oncom ng 13 when you cone out the side street and there are

14 vehicle, a sight line. And you will see that 14  parked vehicles on either side.

15 there are a series of spaces al ong Shernan Road, 15 But that said, | don't think there is any

16 probably the ones that were not tallied as part 16 reason they couldn't be elimnated, to the extent

17  of that 350. 17 that you wanted to nmaxinize that sight |ine

18 MR ZURCFF:  Are they on the right side 18 That could certainly be drawn as part of the

19 or the left side? 19 conditions for approval

20 MR MCHAUD. They are on the 20 MR ZURCFF. Is there -- Joe, this mght

21 right -- well, they are actually on both sides, 21  be for you, too

22 to be honest with you. It is very hard to read. |22 Wat kind of plans are there in place for

23 The font on this is rather light. But you will 23 traffic within the interior roadway? People want

24 see that there are a series parking spaces along |24 to drop their groceries off. | nean, it is a

DTI

1-617-542-0039

Court Reporting Solution -

Bost on
www. deposi ti on. com



http://www.deposition.com



PROCEEDI NGS

03/ 27/ 2018 Pages 42..45

Page 42

Page 44

1 no-standing zone? Is it a no-parking zone? 1 apartnent conpl exes throughout the Commonweal t h
2 MR GELLER So the roadway is a private 2 The vehicl e types that woul d be
3 roadway that is used by the residents. 3 conducting that type of either nove-in activity
4 MR ZURCFF. It is a driveway. 4 or delivery activity, woul d be box truck type,
5 MR CGELLER Rght. It is a driveway, 5 unibody trucks that are not articul ated, 40
6 wth parking on either side of it. As you drive 6 or 50 --
7 in, years ago, they added islands at each one of 7 MR ZURCFF. But there could be a tractor
8 the courtway entrances. So there is a place to 8 trailer.
9 pull over, take your bags out of the car or 9 MR MCHAUD It would fit, certainly
10 whatever, and then park in the space that you can |10 But our experience wth apartment nove-ins is
11  find where that is located. So thereis 11 that those are typically done using a standard
12 already -- all of that is accommodated on the 12 uni body type truck. UPS delivery trucks are an
13  roadways today. And at this end, whichis 13 exanple of the day-to-day type delivery
14 basically doing the same thing as the entrance to |14 operation
15 the driveway here, to accormodate that. 15 And then we are all famliar with the
16 M ZURCFF: So if somebody wants to pull |16 front loading -- sorry -- rear-loading trash
17 into one of the new, smaller buildings, drop 17  trucks, all of which can fit in the circulation
18 their groceries, there is a place for themto do |18 within the property and can do all of those curb
19 that? 19 side, without any reliance on the public way for
20 MR GELLER That circle is w de enough 20 those operations.
21  so you could pul | up past the parking spaces, 21 Roadway i nprovenents, | think this will
22 that little drop off area between the two areas. |22  help clarify what Joe had mentioned about what
23 MR ZURCFF: |s that what those extended |23 has been comitted by the Residences of South
24 shapes are? 24 Brookline versus what is being currently

Page 43 Page 45
1 MR CGELLER That is parking. 1 contenplated, the change in those plans to
2 MR ZURCFF. (h, that is actual parking? 2 include signalization
3 MR CGELLER Yes, that is actual parking. | 3 So | would like to start with the plan
4 And there is two handi cap spaces on that end and 4 that was actually the reference point for the
5 then sone handi cap spaces on that end. 5 Residences of South Brookline. That is this
6 M ZIROFF. So it will always be freely 6 diagram which shows the conversion of
7 opened for energency vehicles? 7 Independence Drive fromits current four-Ilane
8 MR CGELLER  Yes. 8 section to the two-lane travel section with
9 MR ZURCFF:  Sorry. | interrupted you. 9 parking and bike | anes on the edges
10 MR MCHAUD That is okay. Thisis 10 This was essentially the concept that got
11 actually a closer view of that sane location. | 11 endorsed as part of the Residences of South
12 think we covered that issue. 12 Brookline project. And you will see that, as
13 Loadi ng and delivery was questioned. And |13 part of that, there are two specific |ocations
14 the philosophy is consistent with the current 14 along that road, one near the east driveway just
15 practices at Hancock Millage, that curbside 15 tothe north of Gerry Road, where there is a new
16 activity woul d include pickup of curbside refuse, |16 pedestrian crossing proposed. Near Beverly Road,
17 which will be wheel ed out in containers. 17 there is a realignment of an existing crosswal k.
18 There will be occasional nove-in 18 And at the Thornton/ Shernan Road intersection, at
19 activity. In the context of the new building, 19 that time, during its permt process, there was a
20 that would occur inwthin the aisle closest to 20 viewto putting a pedestrian crossing as wel
21 the building front, which is a two-way aisle. No |21 there, each of which woul d have curb bunp-outs
22 parking there. There wouldn't be any packi ng 22 associated with them to reduce the crossing |ane
23 novenents or bl ocking parking, per se. It would |23 and to protect or shield the parking that woul d
24 be a curbside operation, which is consistent with |24 occur curbside on I ndependence Drive.
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1 So that is the reference point. And that | 1 industry standard rates. W acknow edge that the
2  does show di mensional |y what that concept 2 existing devel opnent of Hancock Village generates
3 entailed at the tine. 3 at levels that fall belowthe industry standards
4 This is a shoot-in, if youwll, a 4 perhaps because there is public transportation
5 blowup of one of those crossing points wth the 5 opportunities and Zpcars and other features
6 bunp-outs. This is the Thornton/ Sher man Road 6 But our response to that issue is not to
7 intersection. And that is the east driveway 7 argue the academcs of the signal, it is rather
8 location, just north of Gerry. And you can see 8 to provide a cormtnent to nonitor the actua
9 the realignment of the crosswalk beyond it. So 9 performance and vol unes of the intersection based
10 that has all been hashed out, agreed to, and is a |10 on occupancy of buildings at that tine, to
11  commitrent of the Residences of South Brookline. 11 denonstrate conpliance to a signal warrant, to
12 This diagramrepresents, conceptually, a |12 nake sure that it actually is warranted
13 shift in that plan, not fromthe perspective of 13 So we can certainly go out and recount
14  where the work woul d be done for the Residences 14 traffic, we could redo warrants. And all of that
15 of South Brookline, but what woul d happen at 15 woul d be an educated guess as to what m ght
16 Thornton and Sherman and what is different than 16 happen. | think the nore appropriate standard to
17 that planning. And that is, the conversion of 17  hold here woul d be to provide a monitoring
18 Gerry Road, which currently allows access to 18 provision that denonstrates conpliance and the
19 Independence, to a one-way away fromlIndependence |19 need for a signal. And | think that that is a
20 and Shernman Road, which currently travel s away 20 commitnent of this proponent. And to the extent
21 fromlndependence, toward | ndependence. 21  Brookline endorses and approves a signal at that
22 So the idea is that we wanted to provide |22 location, they would be comitted to building it.
23 apoint at which all of the vehicle activity that |23 | think that woul d be the appropriate protocol
24  would be exiting fromthe north or west side of 24 here

Page 47 Page 49
1 Hancock Village and the new devel opnent woul d al | 1 W know that we nay easily neet a
2 have to come out at a single point. And the 2 one-hour volune warrant in the nmorning when nost
3 philosophy to that, it would be better to control | 3 people are leaving. Those warrants over an
4 novenents and to reduce vehicular friction by 4 extended period of tine becone nore difficult to
5 concentrating that at a known single |ocation. 5 neet, because nost people are not here during the
6 It would also for, to the extent a signal warrant | 6 day. So there are sone challenges to neeting
7 isnet and is built, would allowfor an exclusive | 7 every one of those warrants, particularly upon
8 pedestrian phase to be placed for anyone who 8 initial occupancy of the building. And as a
9 wanted to cross the street. 9 result, we woul d suggest it nakes sense to
10 & know that is a fairly busy crossing 10 nonitor it and determne the need at the tine
11 today, and it will be elevated once this new 11 Any design that is submtted for that
12 devel opnent comes in. So it is inportant to have |12 location would contenplate a redesign to
13 sone formof control at that |ocation. 13 acconnodate a signal, just to be clear. In the
14 O course, if we were to update that plan |14 interimuperiod, during which a signal is not
15 that was part of the Residences at South 15 warranted and it is not there, we woul d defer
16 Brookline, this is what it would look like. Now, |16 back to the original plan of the Residences of
17 it would showthe signal along with all of the 17 South Brookline, which would have a
18 other features that were commitnents of that 18 pedestrian-activated crossing at that |ocation
19 project. So that is the reference point. 19 You still need to accomnmodat e pedestrian novenent
20 The signal warrants anal ysis that was 20 safely, but all of the geonetric features, the
21 presented in our evaluation relies on a projected |21  conwidth [phonetic] that woul d be placed on the
22 shift in activity fromGerry Road to that new 22 intersection, would all be conpliant with
23 location at Sherman, as well as the newtraffic 23 signalization at sone point. And that is a
24 fromthe devel opnent, which we estinated using 24 commitnent of the proponent
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1 MR ZURCFF:  Just to be clear, the 1 Andtothe extent it were provided, we can

2 current plan, under the ROBB permt, includes the | 2 certainly do a spot count to validate at one of

3 signalization, subject to the Town approving it? 3 the higher-vol ume intersections what is going on

4 No? 4 with the likely outcone being that there is

5 MR CGELLER No, it doesn't include the 5 really very little, if any, change since 2015

6 signalization. It includes -- 6 MR ZURCFF: V¢ understand that. But as

7 MR ZURCFF:  The crosswal ks; | know that. 7 our peer reviewer has stated, it woul d be better

8 MR CGELLER The crosswal k and the havwk 8 for all of us to knowwhat that data is, at |east

9 signals. Soit will have the signals, those hawk | 9 updated as much as possible. So if you are

10 signals. 10 willing to do that, we would like to see it.

11 MR ZURCFF.  Wiich will stop the traffic |11 MR F TZGERALD: \éll, for ne, | think

12 for pedestrians? 12 the biggest issue, again, is the traffic signa

13 MR CGELER Yes. 13  warrant and the fact that, as the original report

14 MR ZURCFF: But not otherw se? 14 docunented, there is a substantial difference

15 MR GELLER It is not fully signalized. 15 between the existing usage -- the existing trips

16 MR ZURCFF: Not to go across fromGerry. |16 per unit at that devel opnent conpared to what | TE

17 MR CELLER To take a left or right turn |17 has published.

18 or whatever. 18 So if by looking at a four-hour traffic

19 MR ZURCFF.  Rght. 19 signal warrant, we are finding that two hours are

20 MR MCHAUD To be clear, the form of 20 net, no problem one of the p.m hours is net

21 control that was cited within the South 21 the other p.m hour net, based on our nunbers

22 Brookline -- Residences of South Brookline, 22 actually falls belowthe line and is not met.

23 RSB -- actually could entail a rapid flash 23 And we know that those nunbers are going to drop

24 beacon, which is alittle nore traditional and 24 dramatically, especially those p.m hours of,
Page 51 Page 53

1 nore used these days, relative to the hanwk. So 1 think, 45 percent is what the report that you

2 when we say "signal," we mean 2 noted --

3 pedestrian-activated beacon. It is a feature 3 MR MCHAUD: Rght, yes. The enpirica

4 that gets activated. 4 information woul d stay the same

5 MR ZURCFF:  Sonebody pushing a button? 5 MR FITZGERALD So now we have |ost our

6 MR MCHAUD: Yes. And then thereis a 6 two hours in the afternoon neeting those

7 flash/strobe effect on the road, if you will, so 7 four-hour warrants. So now we have got two of

8 that notorists who are approachi ng that crossing 8 the four hours being net. So we are not even

9 becone aware that there is sonething going on. 9 really neeting a four-hour traffic signa

10 And that is what those are. 10 warrant; never nmind an eight-hour.

11 And that woul d be inplenented under any 11 So | guess | wonder, if you were going to

12 scenario. And to the extent a traffic signal, 12 build it and just hope for the best, if that is

13 which stops traffic, regulatorily woul d need to 13 the best way to go, is nonitoring, if we have

14  neet the warrants. 14 these kinds of doubts and questions.

15 And that isit. Soin conclusion, | 15 MR MCHAUD So | think the basis of the

16 think we are going to be providing a witten 16 nonitoring is to avoid that situation. Weé want

17 response. | actually have that with me, and I 17 to see howthis actually perforns. \¢ want to

18 wll provide that to the Board and will 18 see how nuch traffic actually occurs

19  distribute it to your review consultant as well. 19 So again, | would prefer to avoid an

20 V& woul d certainly update the crash data |20 acadenic exercise of saying, do we neet three of

21 information to reflect the last couple of years 21 the four, or four of the four, or two of the

22 of available information. But the update of 22 four, when we are naking educated guesses? And |

23 traffic counts and such, it would be our opinion |23 think it is fair to say that, in the norning, we

24 that there is no useful purpose for doing that. 24 won't have any issue needing or neeting the
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1 warrant for a signal. The issue is what happens 1 The notion of a signal is to facilitate

2 during the rest of the day. 2 that novenent, at the same tine you are providing

3 MR H TZGERALD: R ght. 3 a dedicated and exclusive neans of pedestrian

4 MR MCHAUD: The conmitment of this 4 crossing with the regul atory control

5 devel oper -- and this is consistent with 5 MR FITZGERALD Not only that, but if

6 information input that is been received fromyour | 6 they are under unsignalized, should you install

7 police department in Cctober of 2014 -- is they 7 the intersection without signals, and the side is

8 would like to see sone formof traffic control 8 approachi ng or experiencing |ong del ays, then

9 along I ndependence Drive, for a couple of 9 driver behavior shows that you tend to accept a

10 reasons. 10 gapintraffic that you ordinarily woul dn't, and

11 (e, as a traffic calmng feature, if you |11 that could lend itself to a safety concern. So

12 will, apply regular gaps in traffic, but, as 12 in those instances, again, if you are running

13 inportantly or nore inportantly, to provide a 13 into something |ike that, that woul d al nost

14  dedicated nmeans of pedestrian crossing, a safe 14 defend a traffic signal installation froma

15 crossing of the road. 15 safety perfective

16 Wen we | ook at warrants, you don't have |16 M ZUROFF. So it could be nore

17 to neet the eight-hour warrant to justify a 17  dangerous?

18 signal. It would be nice if you did, and MassDOT | 18 MR FITZGERALD:  Dependi ng on how

19 has a preference -- prefers that. 19 excessive the queues becone, as unsignalized

20 MR FI TZGERALD  Yes. 20 with the redirected traffic plus the additional

21 MR MCHAUD But we have been in nany 21 site traffic. It would be good to know that

22 instances where the standards are net for a 22 nunber, what those delays would be. But if it is

23  four-hour warrant and, in sone cases, a one-hour 23 high enough, then driver behavior becomes nore

24 warrant, based on context of the location and the |24 aggressive to try to get a gap, because you have
Page 55 Page 57

1 confluence of events and pedestrian activity, for | 1 waited along tine to get out. So that is

2 instance, would dictate that placing a signal is 2 certainly sonmething you want to avoid as well

3 awsethingtodo. This may be one of those 3 MR ZURCFF:  WI I you be able to evaluate

4 circunstances. 4 what updated data you mght get?

5 MR FITZGERALD Because the other thing 5 MR FITZGERALD Sure.

6 was, did you analyze it without a signal, with 6 MR MCHAUD V¢ can provide that

7 the future volumes? How did that operate? 7 information, yes

8 MR MCHAUD: V¢ knowthe main line is 8 MR ZURCFF:  Ckay. | would like to make

9 just fine. 9 sure that that does happen

10 MR F TZGERALD. Yes. Ch, as 10 M MCHAUD Sure. And as | nentioned,

11 unsignalized? Absolutely. 11 M. (nhair, we have these initial responses and we

12 MR MCHAUD: Yes. So the unsignalized, |12 can augnent these with the information that we

13 just to provide a reference point to the Board 13  just discussed. So we can keep it noving, so to

14 and using industry standards and using the 14 speak

15 configurations of roadways that we are showi ng, 15 MR ZURCFF. | appreciate that.

16 in the norning, over a one-hour period of tirme, 16 MR MCHAUD | have got four copies of

17 there woul d be nore than 200 vehicles over that 17 this. Wth your permssion, | could give one

18 hour that need to get to Independence Drive. 18 right now, to your partner

19 That will result in delays in queuing, and | tell |19 MR ZURCFF. That would be great. It

20 you that wthout doing anal ysis. 20 will probably nean nuch nmore to himthan it will

21 That is an on-site issue. It is a 21 nean to ne

22 conveni ence issue. It does not affect public 22 MR CELLER Just to be clear -- | just

23 travel, but nonethel ess, is an inconveni ence to 23  want to make sure everybody is clear on this

24 the folks who nay |ive there. 24 VW would like to install the signal
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1 Thisisn't asituation where we are trying to 1 town neeting nenber.
2 avoidinstalling a signal because of the cost of 2 | was hoping M. Mchaud coul d actual |y
3 the signal or sonething. 3 put back up one of the pictures he had, because I
4 MR ZURCFF.  As we just heard, a signal 4 had a question about the parking spaces just, on
5 nmay be worse than no signal, naybe. 5 Sherman Road, outside of the -- opposite the
6 MR CGELLER Rght. So we are interested | 6 driveway into the new buil di ng.
7 inworking with your consultant and our 7 MR ZURCFF:  Again, for the menbers of
8 consultant to right find the right answer here, 8 the public that want to address this, we are
9 andit may be an answer that there is an interim | 9 confining our remarks tonight to the traffic and
10 answer and then there is a build-out, and then 10 the parking.
11  everything is built so you can accommodate the 11 MR QADSTONE  Yes, that is fine.
12 signal when the signal is needed, and then you 12 So we have the lot line for the new
13  pay for the signal. 13 devel opnent here, and these are parking spots
14 M ZURCFF: Rght. 14 that are now existing on Shernman next to the Hoar
15 MR GELLER So | just think that that is |15 Sanctuary. | heard you say -- | heard
16 the approach we would like to take here, so that |16 M. Mchaud say that there was going to be some
17 we are not doing the wong thing and that creates |17 lines that indicate "no parking" around the area
18 a problem but always have in our back pocket 18 of the entrance to the site.
19 that we can do the signal, because we knowin the |19 Does that nean on this side, outside of
20 end, we are going to want a signal. 20 the newlot, or within the newlot, here?
21 M ZURCFF: | like flexibility, so. 21 MR MCHAUD | think the intentionis to
22 Thank you. 22 have this portion of Sherman Road cl ear of
23 Any questions for the applicant's expert? |23 parking activity, to the extent practicable.
24 MR HUSSEY: No. 24 MR QADSTONE kay. Thank you.

Page 59 Page 61
1 MR ZURCFF:  Thank you. 1 So then ny next question is, since there
2 MS. SELKCE: Bob, do you have one nore of | 2 are parking spaces being taken away fromthe
3 those reports? 3 existing site, outside of the newlot for the new
4 MR ZURCFF. V¥ have got an extra one. 4 project, the existing site currently, as |
5 MS. PALERMO  You can have mine, Polly. 5 understand it, has too little parking -- it is
6 MR MCHAUD W can provide nore. 6 currently non-conformng as to parking
7 M ZURCFF: Is it going to be posted on 7 requirements -- | understand that is going to be
8 the site? 8 offset alittle bit because there is going to
9 M MCHAUD V¢ can provide it 9 be-- like thisis acurrent building on the
10 electronically. 10 existing lot, which is now going to be subsumed
11 MR ZURCFF.  VYes, so it will be available |11 into the newlot, therefore, that building s
12 to the public as well. 12  dedicated parking spaces are going to be
13 Next order of business is public comment, |13 subtracted fromthe spots that are dedicated to
14 | guess. So again, nmake yoursel f known. 14 the rest of the lot.
15 M5, SELKCE: | think you have got -- if 15 But | don't know what the math is. Does
16 you can hand that up here, that woul d be great, 16 that subtract the need for spaces that is nore
17 the attendance sheet. 17 than the current nonconformty? In other words,
18 MR ZURCFF:  You know, again, the 18 are losing these spots increasing the
19 mcrophone isn't affecting you. |If you are here |19 nonconformty? That is the question.
20 and you are speaking, it would be nice to have 20 MR ZURCFF. That is a reasonabl e
21 your name and address on the attendance. 21 question.
22 Scot t ? 22 MR CGLER No.
23 MR QADSTONE | have a quick question. |23 MR CQADSTONE  Has anyone | ooked at
24 Scott dadstone, 383 Russett Road, precinct 16, 24 those nunbers?
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1 MR CGELLER Yes, we can give you the 1 non-confornity.
2 nunbers. 2 MR ZURCFF.  But you will provide the
3 MR ZURCFF: V¢ will get the nunbers. 3 datato showthat. So you will get an answer to
4 MR QADSTONE  So that the building 4 your question, sir.
5 departnent can | ook to make sure that those 5 Yes, sir.
6 nunbers -- 6 MR FREILICH Jeff Freilich, 327 South
7 MR ZURCFF: | understand you want to 7 Street.
8 avoid infectious invalidity. 8 A very quick question, please. You nmade
9 MR QADSTONE | want to see if thereis | 9 an assertion about the data used for MassDOT with
10 infectious invalidity. 10 respect to the |atest available data from 2015,
11 MR ZURCFF. Rght. Thank you. 11 at least sonme of the analysis that you gave on
12 Yes, sir? 12 traffic flow Was that correct? | amnot so
13 MR SHPRTZ Nathan Shpritz, 13 sure | understood, because | walked inin the
14 precinct 16, | ama town neeting rep, 44 Payson 14 mddle. Was that the latest available data that
15 Road. 15 you had, was from2015? Because you are naki ng
16 | just had one followup for Scott's 16 an assertion that any studies that coul d be done
17 question, which | would also like to hear an 17  now woul d have a negligible effect on your
18 answer to, which | know nobody can answer today. |18 analysis so far.
19 But Scott was tal king about, | think, 19 M MCHAUD Wit | stated was that in
20 overall non-conformty. | would Iike to know 20 the Crctober 2016 traffic study, that the data
21 what the percentage of spots are for those 21 that we had available to us at that tinme ran
22 buildings that were previously serviced by those |22 through 2013. And as that was the case, we
23 spots there and what the parking ratios become 23 received local crash records for that same period
24 for those that don't have dedi cated parking 24 of time, so that we coul d nake a one-to-one

Page 63 Page 65
1 underneath their building. So sort of a 1 caparison between the Iocal police records and
2 separated parking analysis. So those that have 2 the state database, to see if there were any
3 the -- 3 discrepanci es between the two.
4 MR ZURCFF:  Wthin the lot, you are 4 Since the issuance of the report, if |
5 tal king about? 5 were to do a query, right now on crashes, |
6 MR SHPRTZ Yes. The sane spots that 6 would be able to query all the way up to and
7 Scott was tal king about. 7 through 2015, but not beyond that. So what we
8 MR ZURCFF: | think you have provi ded 8 will be doing is updating the traffic crash
9 data on that. 9 information to include the state records through
10 MR CELLER Yes, we have. | amnot sure |10 2015, and we have a request to Brookline for the
11 | understand the question. 11 latest available local records as well.
12 MR ZURCFF:  They are renoving sone 12 MR FREILICH Just so | understand, that
13 structures and they are putting up a new building |13 is just for crash data, but not the traffic flow
14 and they have provided us with the amount of 14 data?
15 spaces that are available for the |ot that they 15 M MCHAUD Correct. So the traffic
16 are developing. |s that your question? 16 flowdata is based on Novenber 2015 traffic count
17 MR SHPRTZ No. The questionis, if you |17 infornation. And what | presented to this board
18 take those spots out, for those that they are not |18 is that we have data from2004, '7, '12, '13 and
19 devel oping, what do the parking rati os beconme 19 ' 15, which, when you look at it,
20 then, and do they still stay close to where they |20 corroborates -- confirns that what we a have done
21 have been? 21 inthis study is conservative, neaning we
22 MR ZURCFF: | think that is what Scott 22 actually overestinmated the anmount of growth that
23 just asked. 23 has traditionally occurred here or that is likely
24 MR GELLER W are not increasing the 24 to occur over the next five-year period of tine.
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1 M FREILICH And you are 1 about ny seven-year-old son and | worry about ny
2 asserting -- fromwhat | understand, at |east 2 10-week-ol d daughter. | worry about the traffic
3 fromright now, MassDOT does have 2016 publicly 3 inpacts for when they start building this. |

4 available, nost likely, because they only have 4 worry about all of those vehicles, | worry about

5 the VWWParkway really included in that survey; 5 blasting, | worry about all of those trucks

6 correct? Independence Drive is probably not 6 conming and going, and | don't know howthat is

7 included in the MassDOT dat abase? 7 being accounted for. | don't know what is

8 MR ZURCFF: | know MassDOT does not have | 8 acceptable and all of that nath.

9 data for Independence Drive, directly, but they 9 | don't understand. \éll, okay, if these
10 have other area count stations, and | don't know |10 vehicles cone and go, | can say that, as regards
11 howup to date that information is. | think the |11 all the pedestrians, all of the people that |ive
12 request that has been nade is to update some of, |12 therein the norning, we all live there for the
13 at least, the traffic information that is dated 13 sane reason: to go to the school. Al of the
14 back to 2015, with data that is 2018 data, to 14 kids walk at the sanme time, they cone back, al
15 confirmwhether or not certain changes have 15 of that stuff.

16  occurred. 16 So those are ny concerns. Because the

17 MR FREILICH | amjust aware that 17 difference between if | leave at 9:00 o' clock and

18 MassDOT does have the data now published for 18 9:15is profound. If | leave at 9:00 or 9:30, it

19 2016, | assure, the crash data. 19 is very profound. M commute is either

20 | just want to make sure what you said; 20 10 minutes -- | work for a non-profit in JP-- or

21 you are not suspecting there to be any change and |21 an hour. And that is what it is

22 you are suspecting that it should corroborate, at |22 So those things are going to exist.

23 least, your assertions. But the data is now 23 don't care how many cars you put, you are goi ng

24 available, and | assune that you could rerun this |24 to have that. But what | don't hear accounted
Page 67 Page 69

1 and confirmyour assertion? 1 for is all of the people in the past few years

2 MR MCHAUD Correct. 2 who have discovered that this is the way to go to

3 MR FREILICH kay. Thank you. 3 Boston. They are conming up.

4 MR ZURCFF.  Thank you, sir. 4 M girlfriend, who lives with ne, is a

5 Yes, sir. 5 teacher in Medfield. So she is going in the

6 M SMTH M name is Kevin Smth and | 6 opposite direction at those hours. And everyone

7 don't need the mcrophone because | ama teacher, | 7 has discovered that it is a good through-way, and

8 sol amused to this. 8 | don't hear that being di scussed

9 | actually live in Hancock Village, and | | 9 Again, | understand all of the residents
10 can speak in terns of -- regarding traffic and 10 who live and who are nore adjacent and all of the
11 parking, all of that business. 11 passion and concerns and we are keeping it to
12 To park there -- | cone hone at night. | |12 traffic, which is what | amgoing to keep it to,
13 also work at bars at night, so you get ne coming |13 those are the one things that | don't -- what
14 and going. So | leave to the city during the 14 about the little kids and the crosswal ks and al
15 norning in these peak hours and often | conme hone |15 of that stuff, when one of those things are
16 past 2:00 o'clock in the norning. Inregards to |16 coming and going. It is like those are the
17 the parking spaces that they have there and 17 things | worry about, all of those vehicles and
18 whether there is enough, they are slated inline |18 Iledge and the blasting and so on and so forth
19 for smaller vehicles. It was done before the day |19 Wiat happens? Howlong is it going to take to be
20 of the SW. So there is a constant search. 20 built, and what is that going to inpact on
21 | could speak for volumes and hours about |21 traffic? | have heard traffic lights. But
22 the good | andlords they are, which they are, and |22 haven't heard construction vehicles.

23 | could speak for what they don't account for. 23 MR ZURCFF:  (onstruction managenent wil
24 S0 when | hear traffic conversations, | worry 24 be taken up at another tine
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1 MR SMTH Yes. And that is 1 aren't to be taken into account, but that is not
2 indeed -- the donino effect of that traffic is 2 what | was talking about right now
3 going to go and go and go. 3 | did nention last week -- and | didn't
4 MR ZURCFF. V¢ understand that. 4 have the regs with ne -- that, when we consi der
5 MR SMTH | don't doubt that for a 5 the inpact on the conmunity, the burden that
6 second. 6 we -- the burden on the town, the residents of
7 M ZURCFF: V¢ will be considering that. | 7 the project itself should be taken into account.
8 MR SMTH Thank you. 8 That is stated, and | can give you the cite, but
9 M ZURCFF:  Steve? 9 | think we are going to actually wite up a
10 Steve, it is inportant that | think that 10 comment, and | will put it in there.
11  you should point out that, while you sit on this |11 Basi cal |y, the housing appeal s committee
12 Board, you are here as a private citizen. 12 and 56.07 says that is sonething that they
13 MR CHUMENTI: | amSteve Chiunenti. | |13 consider, the inpact. And naybe | can even get
14 ama precinct 16 town neeting nenber, and that is |14 the | anguage exactly.
15 why | amhere. 15 You are supposed to consider the current
16 M ZURCFF:  kay. 16 and projected utilization of open spaces and
17 MR CHUMENTI: | don't know what Hone 17  consequent need, if any, for additional open
18 Depot is going to do, but basically, we have to 18 spaces by the nunicipality's popul ation,
19 build a ninth school. Ve are probably going to 19 including the occupants of the proposed housing.
20 have to build a tenth school. And it is possible |20 So | amsaying, it is not just the
21 inconsidering traffic -- and we are entitled to |21 neighbors that you shoul d be taking into account;
22 consider what is easily anticipated -- that the 22 it is what this is going to do to even the other
23 Baker School is potentially the site of another 23 people living in the rest of Hancock Village as
24 school. They are going to build, possibly, a 24 well.

Page 71 Page 73
1 school -- a Baker School on top of the Baker 1 MR ZURCFF: | actually think that we do.
2 School that exists. And | think that is 2 And certainly, all of those residents get notice
3 sonething that | don't hear anybody tal king 3 of these hearings as well; correct?
4 about, as far as nothing is going to change. | 4 MR WHTE M neighbors have no idea;
5 think what is going to change, particularly, 5 zero.
6 since we have got 500 apartnents in Brookline. 6 M5, SELKCE. No. The property owner gets
7 You are adding 192 for RCBB and a few hundred for | 7 the notice.
8 this. You are increasing Hancock Village by 80 8 MR WHTE | understand that, froma
9 percent. 9 business perspective, you are not going to tell
10 MR ZURCFF:  School s are not part of the |10 people that are coming in, oh, by the way, in a
11 40B. 11 couple years it is going to be a six-story thing.
12 MR CHUMENTI: | amnot tal king about 12 | understand this froma business perspective.
13 the school. | amtalking about the inpact of 13 But ny very next-door neighbor, as | left
14 actually getting to and fromthe school . 14 to cone to this, | nentioned where | was headi ng,
15 Basically, in effect, if thisisn't going |15 and it was like, what? And again, | don't fault.
16 be the ninth school, if you are going to increase |16 Because that is not -- | nmean, we live in a
17  Hancock Village by 80 percent, then -- | think, 17 society that we live in. You are not going to
18 then they all going to build the school on top of |18 tell someone who is coning in, unless you are
19 the Baker School, and | think traffic ought to 19 nmandated, oh, by the way, in a few years, they
20 take into account what happens with that kind of |20 are going to be blasting in your backyard. No
21 a change in Hancock Village and what it means for |21 one would nove in.
22 all of these people to be getting to and from 22 MEMBER CF THE PUBLIC Maybe the Town
23 basically, a school that is double. 23 shoul d be doing that.
24 Actually, | disagree that the school s 24 MR ZURCFF. Let nme say this to you,
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1 because your concernis legitimate. By all 1 personal point of view | care about the

2 means, notify the neighbors in the project. They | 2 residents of Hancock Village as much as | care

3 are welconme to cone. They are part of the public | 3 about the nei ghbors who own hones. | ama

4 as well. They don't have to own property to be 4 neighbor who owns a hone. | care about the

5 interested in this project. So we nay not have 5 neighborhood as well. So | amsure that the

6 to, by law notify them 6 Board will consider those people who live in the

7 MS. SELKCE Wéll, we do put it, of 7 project.

8 course, on our town cal endar and we did put the 8 MR SMTH | don't doubt that for a

9 initial neeting in the newspaper, but we don't 9 second

10 send it to renters. 10 Then | amasking, hopefully, in any way

11 MR VWHTE Just to spare you the time -- |11 shape, or form to do a better job. By the sane

12 MR ZURCFF: V¢ want the tenants to cone. |12 token, | amasking you, because, as | already

13 MR SMTH | don't disagree. But to 13 stated, | have lived there since 2011, in one

14 spare you the time, | amgoing to make up a 14  way, shape, or form And ny experience has been

15 nunber. 75 percent of the residents of Hancock 15 wonderful. Any issue | have, |andlord taking

16 Millage are fromel sewhere, here for many 16 care of this. It is a safe and wonderful place

17 reasons, culturally and so on. And bless them 17 for netolive. And | would like it to be a safe

18 That is one of the reasons | |ove the fact that 18 and wonderful place for everybody to live. But

19 ny son lives there, is because it is like the 19 also woul d hope that you woul d keep those things

20 Wnited Nations. They are not going to know where |20 in mnd and | et those people know | nean, but

21 to look. They won't even think about it. They 21 do | trust everybody? You know, we haven't

22 have noidea it is comng. 22 broken bread. You | ook nice.

23 MR ZURCFF: Maybe it falls on you to 23 He is funny. You guys, everyone in here,

24  notify them 24 it is all great. But unfortunately, especially
Page 75 Page 77

1 MR SMTH Fair enough. Fair enough. 1 inthis day and age, | don't trust everyone to

2 But | woul d hope -- and here is 2 not be regulated. | don't know And character

3 ny-- again, | was happy to keep it to traffic. 3 | amnot getting into any of that. Al | care

4 But | would hope that you are keeping the 4 about is that everyone wal ks away and everyone

5 citizens of Brookline's interest in mnd, 5 feels like they have said their peace and, like,

6 otherwi se. Because again, | conpletely 6 things get done the way they shoul d be done

7 understand busi ness. A business personis to 7 So | hope --

8 make profit and do the best. And fromwhat | 8 MR ZURCFF: | understand your concern,

9 have read in ny research, they do a wonderful job | 9 and | can assure you that it is ny concern as

10 and | don't fault themthat, at all. | would. | |10 well

11 go to work. | have to feed ny kids. 11 MR HUSSEY: ne of the questions here

12 But | amhoping that you have ny interest |12 it seens to ne, is notification. Rght? It is

13 innmnd | grewup in Véshington Square. | went |13 not a condomnium so the unit owners -- or not

14 to Driscoll. | have lived here ny whole life. 14 owners --

15 There is a reason why | want ny kids to go to 15 M5, PALERMD  Tenants.

16 this school. There is a reason why | want ny 16 MR ZURCFF: The applicant is the |and

17 kids to live here. 17 owner

18 So | have to count on you. For you 18 MB. SELKCE Typically, we often

19 saying, well, | hope the residents find out, 19 ask -- in other cases, we often will notify the

20 doesn't do it for ne. 20 nanagenent conpany and ask themto put up a flier

21 MR ZURCFF:  Wéll, again -- 21 inthe building or ask the owner to let the

22 MR SMTH | amsaying that 22 peopl e know who live there. So we could -- |

23 respectfully. 23 don't know if this owner would do that

24 MR ZURCFF: | will tell you, fromny 24 MR ZURCFF. | woul d encourage you and
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1 you and all of you who are concerned about this, 1 MS. LEICHTNER  Judy Leichtner. | ama
2 post anotice. | amsure that Chestnut H Il 2 town neeting nenber fromprecinct 16. | just
3 Realty will allowyouto leaflet, if you need to. | 3 wanted to add a coupl e of things.
4 MR CHUMENTI: | just have one other 4 MR ZURCFF. V¢ are tal king about
5 thing, though, if you don't mind. | amgiving 5 traffic.
6 you a one-page statement that precinct 16 nenbers | 6 M5, LEICHTNER  Yes.
7 wanted to present. V& have all wittenit. | 7 | read the report, read what the Town DPW
8 have given a copy to Polly and | will email her a | 8 wote about this, and have a nunber of questions.
9 copy soit can be in the record. 9 But | did just want to say, when you are
10 Real ly, it just has to do with, 10 talking about the residents, we have talked to
11 basically, the lawsuit that exists. Mstly it 11 many of the residents. They are terrified to
12 doesn't affect this, but there is one count that |12 conme here, because they don't want to be
13 does. And essentially, that one count has to do |13 challenging their landlord. So you just need to
14  with whether Mass. Devel opnent is actually a 14 know that.
15 proper funding agency for this project. Andif 15 And legally, | cannot go and put up
16 it turns out that they are not -- 16 flyers on private property, which is what Hancock
17 MR ZURCFF. That is a natter for 17 Mllage is, to notify residents. | don't even
18 litigation; it is not is matter for our 18 knowif Kevin can do it, when he |ives there.
19 consideration. 19 So it is avery, very tricky situation.
20 MR CHUMENTI: | amjust telling you 20 So often, when we are speaking, we are speaking
21 that, basically, that probably will come up, 21 for peopl e who have talked to us, but who are not
22 notion for summary judgment in April, answers in |22 here because they do not feel confortable coning
23 My, and it may not be decided before you decide |23 here. Sojust to keep that in mnd and | am
24 sonet hi ng. 24 sure -- | know you are concerned about the peopl e
Page 79 Page 81
1 Wat this statenment is saying is we ask 1 who live there.
2 youtosinply put as a condition of the 2 So | had a coupl e of questions.
3 conprehensive permt, that you basically require 3 Accidents. And | did -- | don't know
4 that the Mass. Developnent is, in fact, a proper 4 what that column of severity neant, but | don't
5 financing agency. And fundanentally, the case is | 5 knowthat | sawthe accident where the child was
6 that the statute says that Mass. Devel opnent can 6 hit on Gove Street a couple of years ago. |
7 basically be a financing agency for a project 7 don't knowif that was included in there.
8 that is residential only, to cure a blighted 8 MR ZURCFF: | amnot sure that is even
9 situation. Chestnut HIl Realty and, in fact, 9 part of the data that they look at. It is in the
10  Mass. Devel opnent, have conceded in court that 10 police records.
11 thisis not a blighted site. So the real issue 11 M5, LEECHTNER It would be in there.
12 is going to be about what is residential, and 12 But the other thing that actually isn't
13 this could be decided on notion for summary 13 included and it is only a block away, is that
14 judgenent. 14 intersection of South and VFW which | think gets
15 MR ZURCFF. | think we will consider 15 inpacted by this traffic. And we know t hat
16 that, but | amnot sure it is within our purview |16 soneone was killed there a year ago.
17 | nmight ask town counsel to opine for us on that. |17 MR FREILICH | gave himCPR
18 MR CHUMENTI: That is what that 18 MS. LEICHTNER It was outside of what
19 statement is. 19 was looked at, but | think it may be soret hi ng
20 MR SCHWARTZ: V¢ certainly have an 20 that shoul d be considered.
21 opinion on that natter as well. 21 There also didn't seemto be any nention
22 MR ZURCFF:  You are wel come to subnit 22 of the nunber of school children who are wal king
23 your opinion as well. 23 inthat area. And one, howthat affects the
24 Yes, na' an? 24 queui ng, because we know that at Beverly and
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1 Govel/lndependence, the traffic is often stopped 1 you said, Steve.
2 for much longer than the light cycle and how does | 2 MR SCHWARTZ It is enconpassed within
3 that affect the queuing? And if, in fact, 3 the conprehensive pernit. The zoning
4 Residences of South Brookline have peopl e making 4 board -- that is a local approval, whichis
5 aleft turn out of the Beverly Road part and how | 5 enconpassed wthin the zoning board' s power.
6 that all would affect the queuing. And | don't 6 M5, LEICHTNER So you saying there does
7 know-- | didn't see anything in the traffic 7 not have to be any public neetings?
8 report about any of those things, how many 8 MR SCHWARTZ: No.
9 children are wal king there and how do you 9 MR CELLER It is up to the board of
10 consider that as you look at all of the traffic 10 appeal s to make those decisions, which they did.
11  issues. 11 MS. LEICHTNER That was ny question,
12 The other thing that wasn't nentioned 12 because nost roads have neetings about that kind
13 was -- that is why | asked about the peak hours, |13 of thing.
14 because there was nothing about traffic at the 14 And then the other piece of that, which
15 afternoon pick-up tinme. And | think that is an 15 sonebody asked about, and you can see it on your
16 inportant time to be looking at things. And what |16 very last slide, Robert, was how does this affect
17 goes along with that is the fact that Beverly 17 Boston? And | haven't heard anythi ng about
18 Road is closed, in terns of getting from 18 whether Boston was actually inforned. Because in
19 Independence or G ove onto Beverly, in the 19 fact, you can see the line at Sherman Road. That
20 norning and in the afternoons at school tine -- 20 is where Independence is Boston. So everything
21 MEMBER OF THE PUBLIC During the winter |21 from Sherman Road, basically, on |ndependence,
22  nonths. 22 all the way to the VFW that is all Boston. And
23 MS. LEl CHTNER  -- from Decenber to the 23 | haven't heard anythi ng about whether Boston has
24 end of March, and | didn't see anything, in any 24 been --
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1 of this, about how that woul d be affected, and | 1 MR ZURCFF: | inquired to the peer
2 think that needs to be part of the consideration. 2 reviewer.
3 And then the other thing, ny questions 3 MB. LEICHTNER  Yes, thank you.
4 about these changes to | ndependence Road, none of | 4 MR ZURCFF: | would like to hear from
5 this has ever appeared in front of the 5 people | haven't.
6 transportation board. There has not been a 6 M FREILICH | just wanted to fortify
7 single public meeting. | hear that it was part 7 what she said.
8 of what was in the conprehensive permt for 8 MB. KOOCHER  Robi n Koocher, 285 Beverly
9 project 1. But anything for putting in stop 9 Road.
10 lights, narrowing of the roads, it never appeared | 10 First of all, | would like to thank you,
11 infront of the transportation board, and | am 11 the Board, for requesting the nost accurate and
12 very curious as to why that is. | would think 12 up-to-date traffic information. | think that is
13 that that would entail at |east sone public 13 really inportant, and | thank you for naking that
14 neetings. | don't think that is sonething that 14 sonething that you want to see.
15 you can condition. 15 Second of all, | haven't heard one word
16 M ZURCFF: Actually, | do believe that |16 about how many handi cap spaces there are. |
17 the transportation departnent did weigh in on the |17 heard sonebody -- sonebody said two, but that
18 original. 18 can't be right, interns of all of these parking
19 MS. LEICHTNER The transportation board |19 spaces. | think that is inportant.
20 has not had a pubic neeting, and they are 20 Because one of the things, sitting
21  supposed to have public meeting. 21 through a lot of neetings, was the fact that the
22 MR SCHMRTZ  There is no requirenent 22 devel oper was talking about the fact that there
23 for apublic meeting. It is alocal board. 23 was going to be adequate spaces for those who
24 M. LEECHTNER  Sorry. | can't hear what |24 woul d need a handi cap space, and | amwondering

DTI

1-617-542-0039

Court Reporting Solution -

Bost on
www. deposi ti on. com



http://www.deposition.com



PROCEEDI NGS - 03/27/2018 Pages 86. .89
Page 86 Page 88
1 if there is a nunber that you woul d know 1 MR MCHAUD A question for the Chair,
2 MR FTZGERALD | think it is 12. 2 just toclarify, sothisis the intersection of
3 MR ZURCFF:  Isn't that governed by the 3  VWWand Sout h?
4 building code in the state? 4 MR FREILICH Correct.
5 MR FITZERALD It is. It is. 5 MR MQHAWD This is March of 2018 that
6 MR CGELLER V¢ have that nunber. It is 6 the crash occurred?
7 onthe plans and we can find that. 7 MR FREILICH '17.
8 MR HTZGERALD It is 12. The required, | 8 MR MCHAUD As a point of
9 | believe, were 9. 9 clarification, it was not a study location. And
10 MR HUSSEY: You have got plenty. Al 10 the data that we had avail abl e went through '13
11 right. | wll give you that. There is plenty 11 and we can update it through '15.
12 already. 12 MR FREILICH Understand.
13 M ZURCFF: So it is being dealt with. 13 MR MCHAUD V¢ are not requesting data
14 MS. KOOOHER  Ckay. 14 for that location, because it is not in our study
15 M FREILICH Very quickly, if | may, | 15 area
16 just want to say -- Jeff Freilich, 827 South 16 MR FREILICH But you are looking at the
17 Street. Having had witnessed that particul ar 17  nunber of crashes. And if the crash data were
18 accident, | just want to call into question the 18 significant enough, | have to nention that there
19 veracity of the MassDOT data regarding crashes. 19 are enough reports fromthe Brookline Police that
20 | renenber, after that particul ar accident 20 always appear there, that their data about
21 occurred exactly one year ago -- | believe it was |21 crashes would be far nore instrumental in
22 in March -- | was at that. | renenber looking it |22 determning inpact on the nei ghborhood than
23 up and trying to get, since | live very close to |23 MassDOT data woul d be.
24 that intersection, | was worried that there 24 MR CELLER W¢ are going to look at
Page 87 Page 89
1 really are too nany fatalities that were caused 1 both. W& are going to provide the data that both
2 there. There have been a lot of fatalities in 2 Brookline and MassDOT have.
3 the past and there have been a | ot of serious 3 MR MCHAUD Yes, we are going to
4 accidents, but they have been prinarily m nor 4 provide both, for the locations that we are
5 crashes. 5 obligated to study.
6 | did not see that particular crash 6 M FREILICH Thank you. That woul d be
7 appear on any of the MassDOT data. Therefore, | 7 inportant. Thank you.
8 would like tocall into question that it is 8 MB. MCRATH Quick question. On that
9 possibl e MassDOT doesn't even consider that one 9 mp --
10 intersection, sinply because they believe, even 10 MB. SELKCE: Could you say your nane,
11 though it is a state highway, that it is part of |11 please.
12 Brookline's jurisdiction and, therefore, it would |12 MB. MGRATH Nancy MG ath,
13 only be found in the police report in Brookline. |13 Mc-GRAT-H 26 P owgate Road.
14 Therefore, we have to find some sort of 14 So the proposed light there, it is not
15 conbination or fusion of data comng fromthe 15 what | amtalking about. There is that little
16  Town of Brookline police reports, as well as 16 traffic calmng, green jut-out into the road. So
17  MassDOT, and not just to rely on MassDOT dat a. 17 are two lanes being maintained, or is it being
18 So | will call into question the veracity |18 reduced to one |ane?
19 of the crash data comng from MassDOT 19 MR MCHAUD  You see the Gty of Boston
20 specifically for that instance. And if | could 20 line is probably about 200 feet away from
21 present the Board at a later tine the exanple of |21 where -- within 200 feet of the intersection.
22 that, | woul d be very happy to do so. 22 The Aty of Boston design has parking on the edge
23 MR ZURCFF: V¢ are open to hearing 23 and it has a bike lane and it has a single |ane
24 whatever factual data you present. 24 of travel.
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1 MS. MGRATH The way that is now, you 1 the residents at Hancock Village? | think we
2 mean? 2 have always been that way. M nother used to
3 MR MCHAUD The way that it is now 3 live there.
4 As you enter into Brookline, that changes | 4 And | don't know why the Town can't, on
5 to 2travel lanes, one of which allows parkingon | 5 its ow initiative, decide this is a large enough
6 the edge of the road, effectively naking it one 6 issue for residents that abut these
7 lane. 7 properties -- the particular part of the
8 M5, MQRATH Really, yes. 8 property, that they should be receiving notice,
9 M MCHAD Wat we are doing, what was | 9 too.
10 approved as part of the Residences of South 10 MB. SELKCE: Well, the accessor's office
11 Brookline, is essentially to take the Boston 11 doesn't have renters' addresses. | imagine we
12 cross section and just carry it through to nmake 12 coul d.
13 it consistent. 13 MB. JONAS: Is that the only way that we
14 Ms. MQRATH Wich is one | ane of 14 can get the data? | inmagine the voter census
15 traffic, wth parking? 15 data
16 M MCHAUD  Wth parking and the bike 16 M5, SELKCE. | can look intoit. | don't
17 lane. 17 know.
18 M. MGRATH Thank you. 18 M5, JONAS: | just feel like that
19 MR MCHAUD As a point of clarification |19 is -- we should provide themw th the respect
20 through the Chair, there are no physical 20 that we are giving oursel ves.
21 inprovenents, pavenent markings, or otherw se, 21 M. SELKCE: At Bournewood Hospital, we
22 that are being proposed over that line into 22 didn't send it to people who were inpatients at
23 Boston. This is solely a matter of |ocal 23  Bournewood Hospital. Ve sent it to abutters, and
24  jurisdiction. V¢ are not obligated to go through |24 that is what we have done for Puddi ngstone.
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1 any review or approval endorsement for the city. 1 MB. JONAS: No. It was partly thanks to
2 MR HUSSEY: The bunp-outs are just into 2 Representative Donnelly. But everyone who
3 the parking; isn't that correct? 3 attended neetings got notice of new neetings.
4 MR MCHAUD Correct. And the hicycle 4 So we can go beyond what the lawis, if
5 line woul d be exterior. 5 we feel that it is appropriate for residents who
6 M5. MQRATH | understand. There is one | 6 are renters and not owiers to get notice.
7 lane. | understand. It is really one |ane nost 7 M5, SELKCE: | can look intoit.
8 of the tine anyway, because if soneone parks 8 MR ZURCFF:  Again, this is conplying
9 there, that is the end of it. 9 wththe law
10 M MCHAUD Rght. 10 MB. JONAS: Right, | know But | am
11 MR ZURCFF:  Again, you have already had |11 saying we could go beyond that.
12 a chance, but |ast conment. 12 MR ZURCFF: | understand that you feel
13 MEMBER OF THE PWBLIC Not ne; Alisa. 13  particularly passionate about this project. But
14 M ZURCFF: Pease. |'msorry. 14 there are other 40Bs and other projects
15 M. JONAS: | amAlisa Jonas, town 15 throughout the Town, and not all tenants are
16 neeting nenber, precinct 16. Aisa Jonas. 16 notified, because the |aw doesn't require it. W
17 So just a few things. 17 don't have the data available. So again, | am
18 (e, on the notice issue, | know for 18 going to push it back --
19  Bournewood, there were no notices sent to 19 M5. JONAS: | leave it to the Town, at
20 everyone who had been attending rmeetings. And | 20 this point, to make the decision about what they
21 would think that we don't want to just concern 21 think is equitable.
22 abutting property owners. | know there was 22 MR ZURCFF: V¢ are not, as a Board,
23 always a concern, are we in the nei ghborhood who |23 going to require the Town to do that. | would
24 are the property owners concerned enough about 24 encourage themto do it, if they can. But | also
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1 encourage you to nmake the effort to notify people | 1 now but that is the fire equipnent. Is that
2 that live there. 2 appropriate to discuss right now?
3 M5, MQRATH That is very weird. 3 MR ZURCFF: Wl I, the traffic takes
4 M5, JONAS:  That is nunber one. 4 into-- | nean, we heard testinony on the
5 Nunber two, | don't know where the volume | 5 accessibility by emergency vehicles.
6 cane from but | agree with you that suddenly we 6 M5, JONAS: Right.
7 have incredible traffic on I ndependence and on 7 MR ZURCFF: Do you have sone data that
8 the West Roxbury Parkway. So | don't know what 8 you would like to offer?
9 is happening there. | don't know why that is 9 M5. JONAS: | don't have data. | do know
10 happening. But | don't know | assune that is 10 that the fire chief had testified, at one point
11  sonething that should be | ooked at anew, as well. |11 last year, that he was very concerned that
12 MR ZURCFF: W& have asked for the nost 12 because of the density of the new devel opnent and
13 up-to-date data that is available. 13 the relative poor accessibility, that he was very
14 Ms. JONAS: Rght. | do appreciate that. |14 concerned about the ability to be able to put out
15 Just two nore things. (ne is the |ast 15 fires in those buildings quickly enough.
16 week, | wasn't there, but | heard that you were 16 | know that, later, he had somewhat
17  concerned at not enough peopl e fromthe public 17 retracted that. And | amon the advisory board
18 were attending these neetings. 18 and | amon the public safety coomttee of the
19 MR ZURCFF: No, | never said that. 19 advisory comittee. And | spoke to the fire
20 Ms. JONAS: QO just that it was enpty. 20 chief afterwards and | said, "Wy did you retract
21 MR ZURCFF: | noted it, perhaps, but | 21 that? Wat happened?" And he said, "I was urged
22 was not concer ned. 22 toretract it."
23 M5, JONAS:  You noted it. And | amhappy |23 And that was very concerning to me. And
24 that there is nore people this tine, but | do 24  so | amconcerned about that. | would like -- we
Page 95 Page 97
1 think | want to provide -- | do think that there 1 alsojust had a neeting with the public safety
2 could be a reason why | ess peopl e have attended, 2 subcommttee and Chief Vérd a few weeks ago and a
3 whichis, | think there is a level of 3 lot of the discussion, again, was on these two
4 disillusionment that, no matter what najor 4 40Bs and concerns they had about being able to
5 critiques came out by the public and by other 5 deal wth those.
6 commttees, it was largely ignored by the ZBA for | 6 So | would just like to make sure that
7 the first 40B, which is why we had the 7 you look into that alittle nore thoroughly, to
8 unprecedented situation that the sel ectman ended 8 see howthey assess it and perhaps w thout any
9 up suing the Zoning Board of Appeal s, because it 9 urging by anyone in Town to retract what they had
10 was like, how can you have not addressed any of 10 said.
11  those issues? 11 MR ZURCFF.  Ckay. Thank you.
12 And | do appreciate that | think that the |12 I's there anyone el se?
13  way you are handling it right now seens to be 13 (No voi ces heard.)
14 much nore thorough and serious. You are asking 14 MR ZURCFF: Does the applicant want to
15 lots of good question. So | amappreciative of 15 respond to anything at this point?
16 that and | amhopeful that we will be getting a 16 MR SCHMRTZ No, thank you.
17 little nore responsiveness to sone of the 17 MR ZURCFF: Al right. Then, having
18 concerns. 18 conpleted our agenda, we are going to continue
19 MR ZURCFF.  Again, | think that we 19 this hearing on April 12th at 7:00 p.m in the
20 understand our voi ce. 20 sixth floor selectnman's room
21 M5, JONAS: | do want to just nention 21 M. SELKCE Yes, we will go back to the
22 that you showed -- or sonmeone had on there -- 22 sixth floor hearing room
23 energency vehicular traffic. | don't know 23 MR ZURCFF: V¢ will be hearing fromthe
24  whether it is relevant to talk about that right 24 stornwater peer review Thank you all for comng
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and for your input and we will see you on

the 12th, perhaps.
(Whereupon, at 8:55 p.m, the hearing was
adj our ned. )
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COVMONVEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Suffol k, ss.

I, Megan M Castro, a Notary Public in
and for the Commonweal th of Massachusetts, do
hereby certify

That the hearing that is hereinbefore set
forth is a true record of the testinony given by
al | persons present

I'N WTNESS WHERECF, | have hereunto set
ny hand this 23rd day of April, 2018

\I\y\\%h\/\\f\f\m Yl

Megan M Castro
Short hand Reporter

My Conmi ssi on expires
July 31, 2020
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		better (5)

		Beverly (8)

		beyond (4)

		bicycle (2)

		big (1)

		biggest (1)

		bike (6)

		bit (2)

		blasting (3)

		bless (1)

		blighted (2)

		block (1)

		blocked (1)

		blocking (2)

		blow-up (1)

		blue (1)

		board (24)



		Index: board's..closed

		board's (1)

		Bob (3)

		bordering (1)

		Boston (19)

		Bournewood (3)

		box (1)

		bread (1)

		broken (1)

		Bronto (1)

		Brookline (27)

		Brookline's (2)

		build (9)

		build-out (1)

		building (14)

		building's (1)

		buildings (4)

		built (6)

		bump-outs (3)

		burden (2)

		bus (1)

		business (6)

		busy (1)

		button (1)

		calendar (1)

		call (3)

		calling (1)

		calming (5)

		can't (4)

		capacity (2)

		caparison (1)

		car (4)

		care (6)

		carry (1)

		cars (4)

		case (3)

		cases (3)

		caused (1)

		census (1)

		certain (3)

		certainly (20)

		cetera (3)

		Chair (5)

		challenges (1)

		challenging (1)

		chance (1)

		change (9)

		changed (1)

		changes (6)

		character (1)

		Chestnut (3)

		chief (3)

		child (1)

		children (2)

		Chiumenti (7)

		Chris (3)

		Christopher (1)

		chronology (1)

		circle (1)

		circulate (1)

		circulation (4)

		circumstances (1)

		cite (1)

		cited (1)

		citizen (1)

		citizens (1)

		city (12)

		clarification (5)

		clarifications (1)

		clarify (3)

		clear (9)

		clearance (1)

		clearly (1)

		clockwise (1)

		close (4)

		closed (1)



		Index: closer..contemplated

		closer (2)

		closest (1)

		code (2)

		coincides (1)

		collected (3)

		collisions (1)

		column (1)

		combination (1)

		come (14)

		comes (3)

		comfortable (1)

		coming (13)

		comment (7)

		comments (2)

		commitment (5)

		commitments (1)

		committed (3)

		committee (3)

		committees (1)

		Commonwealth (1)

		community (1)

		commute (1)

		commuter (1)

		company (1)

		comparable (1)

		compare (2)

		compared (3)

		comparing (3)

		comparison (2)

		completed (1)

		completely (1)

		complexes (1)

		compliance (2)

		compliant (1)

		complying (1)

		comprehensive (5)

		computerized (1)

		conceded (1)

		concentrating (1)

		concept (2)

		conceptual (2)

		conceptualizing (1)

		conceptually (1)

		concern (7)

		concerned (10)

		concerning (1)

		concerns (4)

		conclude (1)

		conclusion (1)

		concurrence (1)

		condition (4)

		conditions (7)

		condominium (1)

		conduct (1)

		conducted (1)

		conducting (1)

		confident (1)

		configurations (1)

		confine (1)

		confining (1)

		confirm (2)

		confirms (2)

		confluence (1)

		consequent (1)

		conservative (5)

		conservatively (3)

		consider (8)

		consideration (3)

		considered (2)

		considering (4)

		consistency (1)

		consistent (10)

		consistently (1)

		constant (1)

		constructed (3)

		construction (3)

		consultant (3)

		Consultants (1)

		containers (1)

		contains (1)

		contemplate (1)

		contemplated (1)



		Index: context..definitely

		context (4)

		contextual (1)

		continue (2)

		control (7)

		controls (1)

		convenience (1)

		conversations (1)

		conversion (2)

		converting (1)

		conwidth (1)

		coordination (1)

		copies (1)

		copy (2)

		correct (12)

		correlation (1)

		corridor (8)

		corroborate (1)

		corroborates (1)

		cost (1)

		couldn't (1)

		counsel (1)

		count (9)

		counted (3)

		counterclockwise (1)

		countermeasures (1)

		counts (12)

		couple (6)

		course (4)

		court (1)

		courtway (1)

		cover (1)

		covered (1)

		CPR (1)

		crash (23)

		crashes (9)

		creates (1)

		creating (1)

		critiques (1)

		cross (2)

		crossing (11)

		crossings (1)

		crosswalk (3)

		crosswalks (2)

		crux (1)

		culturally (1)

		curb (4)

		curbside (4)

		cure (1)

		curious (1)

		current (11)

		currently (9)

		cycle (1)

		daily (2)

		dangerous (1)

		data (65)

		database (8)

		date (2)

		dated (2)

		daughter (1)

		day (4)

		day-to-day (1)

		days (1)

		deal (2)

		dealt (1)

		December (1)

		decide (2)

		decided (2)

		decision (1)

		decisions (1)

		declining (2)

		dedicated (5)

		defend (1)

		defer (1)

		definitely (1)



		Index: degree..E-1

		degree (1)

		delay (5)

		delays (5)

		delivery (4)

		demand (1)

		demonstrate (1)

		demonstrates (1)

		density (1)

		department (7)

		Depending (1)

		Depot (2)

		derived (1)

		design (11)

		designer (1)

		Despite (1)

		detailed (1)

		details (1)

		determine (4)

		determining (2)

		developer (2)

		developing (2)

		development (38)

		Devices (1)

		diagram (4)

		dictate (1)

		didn't (5)

		difference (8)

		differences (2)

		different (5)

		difficult (1)

		dimensionally (1)

		direct (2)

		direction (4)

		directions (1)

		directly (2)

		disagree (2)

		disconnect (1)

		discovered (2)

		discrepancies (3)

		discrepancy (2)

		discuss (1)

		discussed (4)

		discussion (2)

		discussions (1)

		disillusionment (1)

		disperse (1)

		distance (3)

		distances (1)

		distinct (1)

		distribute (1)

		district (1)

		document (1)

		documentation (1)

		documented (3)

		documents (1)

		doesn't (7)

		doing (8)

		domino (1)

		don't (55)

		Donnelly (1)

		DOT (5)

		double (1)

		doubt (2)

		doubts (1)

		DPW (1)

		dramatically (2)

		drawn (1)

		Driscoll (1)

		drive (24)

		driver (2)

		driveway (15)

		driveways (1)

		drop (4)

		E-1 (1)



		Index: easier..fall

		easier (1)

		easily (2)

		east (2)

		edge (4)

		edges (2)

		educated (2)

		effect (7)

		effective (1)

		effectively (1)

		efficient (1)

		effort (1)

		eight-hour (4)

		either (5)

		electronically (1)

		elevated (1)

		eliminate (1)

		eliminated (1)

		email (1)

		emergency (5)

		emphasize (1)

		empirical (1)

		empty (1)

		encompassed (2)

		encourage (3)

		ended (1)

		endorsed (1)

		endorsement (1)

		endorses (1)

		engineering (1)

		Engineers (1)

		enhance (2)

		entail (2)

		entailed (1)

		enter (1)

		entering (2)

		entire (2)

		entitled (1)

		entrance (2)

		entrances (2)

		environmental (2)

		equates (2)

		equipment (2)

		equitable (1)

		equivalent (1)

		especially (3)

		essentially (6)

		estimated (1)

		et (3)

		evaluate (1)

		evaluated (1)

		evaluation (1)

		evening (3)

		events (1)

		everybody (3)

		exactly (2)

		example (3)

		exception (2)

		excessive (1)

		exclusive (2)

		exercise (4)

		exist (4)

		existing (14)

		exists (4)

		exiting (3)

		expanding (1)

		experience (5)

		experiencing (1)

		expert (3)

		explained (1)

		extended (2)

		extensions (2)

		extent (7)

		exterior (1)

		extra (1)

		facilitate (1)

		facility (1)

		fact (16)

		factor (1)

		factual (1)

		fair (7)

		fairly (3)

		fall (2)



		Index: falls..Gerry

		falls (2)

		familiar (1)

		far (10)

		fatalities (2)

		fault (2)

		feasible (1)

		feature (2)

		features (3)

		feed (1)

		feeds (1)

		feel (6)

		feels (1)

		feet (2)

		field (1)

		finally (2)

		financing (2)

		find (8)

		finding (2)

		findings (2)

		fine (3)

		fire (3)

		fires (1)

		firm (4)

		first (9)

		fit (3)

		Fitzgerald (50)

		Fitzgerald's (1)

		five (1)

		five-year (4)

		flash (1)

		flash/strobe (1)

		flat (3)

		flexibility (1)

		flier (1)

		flip (1)

		floor (3)

		flow (5)

		flowing (1)

		flyers (1)

		folks (1)

		followup (1)

		font (1)

		form (5)

		forth (1)

		fortify (1)

		forward (1)

		found (3)

		four (16)

		four-hour (6)

		four-lane (2)

		freely (1)

		Freilich (15)

		friction (1)

		front (4)

		full (1)

		fully (2)

		functional (2)

		fundamentally (1)

		funding (1)

		funny (1)

		further (3)

		fusion (1)

		future (3)

		gap (2)

		gaps (1)

		garage (5)

		garages (1)

		GELLER (29)

		general (3)

		generated (2)

		generates (1)

		generating (1)

		generation (2)

		gentlemen (1)

		geometric (1)

		geometry (1)

		Gerry (9)



		Index: get all..hundred

		get all (1)

		getting (7)

		girlfriend (1)

		give (4)

		given (2)

		giving (2)

		Gladstone (7)

		go (21)

		goes (2)

		going (57)

		good (7)

		governed (1)

		great (4)

		green (1)

		grew (1)

		groceries (2)

		Group (1)

		Grove (3)

		Grove/independence (1)

		growth (10)

		guess (4)

		guesses (1)

		guys (1)

		half (3)

		Hancock (16)

		hand (1)

		handicap (4)

		handling (1)

		happen (3)

		happened (2)

		happening (2)

		happens (3)

		happy (3)

		hard (1)

		hashed (1)

		haven't (6)

		hawk (4)

		head-on (1)

		heading (1)

		hear (15)

		heard (15)

		hearing (8)

		hearings (1)

		help (1)

		helpful (3)

		high (7)

		higher (2)

		higher-volume (1)

		highlighted (1)

		highway (1)

		Hill (4)

		historical (1)

		historically (1)

		history (2)

		hit (1)

		Hoar (1)

		hold (2)

		home (5)

		homes (1)

		honest (1)

		hop (1)

		hope (6)

		hopeful (1)

		hopefully (2)

		hoping (3)

		horizon (3)

		Hospital (2)

		hot (1)

		hour (7)

		hours (13)

		housing (2)

		hundred (1)



		Index: Hussey..items

		Hussey (19)

		I'M (1)

		idea (4)

		identifies (1)

		ignored (1)

		imagine (2)

		immediate (1)

		impact (9)

		impacted (1)

		impacts (3)

		implemented (1)

		important (10)

		importantly (2)

		impose (1)

		improved (1)

		improvements (4)

		include (7)

		included (7)

		includes (2)

		including (8)

		inconvenience (1)

		incorporated (2)

		increase (8)

		increases (1)

		increasing (4)

		incredible (1)

		incumbent (1)

		Independence (32)

		independent (1)

		independently (1)

		indicate (1)

		indicating (1)

		industry (3)

		infectious (2)

		information (20)

		informed (1)

		inherent (1)

		initial (3)

		initiative (1)

		inpatients (1)

		input (2)

		inquired (1)

		install (2)

		installation (1)

		installed (1)

		installing (2)

		instance (2)

		instances (2)

		Institute (1)

		institutions (1)

		instrumental (1)

		intent (3)

		intention (1)

		interest (2)

		interested (2)

		interim (2)

		interior (3)

		internal (1)

		interrupt (1)

		interrupted (1)

		intersection (19)

		intersections (12)

		invalidity (2)

		investigated (1)

		investigation (2)

		invited (1)

		involved (1)

		islands (1)

		isn't (9)

		issuance (1)

		issue (13)

		issues (3)

		ITE (3)

		items (1)



		Index: its..live

		its (3)

		Jeff (2)

		Jim (3)

		job (2)

		jockey (2)

		Joe (2)

		Jonas (15)

		JP (1)

		judgement (1)

		judgment (1)

		Judy (1)

		Jump (1)

		jumping (1)

		jurisdiction (3)

		justify (1)

		jut-out (1)

		keep (7)

		keeping (2)

		Kevin (2)

		key (1)

		kids (5)

		killed (1)

		kind (3)

		kinds (1)

		know (58)

		knowledge (1)

		known (3)

		Koocher (3)

		L300 (1)

		lack (1)

		ladies (1)

		lags (1)

		land (2)

		landlord (2)

		landlords (1)

		lane (12)

		lanes (5)

		language (1)

		large (4)

		largely (1)

		larger (1)

		largest (3)

		Lark (2)

		laser (1)

		latest (4)

		law (4)

		lawsuit (1)

		layout (1)

		leaflet (1)

		leave (4)

		leaving (2)

		ledge (1)

		left (5)

		legal (1)

		legally (1)

		legitimate (1)

		Leichtner (11)

		lend (1)

		level (3)

		levels (1)

		life (1)

		light (5)

		lights (4)

		likelihood (2)

		likewise (1)

		line (15)

		lines (3)

		listed (2)

		listing (1)

		listings (1)

		litigation (1)

		little (11)

		live (16)



		Index: lived..middle

		lived (2)

		lives (3)

		living (1)

		loading (4)

		local (12)

		localized (1)

		locally (1)

		located (3)

		location (15)

		locations (11)

		long (5)

		longer (1)

		look (21)

		looked (9)

		looking (11)

		lose (1)

		losing (1)

		loss (1)

		lost (1)

		lot (16)

		lots (1)

		love (1)

		low (3)

		M-C-G-R-A-T-H (1)

		ma'am (1)

		main (1)

		maintained (1)

		major (2)

		making (6)

		management (4)

		mandated (1)

		maneuverability (1)

		maneuvering (2)

		maneuvers (2)

		manner (1)

		Manual (1)

		map (1)

		March (4)

		Mark (1)

		markings (3)

		Marlboro (1)

		Mass (5)

		Massachusetts (3)

		Massdot (22)

		materially (2)

		materials (1)

		math (2)

		matter (7)

		maximize (1)

		Mcgrath (9)

		MDM (3)

		mean (10)

		meaning (1)

		means (4)

		meant (1)

		measures (1)

		Medfield (1)

		meet (6)

		meeting (16)

		meetings (10)

		member (9)

		members (3)

		mention (5)

		mentioned (5)

		met (10)

		methodology (1)

		Michaud (48)

		microphone (3)

		microphones (1)

		middle (1)



		Index: mind..occurred

		mind (9)

		mine (1)

		minor (2)

		minutes (1)

		mitigation (2)

		modest (1)

		moment (2)

		monitor (2)

		monitoring (3)

		months (1)

		morning (10)

		mother (1)

		motion (2)

		motorists (1)

		move (1)

		move-in (2)

		move-ins (1)

		movement (2)

		movements (3)

		moves (1)

		moving (2)

		multiple (1)

		municipality's (1)

		MUTCD (3)

		name (6)

		Nancy (1)

		narrowing (1)

		Nathan (1)

		Nations (1)

		nature (4)

		near (3)

		necessarily (1)

		need (14)

		needed (2)

		needing (1)

		needs (1)

		neglected (1)

		negligible (4)

		neighbor (2)

		neighborhood (3)

		neighbors (4)

		net (2)

		never (3)

		new (21)

		news (1)

		newspaper (1)

		next-door (1)

		nice (3)

		night (3)

		ninth (2)

		no-build (4)

		no-parking (1)

		no-standing (1)

		non-conforming (1)

		non-conformity (2)

		non-profit (1)

		nonconformity (2)

		north (3)

		noted (3)

		notice (7)

		notices (1)

		notification (1)

		notified (1)

		notify (6)

		notion (2)

		notwithstanding (1)

		November (4)

		number (20)

		numbers (9)

		o'clock (2)

		obligated (2)

		occasion (1)

		occasional (1)

		occupancy (2)

		occupants (1)

		occur (3)

		occurred (5)



		Index: occurs..pedestrian

		occurs (1)

		October (2)

		offer (1)

		office (1)

		offset (2)

		oh (5)

		okay (15)

		old (4)

		older (1)

		on-site (3)

		on-street (1)

		once (1)

		oncoming (2)

		one-and-a-half (1)

		one-hour (3)

		one-page (1)

		one-to-one (1)

		one-way (5)

		ones (2)

		open (4)

		opened (1)

		operate (3)

		operating (1)

		operation (3)

		operations (6)

		opine (2)

		opinion (8)

		opportune (1)

		opportunities (5)

		opposite (4)

		order (3)

		ordinarily (1)

		orientation (1)

		original (3)

		originally (2)

		originated (1)

		ought (1)

		outcome (1)

		outputs (1)

		outside (5)

		overall (1)

		overestimated (1)

		overlap (2)

		overview (1)

		owner (5)

		owners (5)

		owns (1)

		p.m. (8)

		packing (1)

		page (1)

		Palermo (5)

		park (5)

		parked (5)

		parking (66)

		parks (1)

		Parkway (4)

		part (28)

		particular (5)

		particularly (4)

		partly (1)

		partner (1)

		partner/wife/husband (1)

		Partners (1)

		passed (1)

		passing (1)

		passion (1)

		passionate (1)

		path (1)

		paths (1)

		pattern (1)

		patterns (4)

		pavement (3)

		pay (1)

		Payson (1)

		peace (1)

		peak (8)

		pedestrian (8)



		Index: pedestrian-activated..previously

		pedestrian-activated (2)

		pedestrians (3)

		peer (11)

		people (22)

		percent (10)

		percentage (1)

		perfective (1)

		performance (1)

		performed (2)

		performs (1)

		period (14)

		periods (2)

		permission (1)

		permit (11)

		person (2)

		personal (1)

		personally (1)

		perspective (3)

		petitioner (1)

		phase (1)

		philosophy (2)

		phonetic (1)

		physical (1)

		pick-up (1)

		pickup (3)

		pictures (1)

		piece (2)

		pieces (1)

		place (10)

		placed (2)

		placing (1)

		plan (14)

		planning (2)

		plans (8)

		play (1)

		please (3)

		plenty (2)

		plot (1)

		Plowgate (1)

		plus (1)

		pocket (1)

		podium (1)

		point (25)

		pointed (1)

		pointer (1)

		points (2)

		police (12)

		Polly (3)

		poor (1)

		population (1)

		portion (1)

		position (2)

		positions (1)

		possible (5)

		possibly (2)

		post (1)

		posted (2)

		potential (1)

		potentially (2)

		power (1)

		Powerpoint (1)

		practicable (1)

		practical (1)

		practices (3)

		precinct (6)

		prefer (1)

		preference (1)

		prefers (1)

		prepared (2)

		preparing (1)

		prerogative (1)

		prescription (1)

		present (4)

		presentation (3)

		presented (3)

		pretty (1)

		previous (2)

		previously (1)



		Index: primarily..realignment

		primarily (1)

		principal (1)

		prior (1)

		private (3)

		probably (9)

		problem (3)

		procedures (1)

		proceed (2)

		proceeded (1)

		proceeding (1)

		proceedings (2)

		proceeds (1)

		process (1)

		professional (1)

		profit (1)

		profound (2)

		program (1)

		project (28)

		projected (3)

		projecting (1)

		projects (5)

		proper (3)

		properties (1)

		property (9)

		proponent (2)

		proposed (16)

		proposing (1)

		protect (1)

		protocol (1)

		provide (14)

		provided (12)

		providing (3)

		provision (1)

		pubic (1)

		public (26)

		publications (1)

		publicly (1)

		published (5)

		publishing (1)

		Puddingstone (4)

		pull (3)

		pulls (1)

		purpose (2)

		purposes (2)

		purview (1)

		push (1)

		pushing (1)

		put (9)

		putting (3)

		query (2)

		question (36)

		questioned (1)

		questions (12)

		queues (1)

		queuing (4)

		quick (3)

		quickly (3)

		quite (1)

		racks (1)

		raised (2)

		raises (1)

		ran (1)

		rapid (1)

		rate (6)

		rates (3)

		ratio (7)

		ratios (3)

		reach (1)

		read (4)

		readily (1)

		real (2)

		realignment (2)



		Index: realizing..responses

		realizing (1)

		really (16)

		Realty (2)

		reanalyzed (1)

		rear-loading (1)

		reason (6)

		reasonable (4)

		reasons (3)

		received (3)

		receiving (1)

		recommend (4)

		recommendation (2)

		recommended (2)

		recommending (1)

		reconfiguration (3)

		record (4)

		recorded (3)

		records (19)

		recount (2)

		redesign (1)

		redirected (2)

		redo (1)

		reduce (2)

		reduced (1)

		reduction (2)

		reference (6)

		referenced (1)

		referring (1)

		reflect (2)

		reflected (1)

		refuse (1)

		regarding (4)

		regards (2)

		Registry (1)

		regs (1)

		regular (1)

		regulated (1)

		regulatorily (1)

		regulatory (1)

		related (1)

		relative (4)

		relatively (4)

		relevant (1)

		reliance (1)

		relies (1)

		rely (1)

		remarks (2)

		remember (2)

		removal (1)

		removed (2)

		removing (1)

		renovated (2)

		renters (2)

		renters' (1)

		rep (1)

		report (18)

		reported (5)

		reports (4)

		represent (1)

		representative (2)

		represented (2)

		represents (3)

		request (4)

		requested (1)

		requesting (2)

		require (4)

		required (4)

		requirement (3)

		requirements (3)

		rerun (1)

		research (2)

		researched (1)

		Residences (13)

		residential (2)

		residents (14)

		respect (2)

		respectfully (1)

		respond (2)

		responded (1)

		response (3)

		responses (1)



		Index: responsible..showing

		responsible (1)

		responsiveness (1)

		rest (3)
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