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101 Walnut Street 
Post Office Box 9151 

Watertown, MA  02471‐9151 
617.924.1770    Fax   617.924.2286 

www.vhb.com 
 

Memorandum To: Martha’s Vineyard Commission 
Box 1447 Old Stone Building 
Oak Bluffs, MA  02557 

Date: September 24, 2013 

Project No.: 72451.00 

 From: Randall C. Hart 
Director; Transportation Planning 
& Engineering, LD 
 
Matthew Kealey P.E.,  PTOE 
Project Manager 

Re: Stop & Shop Expansion, Tisbury, MA 
Response to HSH Peer Review Response #2  
Traffic Impact and Access Study 

 

This memorandum has been prepared to provide additional information and response to the September 4, 2013 
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc. peer review letter prepared for the Martha’s Vineyard Commission 
(MVC).  For ease of review, the comments, questions, and suggestions from the September 4th peer letter are 
summarized below in italics and the corresponding response is provided below.  A copy of the peer review letter 
is also provided in the Appendix for informational purposes.  In addition, this document provides response to 
comments from an August 7, 2013 Memorandum from Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC) “Outstanding 
Questions and Concerns” (copy attached).  

Howar/Stein- Hudson Associates 

General Comments 

Comment: The following comments are prefaced with three general comments:   
 VHB and the MVC worked week ago to carry out important additional data collection for downtown 

Vineyard Haven including an original-destination survey, a parking usage survey, and a survey on the 
ferry to gather information about how passengers arrive and leave the terminal.  Hopefully, the results 
of these surveys will shed new light on the transportation issues discussed in the VHB report and in this 
memo. 

 The MVC has suggested to the Town that they collaborate on a comprehensive downtown transportation 
study for Vineyard Haven.  If this goes ahead, it could allow more integrated and rational decision 
making on the many complex and interrelated issues involved.  

 We have been informed that Stop & Shop is currently working on possible revisions to the project plans.  
If these changes are significant, they could impact the transportation analysis and conclusions.   

 
Response: 
The Proponent authorized VHB to collect vehicle tracking and parking turnover data in the downtown Vineyard 
Haven area the last week in August of 2013. Prior to collection of the data the Proponent met with MVC staff 
and the MVC peer consultant to determine the scope of the data collection effort.  In addition to the efforts put 
forth by the Proponent, the MVC also implemented a survey of motorists in the area during the days of the 
counts.  The data collected by the Proponent, which was collected at great expense ($20,000+) and prior to any 
project approvals, was undertaken to demonstrate the cooperative working nature of the Proponent with the 
MVC and the Town of Tisbury.   
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Traffic Data Collection 

Comment: As was requested, the Applicant collected new traffic count data in July 2013 to represent the peak 
summer conditions.  The Applicant also provided comparisons among their traffic count data collected in 
January 2013, MVC data collected in July 2013, and their new July 2013 data.  While these comparisons are 
interesting to note the variations by day of week, time of day, or month of the year, we do not believe additional 
computations are necessary, as the Applicant used their July 2013 unadjusted count data to reanalyze the study 
area intersections.  Although the comparison between the January 2013 and July 2013 data shows an increase of 
approximately 45%, the Applicant did not change the adjustment factor that was applied to the empirical trip 
generation data, which was increased by 66% to reflect peak conditions.  We believe these methods and the new 
data are appropriate for the use and the study area.  No further review is required.   
 
The Applicant also provided updated intersection analysis results in this section.  Since this deals with the 
Traffic Impact Analysis, our comments are more appropriately located in section 10.  
 
Response:  
 
No further response required.  
 

Safety Information  

Comment: The Applicant has recommended that a Road Safety Audit (RSA) be performed at Five Corners.  
While we agree that this would be useful, the intersection is on the Martha’s Vineyard Commission’s High Crash 
Location list and is therefore eligible for an RSA through MassDOT.  We recommend that the Applicant commit 
to funding the recommendations that come out of the RSA as part of their mitigation package, provided that 
those recommendations are acceptable to both the Town and the Commission. 
 
Response:  
While MassDOT would likely host a Road Safety Audit (RSA) for the intersection of Five Corners, since it is on 
the Martha’s Vineyard Commission’s High Crash Location list, an audit of the surrounding intersections will not 
be funded by MassDOT.  In order to effectively analyze the entire area of Five Corners, Water Street at Norton 
Street and Water Street at Steamship Authority Egress/Municipal Lot Driveway, the Applicant is willing to fund 
a Road Safety Audit for these three locations.  MassDOT would only provide funding for an audit specific to 
Five Corners.   It should be understood that conducting the RSA is the first step in what will be a lengthy process 
to determine potential safety improvement opportunities. 
 
The RSA process is effectively a brainstorming session between all stakeholders for a location with safety 
concerns in order to identify the specific issues and put forth suggestions for improvements.  Road Safety Audits 
typically last just two to three hours; and one cannot expect that in such a timeframe, a concrete decision would 
be reached as to which of the suggested improvement enhancements should be implemented.  The Applicant 
cannot be expected to blindly agree to pay for any and all enhancements proposed during the RSA process, 
especially when there rarely is just one clear solution for the intersection.  Furthermore, as indicated in nearly all 
RSA reports for MassDOT, further study or design work may be necessary to determine the feasibility of making 
some of the improvements.   In many instances, the long-term enhancements are vague and additional design 
work and analysis is required to bring them to completion.  Therefore it is unreasonable to ask that the 
implementation of these enhancements be worked into the timeline of the proposed Stop & Shop development.  
The proponent has offered to jump start this process by initiating the RSA process which is a vital and important 
first step in determining safety improvement needs in this area. 
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Site Traffic Generation and Distribution 

Comment: We are comfortable with the Applicant’s trip generation methodology based on the additional detail 
provided. 
 
Response:  
No response necessary 
 
 
Comment: The Applicant provided a sensitivity analysis of the original distribution as well as a revised 
distribution in which 80% of “up island” traffic was assigned through the Five Corners intersection and 20% 
was assigned to Main Street and Norton Lane, using VISSIM as requested.     
 
A review of the results of the VISSIM analysis under both distribution scenarios yields some questions.  The 
volumes shown in summary in Tables 2 and 3 for both scenarios show different volumes than are shown in the 
volume figures (Figures 1 and 2 for existing conditions and Figures 5, 6, 10, and 11 for Build conditions).  In all 
cases the volumes shown in the VISSIM summaries are lower than those shown in the volume figures.  This 
seems to indicate that the VISSIM existing conditions models are not calibrated correctly because the volumes in 
the existing conditions were counted, so we know that the intersection can process that number of vehicles.  It 
also may indicate that because links were not lengthened to be longer than the actual queues, they are 
constrained as to the number of vehicles that can enter, i.e., Beach Road.     
 
We believe further discussion is required regarding the calibration and results of the VISSIM model runs.  The 
analysis is discussed further in Section 10.  The origin-destination study and other extensive survey work carried 
out recently by VHB and MVC staff should provide a better understanding of the situation.   
 
Response: 
As described in the July 31, 2013 Response to Comments letter, the VISSIM model was calibrated based upon 
the Turning Movement Counts and associated videos taken on July 18th (3:00-6:00 PM) and July 20th 
(10:30AM-2:00PM) as well as observations made in the field by VHB engineers.  Based on HSH’s September 4, 
2013 comments and further discussions with HSH in person, additional adjustments were made to the model.  
Specifically the changes include the following:  

 Vehicle Queues – Based on this comment as well as a review of the queue observations provided by the 
MVC, VHB extended the Beach Road approach to provide more queuing area to determine what impact 
it has on the analysis results.  However, we did not extend it to capture the full extent of some of the 
queuing observed by the MVC.  It should be noted that not all of the queuing at Five Corners is directly 
related to the flow of traffic through the intersection.  Other factors such as nearby driveways, side 
streets, pedestrian crossings, and police control at the Steamship Authority driveway play a role. As 
noted by HSH, the link lengths can impact to maximum queue that is reported.  However, if storage area 
is not provided for the entire queue length, it does not impact the other MOEs that are reported. In terms 
of documenting the actual queue lengths, we trust the accuracy of the MVC observations as well as 
anecdotal accounts from other Town officials, and our own observations. In terms of delays reported on 
each approach summarized in the tables above, the VISSIM runs provide that output independent of the 
length of the roadway segments drawn on the network.  
 
In response to the September 2013 comments and discussion with HSH, link lengths on all approaches 
were lengthened to ensure that queues were being accurately captured.  As a result, volumes served, 
delays, and therefore level-of-service in most cases were not substantially impacted.  Queue lengths on 
some approaches have changed.  New queue length model outputs for the Five Corners intersection lead 
to a recalibration of the model to bring this value in line with observations provided by MVC and by 
VHB engineer observations from the previous data collection effort. This effort resulted in improved 
traffic flow along Beach Road at the expense of Water Street traffic flow.  As southbound Water Street 
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traffic flow at Five Corners degrades the impacts are noticed at intersections toward the north, Water 
Street at Norton Lane and Water Street at parking lot driveways.   
 
While this assessment presents peak hour traffic impacts, the VISSIM runs are not capable of modeling 
the varying intersections controls in place throughout the peak hour, specifically the use of police officer 
controls during the 10-15 minute period following steamship arrivals.  Traffic congestion along Water 
Street is overstated by this model because of the inability to model police control periods which directly 
influences Water Street southbound movements.  During police control periods, traffic traveling 
southbound on Water Street has the ability to flow freely through the network without delay or queuing.  
Without modeling periods of police control the steamship traffic volumes are slowing traveling through 
the network generating queues and delay on all other intersection approaches.  The additional traffic that 
must be processed through the network leads to overstated congestion along the Water Street corridor. 

 Modification Of Gap Acceptance – Based on a review of the July peak hour videos at Five Corners, the 
gap acceptance was generally modified to approximately the default values for all approaches except for 
Water Street because videos showed aggressive driver behavior. Gap Acceptance was further adjusted in 
order to calibrate the Beach Road queues as previously described. 

 Stop Control Operations – Based on review of the July videos, VHB concurs with HSH that vehicles on 
the mainline often behave as if all five legs are under stop control at this intersection.  However, this 
approach turned out to be too restrictive and the amount of volume being processed through the 
intersection was unrealistically low.  To address the slow moving vehicles on the mainline, VHB added 
reduced speed areas on Beach Street and Beach Road to essentially model a rolling stop condition to 
account for this behavior. Minor adjustments were made to the Reduced Speed Areas as part of the 
September 2013 queue calibration effort previously described.  

 Intersection Blocking – Because the volumes counted in July 2013 are generally lower than the adjusted 
January 2013 volumes, the vehicle queues on Water Street did not block Norton lane as frequently in the 
latest analysis.  This is consistent with our field observations as well as the videos, which generally 
showed blockage during the periods after a ferry arrived. As such, no modifications to the intersection 
blocking parameters were required. 

 
The model has been based upon the count videos for delay and driver behavior.  The queues are based on a 
combination of count videos and observations made the same week as the counts.  The Water Street queue and 
Lagoon Pond Road queues are based upon the video, the Beach Road queue is based on a combination of video 
and observations, and the Beach Street approach is the only approach based solely on observations.  Based upon 
discussions and suggestions from the peer reviewer, the VISSIM model has been adjusted once more in an 
attempt to replicate the queues experienced by both our and MVC’s observations.  The results are provided in the 
response to Traffic Impact Analysis comments.   
 
While every effort was made to calibrate the VISSIM model to accurately reflect the queues experienced on 
those two specific days, it in unreasonable to expect the model to reflect queues observed on different days or 
time periods.  This is particularly true when you consider that control at the Five Corners intersection and the 
Water Street at Steamship Egress Driveway is controlled by police officer during Steamship egress operations. 
During these periods, the police give priority to steamship traffic thereby substantially impacting operations and 
queues on other approaches.  This condition has been observed on numerous occasions by VHB engineers.   

The peer reviewer is correct in stating that overall the traffic volumes processed by the VISSIM model for the 
Five Corners intersection is slightly less than the volumes counted.  However, if the model were to be adjusted to 
allow for the intersection to process more vehicles, then the queue and delay outputs in VISSIM would decrease 
and not reflect field conditions.  The existing model is calibrated within 10 percent of volumes counted, a 
common metric for such models. It is important to note that due to the interference of police officer control, the 
release of the Steamship Authority Driveway could not be included within the VISSIM model and accurately 
model the peak conditions.  As the Steamship Authority Driveway is released, police officers give the driveway 
and Water Street southbound priority through Five Corners, while all other approaches must come to a 
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stop.  This situation undoubtedly results in long queues on many of the other roadway approaches as the 
driveway is being released.  The situation also may explain why more vehicles are processed by the Five Corners 
intersection in the field than by the model, as the assistance of police officers giving right of way to one 
movement cannot be modeled in VISSIM.  

Site Traffic Generation and Distribution 

Comment: The ITE parking standard for a grocery store in an urban situation calls for 3.2 parking spaces per 
1,000 square feet of floor space, or 89 spaces for a 28,000 square-foot store.  The proposed additional 43 
parking spaces, provided they are all available to customers, should be able to accommodate the additional 
parking demand generated by enlarging the store.  However, since it is not enough to accommodate the parking 
generated by the entire store, it should be anticipated that shoppers will continue to park in the Town parking lot 
and other places in town.  The proposed number of parking spaces is far less than other grocery stores on the 
Island.  It could be argued that since the applicants are building a new store, the parking should be adequate to 
accommodate the requirements for the entire store. However, provided the parking is appropriately managed 
and shared, the parking should be no worse than it is today.     
 
The Applicant should clarify where employees will park.  If some of the additional parking is used by employees, 
it would mean that these spaces are no longer available to customers, which would exacerbate the parking 
shortage.  With 50 new employees projected, it would be desirable that Stop & Shop require, incentivize, or at 
least encourage employees not to take their cars to work.  It could have employees use the park and ride and 
shuttle, especially in peak summer season.  Stop & Shop could assist the Town in ensuring that all public 
parking spaces are carefully regulated, to avoid having employees and owners of any downtown business staying 
longer than permitted by wiping the chalk off their tires.  Stop & Shop could provide an incentive allowing for 
some leeway from start time for employees using the Park and Ride shuttle when it is delayed.   
 
The Applicant has stated that they will work with the Town to implement a parking strategy that works to take 
advantage of shared parking.  We recommend that the Commission include as a condition of approval, if it 
inclined to grant approval, that the Applicant provide a written parking management plan that includes sharing 
their parking spaces for use by patrons of downtown Vineyard Haven subject to posted hours. 
 
Response: 
The suggestion of providing a written parking management plan would be a great addition to the existing 
Transportation Demand Management plan (TDM) provided in the May 2013 TIAS and the Proponent is 
committed to preparing such a document pending all local approvals to construct the project.  The Applicant will 
encourage their associates to use the park and ride and utilize existing shuttle services to gain access to the S&S 
facility.  Because all Stop & Shop employees are union employees, they cannot be required to park at the Park & 
Ride.  Stop & Shop and the Town of Tisbury are in agreement that there should be time restrictions placed on all 
of the parking spaces within the municipal town lot and the proposed Stop & Shop lot.  The details of the parking 
management plan and time restrictions will be detailed upon discussion with the Town of Tisbury.   
 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

Comment: The Applicant provided more detailed information regarding how the existing conditions models, 
which form the basis for the Build conditions models, have been calibrated.  We are still not convinced that the 
VISSIM models accurately reflect the existing conditions at Five Corners as the maximum queue lengths differ 
greatly from those observed, and some volumes and measures of effectiveness decrease rather than increase with 
the construction of the new store.  We believe further discussion is needed regarding the calibration and results, 
which can also incorporate the results of the recent surveys.  Nevertheless, the VISSIM model shows that the 
addition of approximately 175 new trips in the weekday evening and Saturday midday peak hours as a result of 
the construction of the new store would have a significant impact on the area and especially on Five Corners, 
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the most critical location in the study area.  These new trips will increase traffic volumes, average delay, and 
average queue lengths at Five Corners, as summarized in the following tables.  
 
According to the VISSIM model output summary (Table 3 in the July 31, 2013 document), the average weekday 
afternoon peak hour delay for vehicles on Water Street turning left onto Beach Road would go from 38 seconds 
to 64 seconds, an increase of 65%.  During the Saturday midday peak hour, the average delay for the same 
movement would go from 40.5 to 64 seconds, an increase of 58%.  Other lane groups that are significantly 
impacted include the Beach Street eastbound lane.    
 
Based on the analysis in the July 31 memo, the average weekday afternoon peak hour queue length for the Water 
Street southbound left turn to Beach Road would go from 135 to 223 feet, an increase of 65%.  During the 
Saturday midday peak, the average queue length for same movement would go from 153 to 234 feet, an increase 
of 53%.     
 
The changes to average delay and queue lengths, especially for the most critical movements, are significant 
increases that would have an important impact on all the traffic in the area, including that of VTA buses and of 
vehicles leaving the ferry.    
 
The Applicant has said that it is proposing two possible traffic and parking layouts, and has stated that the 
proposal is viable with both options, namely:   

 Keeping the existing parking layout and comfort station as well as continuing to allow Norton Lane to 
exit directly onto Water Street, and   

 Modifying the parking lot layout and closing the foot of Norton Lane, as suggested by some Town 
officials.   

 
These are further discussed under Section 13.  VHB did not provide a Build condition scenario without the 
closure of Norton Lane.  This should be provided.   
 
 
Response: 
Based upon discussions and suggestions from the peer reviewer, the VISSIM model has been adjusted to  
attempt to replicate the queues experienced by both VHB and MVC’s observations.  Two models have been re-
run; one using both the original trip distribution pattern and one using the revised trip distribution, which sends 
80% of both the net trips and pass-by trips through the Five Corners intersection, and just 20% of the trips up 
Main Street.  It should be understood that the results of the VISSIM analyses are tough to rely on as key 
intersection including Five Corners and SSA Egress Drive are controlled by Police Officers during busy periods 
when the SSA Ferries are loading and unloading.  We believe that this condition is somewhat represented in the 
differential between the existing and build conditions.  Project traffic increases are relatively minor yet there are 
instances where the VISSIM output suggests moderate changes in operations as a result of the project. In 
addition, as previously discussed, the Proponent is proposing to implement expand on the existing Police Officer 
control of these critical intersections beyond that which is implemented by the SSA to ensure that good 
operations will be maintained for critical movements.  This added control of intersection movements cannot be 
represented in the VISSIM model and therefore the benefit of such measures is not presented.  In addition 
assuming that the Town and the MVC deem it appropriate, the Proponent, with assistance from the Town of 
Tisbury, the Police Department, VTA, and the SSA is proposing to establish protocols for Police control at these 
locations that are mindful of needs of VTA bus operation in this area.  The results of the analyses are provided in 
Tables 1 and 2 below.   Similar to the results of the Synchro analysis, a drop in LOS to LOS F is experienced at 
the intersection of Water Street and the Municipal Lot/Steamship Authority Egress due to the geometric 
modifications and consolidation of traffic. Again, it should be noted that during peak activity times, the 
Steamship Authority egress operates under police officer control.  The existing periods of police control will be 
expanded at the expense of the Proponent to ensure good operations during peak period activity.  The benefit of 
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police control at these intersection is not reflected in the analysis results summarized in the tables and we expect 
substantially more efficient operations will be available.
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Table 1 
VISSIM Analysis Results 

 
 Existing PM Peak Season Existing Saturday Peak Season Build PM Peak Season Build Saturday Peak Season 

Location Movement Volume 
Delay 

(s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS Movement Volume 
Delay 

(s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS Movement Volume 
Delay 

(s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS Movement Volume 
Delay 

(s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS 
Beach Street/ Beach  EBL  75  32  87  544  D  EBL  107  44 155 643 E EBL 76 29 67 486  D  EBL  111 42 125 602 E
Road at EBT  9  33  87  544  D  EBT  7  45 155 643 E EBT 9 30 67 486  D  EBT  8 37 125 602 E
Water Street/ Lagoon EBBR  358  26  87  544  D  EBBR  292  37 155 643 E EBBR 348 23 67 486  C  EBBR  281 36 125 602 E
Pond Road/ EBR  14  23  87  544  C  EBR  12  34 155 643 D EBR 13 23 67 486  C  EBR  11 34 125 602 D
Beach Street Ext WBHL  6  23  0  32  C  WBHL  10  23 0 41 C WBHL 7 30 0 43  D  WBHL  10 28 1 48 D

WBL  1  24  0  32  C  WBL  2  29 0 41 D WBL 1 51 0 43  F  WBL  2 36 1 48 E
WBT  13  36  0  32  E  WBT  13  42 0 41 E WBT 13 42 0 43  E  WBT  13 51 1 48 F
WBR  0  0  0  32  A  WBR  4  14 0 41 B WBR 0 0 0 43  A  WBR  4 20 1 48 C
NBL  69  54  55  312  F  NBL  73  47 42 268 E NBL 72 62 65 278  F  NBL  75 69 80 334 F
NBT  34  46  55  312  E  NBT  24  39 42 268 E NBT 43 55 65 278  F  NBT  34 61 80 334 F
NBR  0  0  55  312  A  NBR  0  0 42 268 A NBR 0 0 65 278  A  NBR  0 0 80 334 A
NBHR  104  48  55  312  E  NBHR  111  36 42 268 E NBHR 108 50 65 278  E  NBHR  115 55 80 334 F
SBL  4  18  64  247  C  SBL  11  44 111 262 E SBL 4 57 216 273  F  SBL  13 68 227 273 F
SBBL  174  31  64  247  D  SBBL  169  40 111 262 E SBBL 207 65 216 273  F  SBBL  199 65 227 273 F
SBT  34  34  64  247  D  SBT  38  47 111 262 E SBT 43 64 216 273  F  SBT  42 66 227 273 F
SBR  241  28  64  247  D  SBR  246  40 111 262 E SBR 282 56 216 273  F  SBR  279 59 227 273 F

NWHL  40  72  2422  4264  F  NWHL  33  70 990 1950 F NWL 311 66 3579 5411  F  NWHL  33 72 1618 3208 F
NWL  334  64  2422  4264  F  NWL  321  63 990 1950 F NWHL 39 75 3579 5411  F  NWL  302 68 1618 3208 F
NWR  93  64  2422  4264  F  NWR  91  65 990 1950 F NWHR 4 58 3579 5411  F  NWR  115 66 1618 3208 F
NWHR  4  57  2422  4264  F  NWHR  8  60 990 1950 F NWR 111 67 3579 5411  F  NWHR  7 66 1618 3208 F

OVERALL  1607  42  526  4264  E  OVERALL  1571  47  260  1950  E  OVERALL  1690  52  785  5411  F  OVERALL  1653  57  410  3208  F 
                                                  
Water Street at  EBL  8  8  0  44  A  EBL  16  14 7 93 B        
Steamship Ingress EBT  14  10  0  44  A  EBT  36  19 7 93 C
Driveway/ EBR  118  10  0  44  B  EBR  114  26 7 93 D
Norton Lane WBL  0  0  0  0  A  WBL  4  9 0 0 A WBL 0 0 0 0  A  WBL  4 49 0 11 E

WBR  0  0  0  0  A  WBR  2  4 0 0 A WBR 0 0 0 0  A  WBR  2 5 0 11 A
NBT  128  0  0  0  A  NBT  160  0 0 0 A NBT 160 1 0 9  A  NBT  198 0 0 3 A
NBR  74  0  0  0  A  NBR  67  1 0 0 A NBR 71 0 0 9  A  NBR  67 1 0 3 A
SBL  11  2  0  83  A  SBL  14  4 7 140 A SBL  26 16 106 186  C  SBL   50 22 127 188 C
SBT  335  2  0  83  A  SBT  348  9 7 140 A SBT 540 39 106 186  E  SBT  531 43 127 188 E

OVERALL  688  3  0  87  A  OVERALL  759  9  4  150  A  OVERALL  795  27  35  186  D  OVERALL  851  28  42  188  D 
                                                  
Water Street at EBL  0  0  0  41  A  EBL  7  8 0 42 A EBL 5 83 382 1065  F  EBL  20 132 927 2008 F
Egress Driveway EBR  48  6  0  41  A  EBR  39  6 0 42 A EBR 259 100 382 1065  F  EBR  255 137 927 2008 F
Municipal Parking Lot WBL  121  9  1  73  A  WBL  124  14 4 119 B WBL 123 136 118 423  F  WBL  119 158 211 603 F
Driveway Entrance WBT  4  10  1  73  A  WBT  6  14 4 119 B WBT 3 107 118 423  F  WBT  6 152 211 603 F

WBR  0  0  1  73  A  WBR  26  9 4 119 A WBR 0 0 118 423  A  WBR  25 143 211 603 F
NBL  43  0  0  0  A  NBT  131  0 0 21 A NBT 83 2 1 75  A  NBL  87 0 0 63 A
NBT  93  0  0  0  A  NBL  47  0 0 21 A NBL 76 0 1 75  A  NBT  113 1 0 63 A
SBT  177  0  0  7  A  SBT  200  2 0 17 A SBT 188 37 7 76  E  SBT  209 47 17 144 E
SBR  16  1  0  7  A  SBR  49  1 0 17 A SBR 17 11 7 76  B  SBR  50 23 17 144 C

  OVERALL  502  3  0  73  A  OVERALL  626  4  2  119  A  OVERALL  755  66  126  1065  F  OVERALL  883  79  280  2008  F 
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Table 2 
VISSIM Analysis Results – Assuming 80% of Site Generated Traffic from State Road Travels through Five Corners 

Existing PM Peak Season Existing Saturday Peak Season Build PM Peak Season Build Saturday Peak Season 

Location Movement Volume 
Delay 

(s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS Movement Volume 
Delay 

(s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS Movement Volume Delay (s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) LOS Movement Volume Delay (s) 

Avg. 
Queue 

(ft) 

Max. 
Queue 

(ft) 
LO
S 

Beach Street/ Beach  EBL  75  32  87  544  D  EBL  107  44 155 643 E EBL 105 72 714 1478  F  EBL  144 66 483 1243 F
Road at EBT  9  33  87  544  D  EBT  7  45 155 643 E EBT 7 73 714 1478  F  EBT  6 64 483 1243 F
Water Street/ Lagoon EBBR  358  26  87  544  D  EBBR  292  37 155 643 E EBBR 334 64 714 1478  F  EBBR  272 61 483 1243 F
Pond Road/ EBR  14  23  87  544  C  EBR  12  34 155 643 D EBR 13 59 714 1478  F  EBR  11 59 483 1243 F
Beach Street Ext WBHL  6  23  0  32  C  WBHL  10  23 0 41 C WBHL 7 47 1 41  E  WBHL  10 33 1 53 D

WBL  1  24  0  32  C  WBL  2  29 0 41 D WBL 1 56 1 41  F  WBL  2 42 1 53 E
WBT  13  36  0  32  E  WBT  13  42 0 41 E WBT 13 56 1 41  F  WBT  13 58 1 53 F
WBR  0  0  0  32  A  WBR  4  14 0 41 B WBR 0 0 1 41  A  WBR  4 20 1 53 C
NBL  69  54  55  312  F  NBL  73  47 42 268 E NBL 70 117 196 549  F  NBL  75 65 77 320 F
NBT  34  46  55  312  E  NBT  24  39 42 268 E NBT 41 105 196 549  F  NBT  34 60 77 320 F
NBR  0  0  55  312  A  NBR  0  0 42 268 A NBR 0 0 196 549  A  NBR  0 0 77 320 A
NBHR  104  48  55  312  E  NBHR  111  36 42 268 E NBHR 105 102 196 549  F  NBHR  115 53 77 320 F
SBL  4  18  64  247  C  SBL  11  44 111 262 E SBL 3 82 236 273  F  SBL  13 69 233 273 F
SBBL  174  31  64  247  D  SBBL  169  40 111 262 E SBBL 178 91 236 273  F  SBBL  194 69 233 273 F
SBT  34  34  64  247  D  SBT  38  47 111 262 E SBT 36 77 236 273  F  SBT  40 68 233 273 F
SBR  241  28  64  247  D  SBR  246  40 111 262 E SBR 245 68 236 273  F  SBR  274 61 233 273 F

NWHL  40  72  2422  4264  F  NWHL  33  70 990 1950 F NWL 338 58 2213 3846  F  NWHL  32 73 1671 3284 F
NWL  334  64  2422  4264  F  NWL  321  63 990 1950 F NWHL 43 67 2213 3846  F  NWL  299 68 1671 3284 F
NWR  93  64  2422  4264  F  NWR  91  65 990 1950 F NWHR 5 55 2213 3846  F  NWR  113 69 1671 3284 F
NWHR  4  57  2422  4264  F  NWHR  8  60 990 1950 F NWR 124 59 2213 3846  F  NWHR  7 71 1671 3284 F

OVERALL  1607  42  526  4264  E  OVERALL  1571  47  260  1950  E  OVERALL  1666  72  672  3846  F  OVERALL  1659  64  493  3285  F 
                                                  
Water Street at  EBL  8  8  0  44  A  EBL  16  14 7 93 B        
Steamship Ingress EBT  14  10  0  44  A  EBT  36  19 7 93 C
Driveway/ EBR  118  10  0  44  B  EBR  114  26 7 93 D
Norton Lane WBL  0  0  0  0  A  WBL  4  9 0 0 A WBL 0 0 0 0  A  WBL  4 35 0 11 E

WBR  0  0  0  0  A  WBR  2  4 0 0 A WBR 0 0 0 0  A  WBR  2 4 0 11 A
NBT  128  0  0  0  A  NBT  160  0 0 0 A NBT 198 0 0 0  A  NBT  228 1 0 13 A
NBR  74  0  0  0  A  NBR  67  1 0 0 A NBR 72 0 0 0  A  NBR  68 1 0 13 A
SBL  11  2  0  83  A  SBL  14  4 7 140 A SBL  21 31 145 189  D  SBL   48 23 132 187 C
SBT  335  2  0  83  A  SBT  348  9 7 140 A SBT 464 58 145 189  F  SBT  520 45 132 187 E

OVERALL  688  3  0  87  A  OVERALL  759  9  4  150  A  OVERALL  755  37  48  189  E  OVERALL  870  29  44  187  D 
                                                  
Water Street at  EBL  0  0  0  41  A  EBL  7  8 0 42 A EBL 5 171 984 2124  F  EBL  20 145 1052 2261 F
Steamship Egress EBR  48  6  0  41  A  EBR  39  6 0 42 A EBR 218 179 984 2124  F  EBR  248 145 1052 2261 F
Driveway/ WBL  121  9  1  73  A  WBL  124  14 4 119 B WBL 86 431 510 1253  F  WBL  115 203 342 880 F
Municipal Parking Lot WBT  4  10  1  73  A  WBT  6  14 4 119 B WBT 2 385 510 1253  F  WBT  6 198 342 880 F
Driveway Entrance WBR  0  0  1  73  A  WBR  26  9 4 119 A WBR 0 0 510 1253  A  WBR  23 182 342 880 F

NBL  43  0  0  0  A  NBT  131  0 0 21 A NBT 83 2 0 45  A  NBL  120 0 1 105 A
NBT  93  0  0  0  A  NBL  47  0 0 21 A NBL 115 0 0 45  A  NBT  110 1 1 105 A
SBT  177  0  0  7  A  SBT  200  2 0 17 A SBT 185 102 37 178  F  SBT  208 45 12 140 E
SBR  16  1  0  7  A  SBR  49  1  0  17  A  SBR  16  81  37  178  F  SBR  48  17  12  140  C 

  OVERALL  502  3  0  73  A  OVERALL  626  4  2  119  A  OVERALL  709  132  397  2150  F  OVERALL  898  85  351  2261  F 
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The Tables provided by the reviewer as a comparison between the existing and build conditions reflect the 
sensitivity analysis of sending 80% of the vehicle trips through Five Corners, as opposed to Main Street.  We 
believe that projecting 80% of the vehicle trips through Five Corners is unrealistic and maintain our belief that 
vehicle trips will follow our original trip distribution pattern, as presented in the May 2013 TIAS. 
 
The Town of Tisbury has established a design review committee to assess potential access and circulation 
configurations of the site and municipal parking lot.  Since this process is just getting underway, we are 
providing SYNCHRO analysis for two scenarios; one as previously provided assuming the closure of Norton 
Lane to Water Street (single access to municipal parking lot), and one that maintains the Norton Lane’s egress 
access to Water Street.  The results are displayed in Table 3 below.  
 

Table 3 
Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analyses – Peak Season  
 Peak Critical 

2015 No-Build Conditions 
2015 Build Conditions with 

Norton Lane 
2015 Build Conditions without 

Norton Lane 
Location Period Movement Dem v/c Del LOS Dem v/c Del LOS Dem v/c Del LOS 
               Water Street at Norton Lane/  Weekday Evening EB L 7 0.03 18 C 7 0.03 20 C n/a 
Steamship Ingress  EB TR 139 0.27 13 B 230 0.39 14 B n/a 
 Saturday Midday EB L 20 0.12 26 D 20 0.13 29 D n/a 
  EB TR 177 0.46 19 C 265 0.58 22 C n/a 
               
Water Street at Municipal Lot Weekday Evening EB LTR 50 0.07 9 A 63 0.08 9 A 299 0.41 12 B 
Driveway/Steamship Egress  WB LTR 130 0.70 30 D 130 0.88 >50 F 130 >1.2 >50 F 
 Saturday Midday EB LTR 47 0.09 11 B 59 0.11 11 B 344 0.61 18 C 
  WB LTR 162 0.66 28 D 162 0.84 >50 F 162 >1.2 >50 F 
               
State Road at Water Street/ Weekday Evening NB LTR 219 >1.2 >50 F 226 >1.2 >50 F 226 >1.2 >50 F 
Lagoon Pond Road  EB LTR 459 0.09 3 A 445 0.10 3 A 445 0.10 3 A 
 (“Five Corners”) Saturday Midday NB LTR 220 >1.2 >50 F 228 >1.2 >50 F 228 >1.2 >50 F 
  EB LTR 424 0.13 4 A 409 0.13 4 A 409 0.13 4 A 
               

a demand in vehicles per hour for unsignalized intersections; the demand applies to only the most critical street approach or lane group 
b volume-to-capacity ratio for the critical movement 
c delay of critical approach only, rounded to the nearest whole second 
d level of service of the critical movement 
NA Driveway does not exist under this scenario 
LTR shared left, through, right 
TR shared through, right 
L left 
R right 

 
As Table 3 shows, there is little difference in the results for the scenarios with and without Norton Lane access 
onto Water Street.  The Five Corners intersection shows no difference between the two scenarios, and the 
intersection of Water Street at Municipal Lot Driveway/Steamship Egress Driveway is only slightly worse 
without Norton Lane access than with.  Under the existing geometry Build Analysis, the eastbound Municipal 
Lot Driveway will operate at LOS A during the weekday evening peak hour and LOS B during the Saturday 
midday peak hour.  Under the proposed configuration, without Norton Lane, Build analysis, the eastbound 
Municipal Lot Driveway will operate at LOS B during the weekday evening peak hour and LOS C during the 
Saturday midday peak hour.  The westbound Steamship Egress Driveway will operate at LOS F under all peak 
hours and scenarios; however, under true field conditions a police officer is present to assist with this movement.   
 

Site Traffic Generation and Distribution 

Comment: The project will have a significant impact on Water Street and Five Corners, as outlined in Section 
10 of this memo.  The Five Corners intersection is already over capacity, and short of installing a traffic signal, 
it is unlikely that there are geometric or control changes that could improve the intersection’s capacity, nor are 
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those changes desired by the Town or the MVC.  The following are some mitigation measures that could, at least 
partially, offset the additional trips generated by the store expansion.   

 Provide funding and other assistance to improve and promote the shuttle service between the Park & 
Ride, the Upper State Road area, Main Street, and the Steamship Authority terminal, to encourage 
people to use the shuttle instead of driving.  Improvements could include shortening the headways by 
adding an additional vehicle during the summer, branding and marketing the service as a free shoppers’ 
shuttle, working with the SSA to encourage some ferry passengers to get dropped off and picked up at 
the Park & Ride lot, and changing the routing around Vineyard Haven to bypass congestion spots.   

 Use Transportation Demand Management (TDM) techniques such as requiring or incentivizing Stop & 
Shop employees to park at the Park & Ride facility and take the shuttle to work. Also, as a leading 
employer in Tisbury, Stop & Shop could work with the Town to enlarge this program to include all 
downtown employees. Removing employees from public parking spaces would free up these spaces for 
customers, thereby reducing traffic by drivers circulating to find a free parking space. It would also 
follow general parking management practice of getting the maximum benefit from each downtown 
parking space by prioritizing short-term parking by customers, instead of using these spaces for 
employees and other long-term parkers that could better be accommodated elsewhere.   

 As discussed in section 4 above, appropriate mitigation could include safety improvements at Five 
Corners and along Water Street with the Applicant committing to funding the recommendations that 
come out of the Road Safety Audit, provided that those recommendations are acceptable to both the 
Town and the Commission.  

 Mitigation could include making improvements in the vicinity that enhance bicycle and pedestrian use.    
 The proposed restriping of Water Street would be helpful from a maintenance perspective, but doesn’t 

rise to the level of seriously mitigating the impacts of the project.    
 
 
Response:  
Based upon conversations with the Vineyard Transit Authority (VTA), their biggest concern with the area is that 
when the police officers are directing traffic as the Steamship Authority ships come in and release passenger and 
vehicular traffic, all preference is given to the Steamship Authority Driveway.  As this happens, VTA busses and 
shuttles traveling down Water Street are stopped along with the rest of traffic.  This conflict was observed in the 
field as well as documented on the count videos.  Some level of preference should be given to the VTA busses 
and shuttles, even when a ship has just arrived, so that pedestrian passengers who chose to utilize VTA services 
and be efficiently removed from this area.  By allowing the VTA busses to get through the Water Street corridor 
existing route times and the busses’ efficiency for transporting riders will be maintained or improved over 
existing conditions.  The Applicant is willing to work with the Town, the Police, and the SSA to establish 
protocols for future police control activities to ensure that all needs are accounted for during peak traffic periods.     

Construction Period Traffic 

Comment: The Applicant provided a narrative regarding construction period activities and how they will be 
managed.  We recommend that the MVC require that the Applicant provide a formal submission of a 
Construction Management Plan, including to-scale drawings that show the limits of work, lay-down areas, etc., 
to ensure that there is minimal impact on the adjacent Town parking lot.  The plan should maintain traffic on 
Norton Lane, minimize the number of spaces out of service, and provide hours of operation during which 
construction activities will take place. 
 
Response: 
As stated in the July 31st Response to Comments, the Proponent believes that the proposed site and adjacent 
municipal parking lot modifications represents the best plan moving forward which is responsive to town 
officials’ requests.  Once agreement on this plan is provided, the requested construction phasing plans will be 
prepared.  Such plans will require substantial coordination with the Town of Tisbury and the Proponent, and the 
Town will ensure that any parking area disruption will be minimal and occur during non-peak periods.    
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Site Access 

Comment: The Applicant has proposed two site plans for the Town parking lot and Norton Lane, one of which 
revises the site plan to show the closure of Norton Lane.  This would have the advantage of reducing 
vehicle/pedestrian conflicts on Water Street by eliminating one curb cut, and would provide some additional 
space for landscaping.  However, it would also have several disadvantages, namely:   

 It eliminates two of the three lanes exiting the Town parking lot onto Water Street, inducing a bottleneck 
at one location.  The Applicant’s analysis of this alternative shows that the change would have a 
significant negative impact on the newly configured intersection of the Town parking lot 
driveway/Steamship Authority exit driveway/Water Street.  Table 2 shows that the average delay for the 
overall intersection during the Saturday peak hour would go from 9 seconds under existing conditions to 
93 seconds under the proposed Build conditions.  The overall LOS would drop from LOS A to LOS F.   

 Motorists traveling to the Steamship Authority terminal to bring their vehicles onto the ferry or to pick-
up or drop off ferry passengers would no longer have a straight route to the ferry using Norton Lane.  
Instead they would have to wind through the parking lot, turn right onto Water Street, then left into the 
Steamship Authority entrance or pickup/drop off area.  This could cause some of them to change their 
usual route and travel through Five Corners instead, increasing the burden on that intersection. 

 The overall impact of closing Norton Lane on the overall parking circulation has not been documented, 
but it stands to reason that the impact will not be positive.  Some percentage of the cars using Norton 
Lane today are passing through, not parking in the Town parking lot.  If the average stay in a parking 
space in the Town parking lot is 30 minutes, i.e., each space turns over twice in an hour, that would 
mean that there are a total of 130 vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot.  According to the July 
2013 count data, there are 212 and 237 vehicles entering in the weekday p.m. and Saturday midday peak 
hours, respectively.  Therefore, 39%-45% of the entering traffic is passing through, not parking.  If each 
space only turns over once per hour or less, the percentage of vehicles that would be required to travel 
circuitously through the parking lot would be higher.  This would also add interference for vehicles 
parking.  

 This could make it more dangerous for pedestrians walking through the parking lot as motorists become 
frustrated while waiting to exit.  Routing the Norton Lane traffic through the parking lot would also 
increase danger to pedestrians in the parking lot as people are walking to and from their vehicles. 

 
Proposing a significant circulation change such as closing Norton Lane raises enough questions and adds a 
level of complexity that we believe a larger study to understand the impacts and benefits would be useful.  We 
recommend that the Commission and the Town, with possible support from the Applicant, perform a study of 
overall circulation in downtown Vineyard Haven, and that the decision about reconfiguration of the Town 
parking lot access/egress be postponed until the larger study is completed.  Meanwhile, the site plans should 
show how the site could work for vehicle, pedestrian, and delivery truck access without the closure of Norton 
Lane.    The proposed parking lot layout, with all the aisles being two-way, means that there would be more 
traffic conflicts.  The proposed traffic aisles are all 24 feet wide, which is wider than most major roads on the 
Island.  If some of the parking aisles were made one way, the aisles could be narrowed somewhat, possibly 
allowing for more landscaping and less pavement.  In addition, there would be fewer traffic conflicts within the 
parking lot.  Any redesign of the parking lot and Norton Lane should analyze and accommodate all modes of 
transportation, including pedestrians and bicycles.  For example, it should be possible to include a significantly 
improved bicycle connection from the ferry terminal to the island’s network of shared use paths (located next to 
the old fire station) using Cromwell Lane and extending along the west and north sides of the parking lot.   
 
Response: 
As mentioned at the public hearings and in previous correspondence, the current site plan and municipal parking 
lot configuration was development based on discussion and direction provided by Town of Tisbury officials.  In 
addition to the potentially negative implications of closing Norton Lane to Water Street, the reviewer failed to 
mention the positive results of this modification.   
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According to the most recent July 2013 traffic counts, there are currently 347 pedestrians crossing Norton Lane 
in the weekday evening peak hour, and 296 pedestrians crossing Norton Lane in the Saturday midday peak hour.  
In closing Norton Lane, the conflict between vehicles and the nearly 650 pedestrians accounted for in the peak 
hours will be removed.  Additionally, the pedestrian enhancements as part of the project will include continuous 
pedestrian pathways from Water Street, along the side of the Stop & Shop building, and onto Norton Lane.  
These accommodations will allow a safe walkway for pedestrians entering and exiting the store.   
 
Additionally, the count videos revealed that a number of pedestrians walk out of Stop & Shop and go directly 
across the street to the Steamship Authority parking lot.  The existing Stop & Shop entrance location and the 
geometry of the Water Street at Norton Lane intersection creates a logical crossing point for pedestrians at this 
location, even though there is no crosswalk present.  Currently, there are 82 pedestrians crossing Water Street at 
Norton Lane in the weekday evening peak hour and 108 pedestrians crossing during the Saturday midday peak 
hour.  By closing Norton Lane and strategically designing the landscape and pedestrian enhancements, 
pedestrians will be naturally directed away from Water Street, deterring crossings at this location.   
 
However, as the Town of Tisbury has appointed a review committee to review and ultimately give 
recommendations on the access and circulation to the municipal parking lot, SYNCHRO analyses have been 
prepared for two plans, one with Norton Lane closed at Water Street and the other with it remaining as it is 
today.    

Truck Traffic/Loading 

Comment: The Applicant has demonstrated how the loading dock access could work with their current site plan, 
which includes closing Norton Lane and eliminating the comfort station.  While it would appear that eliminating 
the comfort station would facilitate maneuvering large trucks into the proposed truck dock, the proposal to close 
Norton Lane is very problematic.  Therefore, we do not believe the Applicant should pursue changing the 
configuration of the Town parking lot and closing Norton Lane until a larger study of traffic circulation in 
Vineyard Haven has been completed.   
 
Ideally, when there is a truck dock within a building, trucks would be able to enter facing forward, maneuver 
within the building, and exit facing forward.  Having a truck dock that requires backing up across a sidewalk is 
more problematic, especially when this is located in an area of high pedestrian activity.    
 
The Applicant included Figures 1A, 1B, and 1C showing how trucks could access the loading docks if the Town 
parking lot was not reconfigured and the comfort station was preserved.  Based on Figure 1A, when a tractor-
trailer (WB-50) is entering the parking lot to deliver product, as many as seven parking spaces would need to be 
restricted from use in order for the truck to maneuver into the proposed loading docks.  The truck would need to 
make several back-up maneuvers over the proposed sidewalk on the south side adjacent to the store.  For a box 
truck or trash truck (SU-30) to access the loading dock would require that at least one parking space be 
restricted.  The box truck would also have to back up over the sidewalk on Norton Lane.  We do not believe that 
the proposed configuration is desirable for loading on-site.     
 
While locating the loading docks within the building footprint is advantageous over the existing loading 
configuration, an alternative that does not require the truck to back up over a sidewalk would be more 
advantageous.  If this is impossible because of the constraints of this site, there should be very strict measures to 
minimize the safety and other impacts associated with trucks backing up across a sidewalk.  These could include 
conditions on the time of day when backing up to enter the truck dock is permitted (e.g. before 8 a.m.), when 
exiting from the truck dock is permitted (e.g. before 11 a.m.), and what safety measures would be employed to 
minimize safety impacts.  These could include ensuring that there is a safe alternate pedestrian route from Main 
Street to the ferry (e.g. along the west and north sides of the parking lot) and providing temporary signs and 
personnel to temporarily close off pedestrian access when truck maneuvering is taking place.  It might be worth 
exploring alternative locations for or configurations of the truck dock. 
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Response: As discussed with the peer consultant at a recent meeting, the existing Stop & Shop tractor trailers 
ingress requires that certain existing parking spaces within the municipal lot be coned off and that an attendant is 
present during the truck ingress activities. Trucks almost always arrive on the first ferry in the morning when 
parking activities within the municipal lot are minimal.  Regardless of which plan for the municipal parking lots 
is chosen, we anticipate similar operations will be necessary.  Similar to existing conditions, tractor trailers will 
normally arrive on the first ferry and to the extent needed (depending on ultimate configuration of municipal 
parking lot), certain parking spaces will be coned off as necessary to allow efficient ingress operations. In 
addition, similar to existing conditions, an attendant will be present to monitor ingress operations and ensure that 
any potential conflicts between the truck, motor vehicles, and pedestrians will be minimized.  Also the truck will 
arrive in the early morning hours, similar to existing conditions, when vehicular and pedestrian activity in this 
area is at a  minimal level.  Once the truck has safely backed into the loading dock area, it will be completely 
located in the loading dock area (within the building) and therefore the truck will not be an impediment to 
vehicular and pedestrian operations the way the current configuration of the loading occurs.  This will be a 
substantial improvement over existing conditions and with proper management of ingress and egress maneuvers, 
by way of attendant presence, operations and safety in this area will be enhanced. 
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Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC) Memorandum (August 7, 2013) 
 
Traffic, Parking, and Comfort Station 
 
Comment: Transportation Study; Consider supporting an effort by the Town and MVC to prepare a Downtown 
Vineyard Haven Traffic and Parking Study. This could look at operations for Norton Lane, Union Street, the 
Town Parking Lot Layout and management, and other related issues, so decisions can be made in a coordinated 
and comprehensive way. Some of these decisions could take place after the MVC’s DRI approval. Stop & Shop 
could also confirm its commitment to finance the removal of the comfort station and a reconfiguration of the 
Town Parking Lot that provides better access to the truck dock. 
 
Response: 
Stop & Shop has already made a commitment to support the Downtown Traffic and Parking Study by way of the 
collection of traffic volume and vehicle tracking data during peak summer season conditions. This data was 
collected the last week in August at the same time that staff from the MVC performed motor vehicle surveys.  It 
should be noted that the Proponent has performed this data collection, at substantial cost, more than $20,000, 
prior to any approvals for the proposed project. This demonstrates the commitment that they are making to 
working with the town and the MVC regarding larger transportation assessment.   
 
Comment: Transportation Mitigation; Consider making a transportation mitigation contribution to offset the 
impact of the project on traffic, to be administered by the Town. This could be used to make physical 
improvements to the road network, transit, and/or bicycle accommodation’s above and beyond those changes 
that typically benefit the store (e.g. improving truck access to the truck dock, or landscaping the immediate 
perimeter of the store), for transit improvement, and/or for travel demand management program. The Town 
could decide how these funds will be used after the completion of the Transportation Study. 
 
Response: 
The proposed redevelopment will have minor traffic impact as demonstrated in the analyses provided. However 
existing traffic conditions presently experienced during peak season and during Steamship loading and off-
loading are existing issues that are unrelated to the proposed project and should be recognized as such.  With that 
in mind, the Proponent is proposing a series of mitigation action that are geared toward addressing project 
impacts a summary of the mitigation actions are provided below: 

 Restripe and Up-date signage along Water Street between the turn around and Five Corners 
 Provide expanded Police control of Steamship Egress and north Municipal Parking Lot Driveway to 

improve operations of this critical location beyond just the steamship egress operation periods.  This will 
be supplemental to the existing control that is in place by the SSA.  In addition, if desired, the Proponent 
will work with the Town, the MVC, VTA and the Steamship Authority to develop protocols for police 
officer control at this location so that priorities can be established and movement of VTA vehicles can be 
enhanced along this corridor. 

 Implement a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program for employees of the site. This will 
include incentives for employees who park at the Park n Ride and take transit to get to the site. 

 Conduct an Roadway Safety Audit (RSA) including Five Corners and the Water Street corridor. 
 Provide the MVC and Town with traffic data and vehicle tracking necessary for use in the larger 

Downtown Transportation Study that is desired.  This data has already been collected by the Proponent 
and costs for data collection, before the project is approved is substantial over $20,000. 

 In addition to respond to requests, the Proponent will provide a mitigation payment of $20,000 to be 
used as the Town sees fit for transportation initiatives in this area. 

 Proponent is willing to upgrade the municipal parking lot if the Town desires to improve circulation and 
landscaping. 
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 Proponent is providing restrooms that will be available to the public next to the loading dock. These 
restrooms will be accessible from the street.   

 Enhance Pedestrian sidewalks along Water Street and Norton Lane. 
 
 With the commitment by the Proponent to implement the measures outlined, we believe that project impacts are 
mitigated. 
 
Comment:Norton Lane/Parking Lot Layout: Instead of having to choose between two completely different plans, 
is it possible to come up with a single plan that combines the best features of both plans and keeps some options 
open for future decisions? (this plan could incorporate the following features): 

 Provide continuous sidewalk along the south side of Norton Lane, i.e. alongside the store from Main  
Street to Water Streets, with room for a vegetated buffer between the sidewalk and the building, and with 
street trees between the sidewalk and the parking lot. 

 Keep as much as possible of the existing parking lot layout with its trees and vegetated strips. 
 Provide a wide lane from the northern entrance of the parking lot on Water Street to the Stop & Shop 

truck dock. The main plan could show the removal of the comfort station.  There could be a variant that 
keeps the comfort station, at least on a temporary basis, but modifies the landscaping in front to 
facilitate access to the truck dock. 

 Allow for the option of closing off or keeping open the foot of Norton and Water Street, allowing the 
Town to make a decision after the Downtown Transportation Study has analyzed options. 

 
Response:  
As determined by the Town of Tisbury Selectman, a committee has been appointed to consider various options 
for the municipal parking lot which will include access, circulation, pedestrian accommodation, and landscaping.  
Pending the outcome of that process the Proponent will incorporate as many of the features recommended as 
possible 
 

 Parking Garage Management; Clarify how the Stop & Shop parking garage will be managed. 
o Will there be employee parking in the garage 
o Could part of the parking be for small cars, if the ceiling height is reduced in that part of the 

garage. 
o The narrative provided by the applicant says that the garage will be posted as being for S&S 

customers only with other being towed, though at the hearing, the applicant’s representatives 
suggested that this would not really be enforced. Clarify the proposed management including the 
possibility of making an agreement with the Town to have S&S lot managed by the Town on the 
same basis as the town lot, namely 2-hour unrestricted parking supervised by the Town of 
Tisbury Police Department. (the concern is that if usage of S&S parking is too loosely 
controlled, it could lead to the garage being filled all day with long-term parkers.  If too tightly 
controlled, it might place excessive demand on the Town Parking Lot because shoppers doing 
combined trips (S&S and other destinations) or who prefer to park outdoors would fill the Town 
Parking Lot first, making those public spaces less available to people shopping in the Main 
Street stores or going to the ferry). 

 
Response:  
Currently the plan would be to allow employees to park within the parking garage. However, employees will be 
discouraged from doing so and encouraged to park at the park n ride and utilize existing shuttle services to gain 
access to the supermarket. The Proponent cannot force employees to park at the park n ride due to union rules. 
 
 

o Truck Dock; Clarify the use of the truck dock. Could you summarize and incorporate the Store 
Managers response to Commissioner Breckenridge’s questions to include the following 
information?  
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 When will  S&S Trailers normally deliver and how long will the truck be at the dock 
 How many vendors will be delivering by box truck or van per day and generally what 

time of day. 
 How does this relate to presence of the S&S trailer? 
 Will delivery trucks use the Town Parking Lot for deliver because both truck docks are 

full, and if so, at what time of day? 
 Can appointments be made for delivery by vendors to spread out the demand? 
 Clarify what dictates the time of delivery; stocking shelves earl for the day, availability 

of SSA reservations. 
 

Response: As mentioned previously, truck deliveries to the site will remain similar to existing conditions with 
the redevelopment in place.  Currently the site will typically see 10-15 trucks per day, one of which will be a 
tractor trailer, and the remainder being vendor type trucks that range in size from small vans to panel trucks (SU-
30).  Nearly all the vendor truck deliveries occur during the morning hours 6AM to 9AM with occasional follow-
up deliveries late morning by pick-up truck.  The follow-up deliveries that are sometimes necessary under 
existing conditions due to limited display and product storage should be eliminated in the future with improved 
storage and shelf space.   
 
It is expected that the tractor trailer will arrive on the first ferry in the morning and access the loading dock early 
morning before vehicular and pedestrian traffic becomes more critical.  Unlike today, the tractor trailer will have 
an opportunity to unload and leave during the day or early evening when it makes sense to do so based on 
operational consideration and ferry scheduling.  The additional backroom storage and expanding in-store 
shelving will all more storage of product than what exists today.  As mentioned in the past, current conditions 
require that product be taken directly from the truck to the shelf which is an extremely inefficient operation.  
There will almost certainly will be times when it makes sense for the tractor trailer to remain in the storage area 
overnight due to ferry scheduling, however, when that is the case, it will be completely enclosed and out of the 
access, circulation routes, and the public’s eye. 
 
All vendors will arrive in the morning between the hours of 6AM and 9AM.  During most of this time a tractor 
trailer will likely be in the loading dock area and therefor there would be room for a one vendor vehicle next to 
the tractor trailer in the loading dock area.  All others will utilize the parking within the municipal parking lot, 
much the way they do today. Because all of the vendors will arrive prior to 9AM, when vehicular and parking 
demands are relatively lite, this continued practice is not expected to be issue.  Most vendor are present in this 
area for short periods often less than 15 minutes.  Under existing conditions, due to limited shelf space, vendors 
often need to return to the store in the afternoon hours under peak season conditions. It is during this time when 
parking is challenging and some vendors have been seen to park in the SSA parking area and bring product 
across the street. With the substantially improved storage and shelving proposed by this project, these 
supplemental deliveries will not be needed.  Vendors that deliver to S&S are independents and controlling or 
specifically scheduling delivery’s is not possible.  However, consistent with existing conditions, deliveries by 
vendor vehicles will occur during the early morning hours (6-9AM) to ensure that vendor products are on the 
shelves for the days shopping activities.  The time of delivery is related to stocking the shelf prior to the days 
shopping activities and not based on SSA schedules. 
 

 Bicycle Rack; Are there any more bicycle racks planned beyond those shown on the plan?  Bike parking 
should also be provided close to Cromwell Lane. 

 
Response: 
The proposed bike racks, on site, are all proposed within the cover of the parking garage.  However, the 
Proponent will work with the Town (Selectman) to add additional bike racks in the municipal lot or along 
Cromwell Lane, exact locations to be determined.  
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Mark London 
Executive Director 
Martha’s Vineyard Commission 
 

Date:  September 4, 2013 

From: Keri Pyke, P.E., PTOE 
 

HSH Project No.: 2013062.00 

Subject: Stop & Shop Expansion, Tisbury, MA 
Review of Traffic Peer Review Response #2 

 

 
The memorandum below provides detailed comments and recommendations regarding each subject area.  Items 
still remaining for discussion include traffic analysis, mitigation, site access, and loading.  The conclusions and 
recommendations regarding these items are summarized on page 10 of this memorandum. 
 
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates (HSH) submitted our peer review comments of the Traffic Impact and Access 
Study prepared for the proposed Stop & Shop expansion in Tisbury, Massachusetts, on May 3, 2013.  We received 
the following additional information in response to the comments:   
 

 Memorandum, Stop & Shop Expansion, Tisbury, MA, Response to HSH Peer Review, prepared by VHB, 
dated June 25, 2013. 

 CD-ROM containing video files, VISSIM 2013 Existing Condition (PM PEAK/SAT MIDDAY PEAK) and 
VISSIM 2013 PROPOSED CONDITION (PM PEAK/SAT MIDDAY PEAK). 

 Figure 1A – WB-50 Delivery Truck Turning Movement Entrance Route 
 Figure 1B – WB-50 Delivery Truck Turning Movement Exit Route 
 Figure 1C – SU-30 Delivery Truck Turning Movement Entrance and Exit Route 

 
We reviewed these items and provided additional comments and questions in a memorandum dated July 11, 
2013.  We received the following additional information in response to our memorandum: 
 

 Memorandum, Stop & Shop Expansion, Tisbury, MA, Response to HSH Peer Review Response, 
prepared by VHB, dated July 31, 2013. 

 CD-ROM containing VISSIM files and TMC videos. 
 
The key findings of our additional peer review of the traffic assessment are presented in the following sections.  
The comments are numbered for ease of reference and correspond to the numbers in our original peer review.  
The following areas, numbered to correspond to the numbers in our original comment letter dated May 3, 2013, 
did not require a response from the Applicant, and no further action was required: 
 
1. Study Area Boundaries 
3. Selection of Peak Hour 
5. Background Traffic Growth 
6. Planned Transportation Improvements 
 
The following comments are prefaced with three general comments:  

 VHB and the MVC worked week ago to carry out important additional data collection for downtown 
Vineyard Haven including an original-destination survey, a parking usage survey, and a survey on the 
ferry to gather information about how passengers arrive and leave the terminal.  Hopefully, the 
results of these surveys will shed new light on the transportation issues discussed in the VHB report 
and in this memo. 
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 The MVC has suggested to the Town that they collaborate on a comprehensive downtown 
transportation study for Vineyard Haven.  If this goes ahead, it could allow more integrated and 
rational decision making on the many complex and interrelated issues involved.  

 We have been informed that Stop & Shop is currently working on possible revisions to the project 
plans.  If these changes are significant, they could impact the transportation analysis and conclusions.  
 

The following areas, numbered to correspond to our original comments, provide additional comments regarding 
additional information and analysis that the Applicant provided in their response memo. 

Traffic Data Collection 

2. As was requested, the Applicant collected new traffic count data in July 2013 to represent the peak summer 
conditions.  The Applicant also provided comparisons among their traffic count data collected in January 
2013, MVC data collected in July 2013, and their new July 2013 data.  While these comparisons are 
interesting to note the variations by day of week, time of day, or month of the year, we do not believe 
additional computations are necessary, as the Applicant used their July 2013 unadjusted count data to 
reanalyze the study area intersections.  Although the comparison between the January 2013 and July 2013 
data shows an increase of approximately 45%, the Applicant did not change the adjustment factor that was 
applied to the empirical trip generation data, which was increased by 66% to reflect peak conditions.  We 
believe these methods and the new data are appropriate for the use and the study area.  No further review is 
required. 
 
The Applicant also provided updated intersection analysis results in this section.  Since this deals with the 
Traffic Impact Analysis, our comments are more appropriately located in section 10.  

Safety Information 

4. The Applicant has recommended that a Road Safety Audit (RSA) be performed at Five Corners.  While we 
agree that this would be useful, the intersection is on the Martha’s Vineyard Commission’s High Crash 
Location list and is therefore eligible for an RSA through MassDOT.  We recommend that the Applicant 
commit to funding the recommendations that come out of the RSA as part of their mitigation package, 
provided that those recommendations are acceptable to both the Town and the Commission. 

Site Traffic Generation and Distribution 

7. We are comfortable with the Applicant’s trip generation methodology based on the additional detail provided.   
 
8. The Applicant provided a sensitivity analysis of the original distribution as well as a revised distribution in 

which 80% of “up island” traffic was assigned through the Five Corners intersection and 20% was assigned to 
Main Street and Norton Lane, using VISSIM as requested.   
 
A review of the results of the VISSIM analysis under both distribution scenarios yields some questions.  The 
volumes shown in summary in Tables 2 and 3 for both scenarios show different volumes than are shown in 
the volume figures (Figures 1 and 2 for existing conditions and Figures 5, 6, 10, and 11 for Build conditions).  
In all cases the volumes shown in the VISSIM summaries are lower than those shown in the volume figures.  
This seems to indicate that the VISSIM existing conditions models are not calibrated correctly because the 
volumes in the existing conditions were counted, so we know that the intersection can process that number of 
vehicles.  It also may indicate that because links were not lengthened to be longer than the actual queues, 
they are constrained as to the number of vehicles that can enter, i.e., Beach Road.   

 
We believe further discussion is required regarding the calibration and results of the VISSIM model runs.  The 
analysis is discussed further in Section 10.  The origin-destination study and other extensive survey work 
carried out recently by VHB and MVC staff should provide a better understanding of the situation.  



  Stop & Shop Expansion, Tisbury, MA 
  Review of Traffic Peer Review Response #2 
  September 4, 2013 

 

 
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.  Page 3 

Parking Demand 

9. The ITE parking standard for a grocery store in an urban situation calls for 3.2 parking spaces per 1,000 
square feet of floor space, or 89 spaces for a 28,000 square-foot store.  The proposed additional 43 parking 
spaces, provided they are all available to customers, should be able to accommodate the additional parking 
demand generated by enlarging the store.  However, since it is not enough to accommodate the parking 
generated by the entire store, it should be anticipated that shoppers will continue to park in the Town parking 
lot and other places in town.  The proposed number of parking spaces is far less than other grocery stores on 
the Island.  It could be argued that since the applicants are building a new store, the parking should be 
adequate to accommodate the requirements for the entire store. However, provided the parking is 
appropriately managed and shared, the parking should be no worse than it is today.   

 
The Applicant should clarify where employees will park.  If some of the additional parking is used by 
employees, it would mean that these spaces are no longer available to customers, which would exacerbate 
the parking shortage.  With 50 new employees projected, it would be desirable that Stop & Shop require, 
incentivize, or at least encourage employees not to take their cars to work.  It could have employees use the 
park and ride and shuttle, especially in peak summer season.  Stop & Shop could assist the Town in ensuring 
that all public parking spaces are carefully regulated, to avoid having employees and owners of any 
downtown business staying longer than permitted by wiping the chalk off their tires.  Stop & Shop could 
provide an incentive allowing for some leeway from start time for employees using the Park and Ride shuttle 
when it is delayed. 
 
The Applicant has stated that they will work with the Town to implement a parking strategy that works to take 
advantage of shared parking.  We recommend that the Commission include as a condition of approval, if it 
inclined to grant approval, that the Applicant provide a written parking management plan that includes 
sharing their parking spaces for use by patrons of downtown Vineyard Haven subject to posted hours.  
 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

10. The Applicant provided more detailed information regarding how the existing conditions models, which form 
the basis for the Build conditions models, have been calibrated.  We are still not convinced that the VISSIM 
models accurately reflect the existing conditions at Five Corners as the maximum queue lengths differ greatly 
from those observed, and some volumes and measures of effectiveness decrease rather than increase with the 
construction of the new store.  We believe further discussion is needed regarding the calibration and results, 
which can also incorporate the results of the recent surveys. 
 
Nevertheless, the VISSIM model shows that the addition of approximately 175 new trips in the weekday 
evening and Saturday midday peak hours as a result of the construction of the new store would have a 
significant impact on the area and especially on Five Corners, the most critical location in the study area.  
These new trips will increase traffic volumes, average delay, and average queue lengths at Five Corners, as 
summarized in the following tables. 
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Table 1. Comparison of Critical Lane Group Volumes at Five Corners 

Lane Group 

p.m. Peak 
Hour No-

Build 
Volume 

(vph) 

p.m. Peak 
Hour New 
Trips (vph) 

p.m. Peak 
Hour, 

Change 
(%) 

Saturday 
Midday 

No-Build 
volume 
(vph) 

Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
New Trips 

(vph) 

Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
Change 

(%) 

Water Street southbound 
left/bear left onto Beach 
Street Extension and Beach 
Road 

121 25 20.7% 197 23 11.7% 

Water Street southbound 
thru/right onto Lagoon 
Pond Road and Beach 
Road 

295 55 18.6% 313 52 16.6% 

Lagoon Pond Road 
northbound left/thru/ 
right/hard right 

219 7 3.2% 220 8 3.6% 

Beach Road hard left/ 
left/right/hard right 

583 20 3.4% 503 23 4.6% 

Beach Street left/thru/ 
bear right/right 

467 23 4.9% 431 26 6.0% 

Source: Figures 3, 4, 8, and 9; Appendices of VHB Memo, July 31, 2013.  Note: The calculations above are based on the actual volumes 
counted in July 2013, as opposed to the model output volumes shown in Tables 2 and 3 of the July 31 VHB memo. 
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Table 2. Comparison of Delays at Five Corners 

Lane Group 

Existing 
p.m. Peak 

Hour 
Average 

Delay/LOS 
by Lane 

Group (sec) 

Build p.m. 
Peak Hour 
Average 

Delay/LOS 
by Lane 
Group 
(sec)) 

p.m. Peak 
Hour, 

Change in 
Average 
Delay (%) 

Existing 
Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
Average 

Delay/LOS 
by Lane 

Group (sec) 

Build 
Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
Average 

Delay/LOS 
by Lane 

Group (sec) 

Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
Change in 
Average 
Delay (%) 

Water Street southbound 
left/bear left onto Beach 
Street Extension and Beach 
Road  

38.0/E 64.0/F 68.4% 40.5 64.0 58.0% 

Water Street southbound 
thru/right onto  
Lagoon Pond Road and 
Beach Street  

57.5/F 75.5/F 31.3% 61.0 80.5 32.0% 

Lagoon Pond Road 
northbound left/thru/ 
right/hard right 

32.3/D 37.0/E 14.6% 33.8 33.3 -1.5% 

Beach Road hard left/ 
left/right/hard right 

65.8/F 69.0/F 4.9% 63.8 66.3 3.9% 

Beach Street left/thru/ 
bear right/right 

31.5/D 43.0/E 24.0% 43.0 68.3 58.8% 

Overall Intersection 48.0/E 58.0/F 20.8% 52.0 65.0 25% 

Source: Table 3; VHB Memo, July 31, 2013.  Arithmetic averages of delays by lane group calculated by HSH. 

 
According to the VISSIM model output summary (Table 3 in the July 31, 2013 document), the average 
weekday afternoon peak hour delay for vehicles on Water Street turning left onto Beach Road would go from 
38 seconds to 64 seconds, an increase of 65%.  During the Saturday midday peak hour, the average delay 
for the same movement would go from 40.5 to 64 seconds, an increase of 58%.  Other lane groups that are 
significantly impacted include the Beach Street eastbound lane.   
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Table 3. Comparison of Queue Lengths at Five Corners 

Lane Group 

Existing 
p.m. Peak 

Hour 
Average 
Queue 
Length 
(feet) 

Build p.m. 
Peak Hour 
Average 
Queue 
Length 
(feet) 

p.m. Peak 
Hour, 

Change in 
Average 
Queue 

Length (%) 

Existing 
Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
Average 
Queue 
Length 
(feet) 

Build 
Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour 
Average 
Queue 
Length 
(feet) 

Saturday 
Midday 

Peak Hour, 
Change in 
Average 
Queue 

Length (%) 

Water Street southbound 
left/bear left onto Beach 
Street Extension and 
Beach Road  

135 223 65.2% 153 234 52.9% 

Water Street southbound 
thru/right onto Lagoon 
Pond Road and  
Beach Street 

135 223 65.2% 153 234 52.9% 

Lagoon Pond Road 
northbound left/thru/ 
right/hard right 

42 56 33.2% 46 49 6.5% 

Beach Road hard 
left/left/right/hard right 

708 735 3.8% 551 662 20.1% 

Beach Street left/thru/ 
bear right/right 

88 149 69.3% 133 257 93.2% 

Source: Table 3; VHB Memo, July 31, 2013. 

 
Based on the analysis in the July 31 memo, the average weekday afternoon peak hour queue length for the 
Water Street southbound left turn to Beach Road would go from 135 to 223 feet, an increase of 65%.  During 
the Saturday midday peak, the average queue length for same movement would go from 153 to 234 feet, an 
increase of 53%.   
 
The changes to average delay and queue lengths, especially for the most critical movements, are significant 
increases that would have an important impact on all the traffic in the area, including that of VTA buses and 
of vehicles leaving the ferry.  
 
The Applicant has said that it is proposing two possible traffic and parking layouts, and has stated that the 
proposal is viable with both options, namely:  

 Keeping the existing parking layout and comfort station as well as continuing to allow Norton Lane to 
exit directly onto Water Street, and  

 Modifying the parking lot layout and closing the foot of Norton Lane, as suggested by some Town 
officials.  

These are further discussed under Section 13.  VHB did not provide a Build condition scenario without the 
closure of Norton Lane.  This should be provided.  

Mitigation Measures 

11. The project will have a significant impact on Water Street and Five Corners, as outlined in Section 10 of this 
memo.  The Five Corners intersection is already over capacity, and short of installing a traffic signal, it is 
unlikely that there are geometric or control changes that could improve the intersection’s capacity, nor are 
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those changes desired by the Town or the MVC.  The following are some mitigation measures that could, at 
least partially, offset the additional trips generated by the store expansion.  

 Provide funding and other assistance to improve and promote the shuttle service between the Park & 
Ride, the Upper State Road area, Main Street, and the Steamship Authority terminal, to encourage 
people to use the shuttle instead of driving.  Improvements could include shortening the headways by 
adding an additional vehicle during the summer, branding and marketing the service as a free 
shoppers’ shuttle, working with the SSA to encourage some ferry passengers to get dropped off and 
picked up at the Park & Ride lot, and changing the routing around Vineyard Haven to bypass 
congestion spots.  

 Use Transportation Demand Management (TDM) techniques such as requiring or incentivizing Stop & 
Shop employees to park at the Park & Ride facility and take the shuttle to work. Also, as a leading 
employer in Tisbury, Stop & Shop could work with the Town to enlarge this program to include all 
downtown employees. Removing employees from public parking spaces would free up these spaces 
for customers, thereby reducing traffic by drivers circulating to find a free parking space. It would also 
follow general parking management practice of getting the maximum benefit from each downtown 
parking space by prioritizing short-term parking by customers, instead of using these spaces for 
employees and other long-term parkers that could better be accommodated elsewhere.  

 As discussed in section 4 above, appropriate mitigation could include safety improvements at Five 
Corners and along Water Street with the Applicant committing to funding the recommendations that 
come out of the Road Safety Audit, provided that those recommendations are acceptable to both the 
Town and the Commission. 

 Mitigation could include making improvements in the vicinity that enhance bicycle and pedestrian use.   
 The proposed restriping of Water Street would be helpful from a maintenance perspective, but doesn’t 

rise to the level of seriously mitigating the impacts of the project.    

Construction Period Traffic 

12. The Applicant provided a narrative regarding construction period activities and how they will be managed.  
We recommend that the MVC require that the Applicant provide a formal submission of a Construction 
Management Plan, including to-scale drawings that show the limits of work, lay-down areas, etc., to ensure 
that there is minimal impact on the adjacent Town parking lot.  The plan should maintain traffic on Norton 
Lane, minimize the number of spaces out of service, and provide hours of operation during which construction 
activities will take place. 

Site Access 

13. The Applicant has proposed two site plans for the Town parking lot and Norton Lane, one of which revises the 
site plan to show the closure of Norton Lane.  This would have the advantage of reducing vehicle/pedestrian 
conflicts on Water Street by eliminating one curb cut, and would provide some additional space for 
landscaping.  However, it would also have several disadvantages, namely:  

 It eliminates two of the three lanes exiting the Town parking lot onto Water Street, inducing a 
bottleneck at one location.  The Applicant’s analysis of this alternative shows that the change would 
have a significant negative impact on the newly configured intersection of the Town parking lot 
driveway/Steamship Authority exit driveway/Water Street.  Table 2 shows that the average delay for 
the overall intersection during the Saturday peak hour would go from 9 seconds under existing 
conditions to 93 seconds under the proposed Build conditions.  The overall LOS would drop from 
LOS A to LOS F.  

 Motorists traveling to the Steamship Authority terminal to bring their vehicles onto the ferry or to pick-
up or drop off ferry passengers would no longer have a straight route to the ferry using Norton Lane.  
Instead they would have to wind through the parking lot, turn right onto Water Street, then left into the 
Steamship Authority entrance or pickup/drop off area.  This could cause some of them to change 
their usual route and travel through Five Corners instead, increasing the burden on that intersection.   
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 The overall impact of closing Norton Lane on the overall parking circulation has not been 
documented, but it stands to reason that the impact will not be positive.  Some percentage of the cars 
using Norton Lane today are passing through, not parking in the Town parking lot.  If the average 
stay in a parking space in the Town parking lot is 30 minutes, i.e., each space turns over twice in an 
hour, that would mean that there are a total of 130 vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot.  
According to the July 2013 count data, there are 212 and 237 vehicles entering in the weekday p.m. 
and Saturday midday peak hours, respectively.  Therefore, 39%-45% of the entering traffic is passing 
through, not parking.  If each space only turns over once per hour or less, the percentage of vehicles 
that would be required to travel circuitously through the parking lot would be higher.  This would also 
add interference for vehicles parking. 

 This could make it more dangerous for pedestrians walking through the parking lot as motorists 
become frustrated while waiting to exit.  Routing the Norton Lane traffic through the parking lot would 
also increase danger to pedestrians in the parking lot as people are walking to and from their 
vehicles. 
 

Proposing a significant circulation change such as closing Norton Lane raises enough questions and adds a 
level of complexity that we believe a larger study to understand the impacts and benefits would be useful.  We 
recommend that the Commission and the Town, with possible support from the Applicant, perform a study of 
overall circulation in downtown Vineyard Haven, and that the decision about reconfiguration of the Town 
parking lot access/egress be postponed until the larger study is completed.  Meanwhile, the site plans should 
show how the site could work for vehicle, pedestrian, and delivery truck access without the closure of Norton 
Lane.   
 
The proposed parking lot layout, with all the aisles being two-way, means that there would be more traffic 
conflicts.  The proposed traffic aisles are all 24 feet wide, which is wider than most major roads on the Island.  
If some of the parking aisles were made one way, the aisles could be narrowed somewhat, possibly allowing 
for more landscaping and less pavement.  In addition, there would be fewer traffic conflicts within the parking 
lot. 
 
Any redesign of the parking lot and Norton Lane should analyze and accommodate all modes of 
transportation, including pedestrians and bicycles.  For example, it should be possible to include a 
significantly improved bicycle connection from the ferry terminal to the island’s network of shared use paths 
(located next to the old fire station) using Cromwell Lane and extending along the west and north sides of the 
parking lot.  

Truck Traffic/Loading 

14. The Applicant has demonstrated how the loading dock access could work with their current site plan, which 
includes closing Norton Lane and eliminating the comfort station.  While it would appear that eliminating the 
comfort station would facilitate maneuvering large trucks into the proposed truck dock, the proposal to close 
Norton Lane is very problematic.  Therefore, we do not believe the Applicant should pursue changing the 
configuration of the Town parking lot and closing Norton Lane until a larger study of traffic circulation in 
Vineyard Haven has been completed. 
 
Ideally, when there is a truck dock within a building, trucks would be able to enter facing forward, maneuver 
within the building, and exit facing forward.  Having a truck dock that requires backing up across a sidewalk 
is more problematic, especially when this is located in an area of high pedestrian activity.  
 
The Applicant included Figures 1A, 1B, and 1C showing how trucks could access the loading docks if the 
Town parking lot was not reconfigured and the comfort station was preserved.  Based on Figure 1A, when a 
tractor-trailer (WB-50) is entering the parking lot to deliver product, as many as seven parking spaces would 
need to be restricted from use in order for the truck to maneuver into the proposed loading docks.  The truck 
would need to make several back-up maneuvers over the proposed sidewalk on the south side adjacent to the 
store.  For a box truck or trash truck (SU-30) to access the loading dock would require that at least one 



  Stop & Shop Expansion, Tisbury, MA 
  Review of Traffic Peer Review Response #2 
  September 4, 2013 

 

 
Howard/Stein-Hudson Associates, Inc.  Page 9 

parking space be restricted.  The box truck would also have to back up over the sidewalk on Norton Lane.  
We do not believe that the proposed configuration is desirable for loading on-site.   
 

While locating the loading docks within the building footprint is advantageous over the existing loading 
configuration, an alternative that does not require the truck to back up over a sidewalk would be more 
advantageous.  If this is impossible because of the constraints of this site, there should be very strict measures to 
minimize the safety and other impacts associated with trucks backing up across a sidewalk.  These could include 
conditions on the time of day when backing up to enter the truck dock is permitted (e.g. before 8 a.m.), when 
exiting from the truck dock is permitted (e.g. before 11 a.m.), and what safety measures would be employed to 
minimize safety impacts.  These could include ensuring that there is a safe alternate pedestrian route from Main 
Street to the ferry (e.g. along the west and north sides of the parking lot) and providing temporary signs and 
personnel to temporarily close off pedestrian access when truck maneuvering is taking place.  It might be worth 
exploring alternative locations for or configurations of the truck dock.  
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
The following is summary of conclusions and recommendations (numbering follows original numbering, and 
therefore is not sequential): 
 
4. Given that there is already a safety issue at Five Corners, we recommend that the Applicant implement the 

safety improvements recommended through a Road Safety Audit process, provided they are acceptable to the 
Town and the Commission.   

9. We recommend that the Commission include as a condition of approval, if it inclined to grant approval, that 
the Applicant provide a written parking management plan that includes sharing their parking spaces for use 
by patrons of downtown Vineyard Haven subject to posted hours.  It should clarify how many spaces would be 
used by employees, and include a program to require, incentivize, and/or encourage employees to park 
remotely, especially in peak season.  

10. The current VISSIM model shows that increases to traffic volumes, average delays, and average queue lengths 
are significant and would have an important impact on all the traffic in the area, including that of VTA buses 
and of vehicles leaving the ferry.  We believe that further discussion is needed regarding the calibration and 
results of the VISSIM model analysis.  

11. We do not believe that the proposed restriping of Water Street is adequate mitigation for the traffic impacts 
that will be created by the project.  Other measures aimed primarily at reducing vehicular trips in order to 
offset the increase in traffic from the store expansion, as well as providing other benefits to the community, 
should also be provided.  Given the project’s impact, the mitigation measures must provide significant public 
benefit.  Other suggested mitigation measures include funding and other assistance to improve the VTA 
shuttle service, use of TDM measures such as requiring employees to park at the Park & Ride facility, and 
safety improvements at Five Corners. 

12. We recommend that the MVC require that the Applicant provide a formal submission of a Construction 
Management Plan, including to-scale drawings that show the limits of work, lay-down areas, etc., to ensure 
that there is minimal impact on the adjacent Town parking lot.  The plan should include such items as 
maintaining traffic on Norton Lane, the number of public parking spaces that would be out of service during 
each phase, and the hours during which construction would take place. 

13. We do not believe the MVC should support the current proposal for the reconfiguration of the Town parking 
lot and closure of Norton Lane at Water Street.  Such a circulation change adds a level of complexity that 
would be informed by the performance of a larger study to understand the implications to downtown Vineyard 
Haven as a whole.  Any redesign of the parking lot and Norton Lane should provide improved pedestrian and 
bicycle accommodation. 

14. The figures provided indicate that a tractor-trailer can at least theoretically access the loading docks without 
any changes to the existing parking configuration in the Town parking lot.  However, a large vehicle, whether 
tractor-trailer or box truck, would need to back up over a sidewalk to complete its maneuver.  Also, the use of 
a number of spaces in the Town lot would need to be restricted so that a heavy vehicle can maneuver for part 
of the day.  We believe that both conditions are very problematic, bordering on the unacceptable and should 
only be considered if there is no viable alternative and if very strict conditions are imposed that are aimed at 
minimizing risk to public safety and reducing other impacts.  

 
This concludes our review of the additional information provided by the proposed Stop & Shop redevelopment 
team.  If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (617) 348-3301. 
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MARTHA'S VINEYARD COMMISSION  
P.O.BOX 1447 • 33 NEW YORK AVENUE • OAK BLUFFS • MA • 02557 
508.693.3453 • FAX: 508.693 7894 •  
INFO@MVCOMMISSION.ORG • WWW.MVCOMMISSION.ORG  

REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY OF DUKES COUNTY  
SERVING: AQUINNAH, CHILMARK, EDGARTOWN, GOSNOLD, OAK BLUFFS TISBURY, & WEST TISBURY 

 

Date: August 7, 2013 

To: Bill O’Brien, on behalf of Stop & Shop 

From: Mark London, Executive Director 

Re:   Stop & Shop Application – Outstanding Questions and Concerns 

Here is a revised summary of requests for additional information about the Stop & Shop 
application based on the previous list of required materials, the discussion at the last hearing, and 
subsequent requests from Commissioners.  

Could you provide as many new materials as possible by Friday, August 16, especially as relates 
to transportation, so Commissioners and staff can take a look at them before the mid-hearing 
LUPC meeting on Monday, August 19 at 5:30 p.m.? In the next few days, we will clarify the 
scope of the LUPC meeting – namely whether it will deal with the whole project or focus on 
transportation issues.  

All materials should be provided by Tuesday, August 20, so the Hearing Officer can confirm that 
we have sufficient information to make it worthwhile going ahead with the scheduled continued 
public hearing on Thursday, August 29.  

Note that the fact that a question was asked or a concern was raised does not indicate how 
widely shared this is among members of the Commission. Also, resolving these issues should not 
be taken to imply that any or a majority of Commissioners is or is not in agreement with the 
proposal to have a project of this nature and scale in this location.  

Information on Plans 

• Context Model: Please insert the proposed store in the 3D (Sketch-Up) model of downtown 
Vineyard Haven that the MVC has provided. This will allow showing how the proposed 
building fits into its context as seen from any direction. 

• Site Plans: The Existing Conditions Plan and Proposed Site Plan should be updated based 
on the latest proposal. They should include the nearest surrounding buildings, existing 
fences, retaining walls, curbs, trees, other vegetation, roads, parking, etc. The revised 
Landscape Plan should indicate the species of trees to be retained, added, or removed 
(dotted lines). 

• Property Lines: The property boundary lines are still confusing. They should be shown 
clearly and consistently, preferably with a distinctive dashed line, on all site and 
architectural plans (e.g. from the legend on sheet 2, there appears to be two property 
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lines shown of the subject property, and on several plans, the property lines are hard to 
distinguish from physical features.  

• Floor Plans:  Please provide as soon as possible digital versions of the plans and 
elevations presented at the August 1 meeting. On the next set of site and architectural 
plans, please enlarge the labels to make them more readable. The ground level plans 
should include the exterior elements immediately adjacent to the building such as curbs, 
trees, dashed property lines, etc. Clarify the square footage of the lower floor that is not 
parking garage. (By scaling off the plans, Paul Foley has estimated this to be about xxxx 
square feet.) 

• Cross Sections: To better explain how the levels work, provide at least one longitudinal 
section from Water to Cromwell Lane including the truck dock, and several cross sections. 
Show the existing and future heights of the flood plain on these sections.  

• Design of the Truck Dock and Upper Entrance: It is difficult to understand exactly what is 
proposed, especially how the grade changes.  

• Roofscape: A plan or aerial perspective showing the roofscape should be provided. It 
would be useful to clarify whether the applicant intends to install solar panels on the roof, 
and/or make a green roof.  

• Lighting: The location, size, and design of all outdoor lighting should be shown. Clarify 
what lights will be on at what time of day, including when the store is closed.  

• Architectural Renderings: Please provide an additional before-and-after rendering showing 
the view from Beach Street, specifically at the location near the Cumberland Farms store 
where the new building would be most visible. The suggestion was made that there also 
be a rendering from the upper deck of the Island Home when it is in port. (The 3D model 
will indicate the building form as seen from alternative locations, though it would not have 
the detail that a full rendering offers.)  

Stormwater and Flood Management 

• Calculations: Provide a narrative and calculations for areas covered, volumes and rates of 
runoff, proposed handling, etc.  

• Roof Runoff: Show the proposed containment of rainwater runoff from the roof of the 
building.  

• Stormwater Management in Town Parking Lot: Any planned modifications to surrounding 
streets and the Town Parking Lot should address stormwater to mitigate runoff. If the whole 
parking lot is to be redone, address the possibility of using green infrastructure elements to 
reduce the runoff such as vegetated swales, porous pavement or pavement blocks, and 
native vegetation.  

• Stormwater from Parking Garage: Clarify how water from the garage will be handled in 
relation to the fact that the Town’s Wastewater Treatment Plant is only authorized by EPA 
to take domestic wastewater.  
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• Flooding: Address FEMA requirements in the flood plain and especially in the velocity 
zone, including any requirement to provide for flow-through on the façade facing Water 
Street, and clarifying what uses are permitted in the spaces located along Water Street. 

Traffic, Parking, and Comfort Station 

• TIAS: We will hold off on asking any questions about this until we’ve heard from Keri 
Pyke. 

• Transportation Study: Consider supporting an effort by the Town and MVC to prepare a 
Downtown Vineyard Haven Traffic and Parking Study. This could look at options for 
Norton Lane, Union Street, the Town Parking Lot layout and management, and other 
related issues, so decisions can be made in a coordinated and comprehensive way. Some 
of these decisions could take place after the MVC’s DRI approval. Stop & Shop could also 
confirm its commitment to finance the removal of the comfort station and a reconfiguration 
of the Town Parking Lot that provides better access to the truck dock. MVC staff is meeting 
with Randy Hart tomorrow to discuss what additional data collection is needed this 
summer to allow for a study to be carried out in the fall; this could include doing and 
origin-destination study. 

• Transportation Mitigation: Consider making a transport mitigation contribution to offset the 
impact of the project on traffic, to be administered by the Town. This could be used to 
make physical improvements to the road network, transit, and/or bicycle accommodations 
above and beyond those changes that directly benefit the store (e.g. improving truck 
access to the truck dock, or landscaping the immediate perimeter of the store), for transit 
improvements, and/or for a travel demand management program. The Town could decide 
how these funds will be used after completion of the Transportation Study.  

• Norton Lane / Parking Lot Layout: Instead of having to choose between two completely 
different plans, is it possible to come up with a single plan that combines the best features 
of both plans and keeps some options open for future decisions? (This plan could 
incorporate the following features: 

- Provide a continuous sidewalk along the south side of Norton Lane, i.e. alongside 
the store, from Main to Water Streets, with room for a vegetated buffer between the 
sidewalk and the building, and with street trees between the sidewalk and the 
parking lot. 

- Keep as much as possible of the existing parking lot layout with its trees and 
vegetated strips.  

- Provide a wide lane from the northern entrance of the parking lot on Water Street to 
the Stop & Shop truck dock. The main plan could show the removal of the comfort 
station. There could be a variant that keeps the comfort station, at least on a 
temporary basis, but modifies the landscaping in front to facilitate access to the truck 
dock.  

- Allow for the option of closing off or keeping open the foot of Norton and Water 
Street, allowing the Town to make a decision after the Downtown Transportation 
Study has analyzed this option.) 
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• Parking Garage Management: Clarify how the Stop & Shop parking garage will be 
managed.  

- Will there be employee parking in the garage?  
- Could part of the parking be for small cars, if the ceiling height is reduced in that 

area? 
- The narrative provided by the applicant says that the garage will be posted as being 

for Stop & Shop customers only with others being towed, though at the hearing, the 
applicant’s representatives suggested that this would not really be enforced. Clarify 
the proposed management including the possibility of making an agreement with the 
Town to have the Stop & Shop lot managed by the Town on the same basis as the 
Town lot, namely 2-hour unrestricted parking supervised by the Tisbury Police 
Department. (The concern is that if usage of Stop & Shop’s parking is too loosely 
controlled, it could lead to the garage being filled all day with long-term parkers. If 
too tightly controlled, it might place excessive demand on the Town Parking Lot 
because shoppers doing combined trips (Stop & Shop and other destinations) or 
who prefer to park outdoors would fill the Town Parking Lot first, making those public 
parking spaces less available to people shopping in Main Street stores or going to 
the ferry.) 

• Truck Dock: Clarify the use of the truck dock. Could you summarize and incorporate the 
Store Manager’s response to Commissioner Breckenridge’s questions to include the 
following information? When will the S&S trailer normally deliver and how long will the 
truck be at the dock? How many vendors will be delivering by box truck or van per day 
and generally at what time? How does this relate to the presence of the S&S trailer? Will 
delivery trucks use the Town Parking Lot for delivery because both truck docks are full, and 
if so, at what time of the day? Can appointments be made for delivery by vendors to 
spread out dock demand? Clarify what dictates the time of delivery: stocking shelves early 
for the day? availability of SSA reservations?  

• Bicycle Racks: Are there any more bicycle racks planned beyond those shown on the 
plan? Bike parking should also be provided close to Cromwell Lane. 

Comfort Station 

• Toilets: Consider locating the store toilets as close as possible to the intersection of Norton 
and Cromwell lanes, ideally right next to the truck dock and opposite the existing comfort 
station, with either a separate exterior entrance or accessible through the upper lobby 
area, and clearly signed on the exterior. This could ensure that shoppers on Main Street 
continue to have easy and highly visible access to public toilets, if the Town decides to 
remove the existing comfort station. 

• Infrastructure at the Comfort Station: Clarify what infrastructure is in and adjacent to the 
comfort station including the pumping station in the building and the transformer currently 
in front of the building. Indicate where they are now and where they would be relocated. 
Clarify where the other facilities such as bike racks and the rest area with benches and 
trees would be relocated, or would they be eliminated. 
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Construction on Public Property 

• Rationale for Building on Public Property: Since this is a new building, clarify what 
justification there is for encroaching on public property with the entrance ramp and the 
part of the building covering the ramp in the Town Parking Lot, other than the applicant 
trying to maximize its floor space?  

• Possibility of Keeping the Whole Building on Private Property:  
- Consider having the whole building erected on Stop & Shop’s property. Could this be 

done by relocating the upper entrance to the store at the corner of the building next to 
the truck dock, and incorporating the ramp within the building? (This would also 
provide more direct access into the store and toilets, especially for people coming 
from Main Street, and would put the ramp in a dry, heated space rather than outdoors 
with potential problems with rain, snow, and ice.) 

- Consider having the truck maneuvering take place on the applicant’s property. 

Open Space 

• Open Space: Several Commissioners had concerns about the lack of open space on the 
property and raised the possibility of including some open space on the applicant’s 
property facing Water Street. Clarify the proposed landscaping of the Water Street 
sidewalk, notably addressing the inclusion street trees and benches with the current 
configuration, whether or not the sidewalk would need to be widened to accommodate 
these amenities, and whether or not it is desirable to provide additional open space that 
could also reduce the building massing.  

Building Design 

• Monolithic Design: We understand that you are working on revised plans. In this revised 
proposal, please address concerns that the building is too large, monolithic, and box-like 
by considering further efforts to make the building better fit into the character of the area, 
to break up the massiveness of the building, to break up the roof line, and to relate better 
to the design of historic Vineyard Haven buildings.  

• Concept: Better explain the architectural concept, which is apparently to treat the project 
as four major volumes that echo the traditional forms and design of Vineyard Haven 
buildings, with a secondary link between these volumes in the middle parts of the facades 
facing the parking lot and Beach Street. Consider reinforcing this approach by better 
articulating each of these volumes with more than just surface detail, by using projections 
and setbacks of the volumes, as has already been done on the Water Street façade. If the 
upper entrance and its associated traditional building volume are moved closer to Norton 
Lane, consider adding a fifth volume to further break up the façade facing the parking lot. 

• Treatment of Traditional Volumes: Consider reinforcing the architectural concept by 
treating the four traditional volumes in a more consistent and traditional way with respect 
to materials, windows and doors, detailing, etc. For the gable ends of the traditional 
volumes, consider continuing the same material for the entire façade and eliminating the 
horizontal line above the second floor; which would also help break up the horizontality 
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of the overall building. As suggested by the Tisbury Planning Board, consider the pros and 
cons of using white siding – the material historically used for many commercial buildings 
in Vineyard Haven – for these traditional volumes. 

• Treatment of Links: Consider further reinforcing the breaking up the scale of the project by 
treating the links between the traditional volumes in a way that better differentiates them 
from the four or five main traditional volumes. This could include reducing the roof height, 
or at least the apparent roof height, of these links as much as possible. Consider further 
breaking up the north (parking lot) façade of the building by recessing the links, on both 
or at least the upper floor.  

• Pedestrian-Level Environment: Better illustrate the visual impact of the project on 
pedestrians on the Norton Lane sidewalk running along the building. Consider changes to 
improve the visual appearance of what is now mainly blank retaining walls, the garage 
and truck dock, and large ventilation grills. Consider adding tourist and/or historical 
information on some blank walls. Clarify what is proposed for the ventilation grills; 
consider the possibility that their size be reduced so the shingles could be continued 
around them.  

• Other Examples: Provide other examples of two-story grocery stores and provide any 
useful information about their operation.  

• Island Housing Trust Project: At the public hearing, the possibility was raised that the 
property line between the Stop & Shop and the Housing Trust property be modified so the 
housing project could be built right up against the blank store wall, eliminating the 
currently proposed narrow gap. Is this desirable and/or feasible? 

• (Interior Views: Though not necessarily of direct concern to the Commission, we are 
passing on the comments of several people on the interior of the store. It was noted that 
the north-east corner of the building could offer exceptional views of the Vineyard Haven 
Harbor to customers of the store. There could be a more open stairway and elevator 
leading down from the store level to the Water Street entrance, by having large windows 
at this corner of the store, and/or by incorporating an exterior space either at the store 
level or on the roof. It was also suggested that the area over the cash registers have a 
higher ceiling so the dormer windows above them would be visible in the space.)  

Economic Impact 

• Employment: Please clarify current and projected employment with respect to total year-
round and seasonal numbers as well as part time and full time employees. It would also 
be useful to indicate what percentage of employees are unionized. 

• Proposed Uses and Possible Impact on Local Businesses: Clarify exactly what is meant by 
the commitment that this will be only a grocery store. For example, will it offer books and 
magazines, health and beauty products, gifts, outdoor living supplies, small appliances,  
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Affordable Housing 

• Mitigation per Affordable Housing Policy: The proposed mitigation should be clarified. 
The MVC’s Affordable Housing Policy refers to monetary mitigation based on the project’s 
total square footage ($86,200 for a 47,600 square foot project) and more information on 
the replacement of the dwelling at 15 Cromwell Lane. 

• Possible Alternative Form of Mitigation: One option that could be explored is that Stop & 
Shop commit to continue to provide housing or housing subsidies for current or future 
employees on a permanent basis. In this case, the applicant would have to clarify the 
nature of these subsidies such as who receives them and on what basis.  

Archeology 

• Survey and Subsequent Work: Clarify that the applicant is prepared to carry out an 
intense archeological survey of 15 Cromwell and the back of the Golden Dragon as 
recommended by the Massachusetts Historic Commission, and to implement any 
additional archeological work as requested by the MHC.  

Construction Process 

• Staging: Provide a plan showing where construction staging will take place. We note your 
intention to do this after there has been agreement on the parking lot layout.  

It would be useful that you address any other issues that were raised by town boards or members 
of the public at the first two sessions of the hearing.  

Now that we are well advanced in the hearing process, it would be useful to start working with 
MVC staff in drafting a set of offers.  

Note that MVC Staff will be seeking answers to the following questions.  
• Since the MVC’s traffic policies were not designed for a project of this scale, it would be 

useful to see how the Cape Cod Commission’s policies would apply to this application. 
What would the CCC’s contribution to offset traffic impacts be, both for physical 
improvements and for transit mitigation based on the Cape Cod Commission’s transit 
share analysis? 

• Clarify the history of flooding on Water Street. Clarify the vulnerability assessment in the 
previous and current Pre-Disaster Mitigation Plan and how this might change with sea-level 
rise.  

• How many people use the comfort station and what is the pattern of use? 
• Work with the Planning Board to clearly explain the overall network of pedestrian and 

bicycle movement in the area and identify how this could impact the design of the Stop & 
Shop store and Town Parking Lot.  

• Clarify the summer population of each town. 
• Prepare counts of how many people enter and exit the Tisbury and Edgartown stores 

during busy periods.  
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72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 No-Build Conditions - Peak Season
4: Beach Street & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\NB-PM_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 73 372 14 51 413 114 77 33 109 178 39 259
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.71 0.71 0.71
Hourly flow rate (vph) 87 443 17 63 510 141 93 40 131 251 55 365
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 651 460 1723 1402 451 1482 1340 580
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 651 460 1723 1402 451 1482 1340 580
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 91 94 0 67 78 0 57 28
cM capacity (veh/h) 931 1096 12 120 610 53 129 508

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 546 714 264 251 420
Volume Left 87 63 93 251 0
Volume Right 17 141 131 0 365
cSH 931 1096 32 53 367
Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.06 8.35 4.72 1.14
Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 5 Err Err 407
Control Delay (s) 2.5 1.5 Err Err 125.5
Lane LOS A A F F F
Approach Delay (s) 2.5 1.5 Err 3817.7
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2369.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.3% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 No-Build Conditions - Peak Season
13: Norton Lane & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\NB-PM_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 7 17 122 0 0 0 0 142 78 11 354 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.64 0.64 0.64
Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 20 145 0 0 0 0 161 89 17 553 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 793 838 277 672 793 206 553 250
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 793 838 277 672 793 206 553 250
tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.3 4.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.3
p0 queue free % 97 93 80 100 100 100 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 280 301 727 257 315 801 966 1284

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 8 165 0 250 202 369
Volume Left 8 0 0 0 17 0
Volume Right 0 145 0 89 0 0
cSH 280 620 1700 1700 1284 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.27 0.00 0.15 0.01 0.22
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 27 0 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 18.3 12.9 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0
Lane LOS C B A A
Approach Delay (s) 13.2 0.0 0.0 0.3
Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 32.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 No-Build Conditions - Peak Season
18: Municipal Parking Lot  & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\NB-PM_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 50 126 4 0 49 100 0 0 189 17
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 58 307 10 0 61 125 0 0 252 23
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 516 511 137 432 522 125 275 125
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 516 511 137 432 522 125 275 125
tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.6 6.6 7.0 4.3 4.4
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 93 32 98 100 95 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 418 441 886 452 431 896 1229 1382

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 58 317 186 168 107
Volume Left 0 307 61 0 0
Volume Right 58 0 0 0 23
cSH 886 451 1229 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.07 0.70 0.05 0.10 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 134 4 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.3 29.7 2.9 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A D A
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 29.7 2.9 0.0
Approach LOS A D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 12.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 No-Build Conditions - Peak Season

4: Beach Street & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\NB-SAT_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/25/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 110 302 12 38 357 99 81 24 115 184 40 273

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.62 0.62 0.62

Hourly flow rate (vph) 129 355 14 49 458 127 107 32 151 297 65 440

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 585 369 1712 1303 362 1407 1247 521

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 585 369 1712 1303 362 1407 1247 521

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 87 96 0 77 78 0 55 20

cM capacity (veh/h) 985 1184 8 135 687 65 144 553

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 499 633 289 297 505

Volume Left 129 49 107 297 0

Volume Right 14 127 151 0 440

cSH 985 1184 22 65 406

Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.04 13.10 4.57 1.24

Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 3 Err Err 532

Control Delay (s) 3.5 1.1 Err Err 158.2

Lane LOS A A F F F

Approach Delay (s) 3.5 1.1 Err 3801.5

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2673.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization 92.6% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 No-Build Conditions - Peak Season

13: Norton Lane & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\NB-SAT_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/25/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 20 40 137 5 2 0 0 164 72 16 369 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.82 0.82 0.82 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.70 0.70 0.70 0.58 0.58 0.58

Hourly flow rate (vph) 24 49 167 11 5 0 0 234 103 28 636 0

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 979 1029 318 850 977 286 636 337

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 979 1029 318 850 977 286 636 337

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.2 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2

p0 queue free % 88 79 75 93 98 100 100 98

cM capacity (veh/h) 199 229 681 159 247 717 923 1204

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 24 216 11 337 240 424

Volume Left 24 0 11 0 28 0

Volume Right 0 167 0 103 0 0

cSH 199 471 159 1700 1204 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.12 0.46 0.07 0.20 0.02 0.25

Queue Length 95th (ft) 10 59 6 0 2 0

Control Delay (s) 25.6 19.0 29.3 0.0 1.1 0.0

Lane LOS D C D A

Approach Delay (s) 19.6 Err 0.0 0.4

Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay Err

Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 No-Build Conditions - Peak Season

18: Municipal Parking Lot  & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\NB-SAT_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/25/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 6 0 41 130 6 26 49 138 0 0 213 51

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.80 0.80 0.80

Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 0 53 232 11 46 66 186 0 0 266 64

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 669 617 165 505 649 186 330 186

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 669 617 165 505 649 186 330 186

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.2 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 97 100 94 43 97 94 94 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 307 386 857 406 368 827 1198 1364

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 61 289 253 178 152

Volume Left 8 232 66 0 0

Volume Right 53 46 0 0 64

cSH 697 440 1198 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.09 0.66 0.06 0.10 0.09

Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 115 4 0 0

Control Delay (s) 10.7 27.5 2.5 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B D A

Approach Delay (s) 10.7 27.5 2.5 0.0

Approach LOS B D

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 9.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season

4: Beach Street & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\BD-PM_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 73 358 14 51 403 144 77 40 109 216 47 313

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.71 0.71 0.71

Hourly flow rate (vph) 87 426 17 63 498 178 93 48 131 304 66 441

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 675 443 1795 1410 435 1476 1329 586

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 675 443 1795 1410 435 1476 1329 586

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 90 94 0 59 79 0 49 13

cM capacity (veh/h) 911 1112 4 119 624 50 130 504

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 530 738 272 304 507

Volume Left 87 63 93 304 0

Volume Right 17 178 131 0 441

cSH 911 1112 12 50 367

Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.06 22.41 6.13 1.38

Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 4 Err Err 627

Control Delay (s) 2.5 1.4 Err Err 216.9

Lane LOS A A F F F

Approach Delay (s) 2.5 1.4 Err 3885.2

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2499.1

Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.2% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season

18: Municipal Parking Lot  & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\BD-PM_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 7 0 292 126 4 0 86 93 0 0 189 17

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.75 0.75 0.75

Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 0 340 307 10 0 108 116 0 0 252 23

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 599 595 137 797 606 116 275 116

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 599 595 137 797 606 116 275 116

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.6 6.6 7.0 4.3 4.4

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.3

p0 queue free % 98 100 62 0 97 100 91 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 352 380 886 158 370 908 1229 1393

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 348 317 224 168 107

Volume Left 8 307 108 0 0

Volume Right 340 0 0 0 23

cSH 856 161 1229 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.41 1.98 0.09 0.10 0.06

Queue Length 95th (ft) 50 611 7 0 0

Control Delay (s) 12.1 507.8 4.3 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS B F A

Approach Delay (s) 12.1 507.8 4.3 0.0

Approach LOS B F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 142.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season

4: Beach Street & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\BD-SAT_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 110 287 12 38 347 132 81 32 115 222 48 327

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.62 0.62 0.62

Hourly flow rate (vph) 129 338 14 49 445 169 107 42 151 358 77 527

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 614 352 1797 1315 345 1403 1238 529

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 614 352 1797 1315 345 1403 1238 529

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 87 96 0 68 78 0 47 4

cM capacity (veh/h) 961 1201 1 132 703 60 145 547

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 481 663 300 358 605

Volume Left 129 49 107 358 0

Volume Right 14 169 151 0 527

cSH 961 1201 3 60 404

Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.04 91.70 5.92 1.50

Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 3 Err Err 804

Control Delay (s) 3.7 1.1 Err Err 261.6

Lane LOS A A F F F

Approach Delay (s) 3.7 1.1 Err 3882.6

Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 2800.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.2% ICU Level of Service F

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season

18: Municipal Parking Lot  & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\July 2013\BD-SAT_July2013.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

KBK 7/29/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 26 0 318 130 6 26 90 118 0 0 213 51

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.80 0.80 0.80

Hourly flow rate (vph) 34 0 413 232 11 46 122 159 0 0 266 64

Pedestrians

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft)

pX, platoon unblocked

vC, conflicting volume 753 701 165 949 733 159 330 159

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 753 701 165 949 733 159 330 159

tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.2 4.2

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.2

p0 queue free % 87 100 52 0 97 95 90 100

cM capacity (veh/h) 257 328 857 103 313 861 1198 1396

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2

Volume Total 447 289 281 178 152

Volume Left 34 232 122 0 0

Volume Right 413 46 0 0 64

cSH 728 124 1198 1700 1700

Volume to Capacity 0.61 2.33 0.10 0.10 0.09

Queue Length 95th (ft) 106 625 8 0 0

Control Delay (s) 17.5 680.2 4.1 0.0 0.0

Lane LOS C F A

Approach Delay (s) 17.5 680.2 4.1 0.0

Approach LOS C F

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 152.7

Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H

Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season with Norton Lane
4: Beach Street & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\Sept 2013\BD-SAT_WITH Norton.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 9/17/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 110 287 12 38 347 132 81 32 115 222 48 327
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.62 0.62 0.62
Hourly flow rate (vph) 129 338 14 49 445 169 107 42 151 358 77 527
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 614 352 1797 1315 345 1403 1238 529
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 614 352 1797 1315 345 1403 1238 529
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 87 96 0 68 78 0 47 4
cM capacity (veh/h) 961 1201 1 132 703 60 145 547

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 481 663 300 358 605
Volume Left 129 49 107 358 0
Volume Right 14 169 151 0 527
cSH 961 1201 3 60 404
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.04 91.70 5.92 1.50
Queue Length 95th (ft) 12 3 Err Err 804
Control Delay (s) 3.7 1.1 Err Err 261.6
Lane LOS A A F F F
Approach Delay (s) 3.7 1.1 Err 3882.6
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2800.6
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.2% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season with Norton Lane
13: Norton Lane & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\Sept 2013\BD-SAT_WITH Norton.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 9/17/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 20 40 225 5 0 2 0 205 72 16 381 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.44 0.92 0.44 0.92 0.70 0.70 0.58 0.58 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 22 43 245 11 0 5 0 293 103 28 657 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 1061 1108 328 994 1056 344 657 396
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 1061 1108 328 994 1056 344 657 396
tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.2
p0 queue free % 87 79 63 89 100 99 100 98
cM capacity (veh/h) 174 204 667 105 218 658 927 1145

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 22 288 16 396 247 438
Volume Left 22 0 11 0 28 0
Volume Right 0 245 5 103 0 0
cSH 174 497 138 1700 1145 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.13 0.58 0.11 0.23 0.02 0.26
Queue Length 95th (ft) 11 91 10 0 2 0
Control Delay (s) 28.7 21.8 34.4 0.0 1.1 0.0
Lane LOS D C D A
Approach Delay (s) 22.3 34.4 0.0 0.4
Approach LOS C D

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season with Norton Lane
18: Municipal Parking Lot  & Water Street Saturday Midday

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\Sept 2013\BD-SAT_WITH Norton.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 9/17/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 6 0 53 130 6 26 90 138 0 0 213 51
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.56 0.56 0.56 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.80 0.80 0.80
Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 0 69 232 11 46 122 186 0 0 266 64
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 780 728 165 632 760 186 330 186
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 780 728 165 632 760 186 330 186
tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.2 4.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.2
p0 queue free % 97 100 92 25 96 94 90 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 245 317 857 311 302 827 1198 1364

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 77 289 308 178 152
Volume Left 8 232 122 0 0
Volume Right 69 46 0 0 64
cSH 683 346 1198 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.11 0.84 0.10 0.10 0.09
Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 187 8 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.9 51.3 3.9 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS B F A
Approach Delay (s) 10.9 51.3 3.9 0.0
Approach LOS B F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 16.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season with Norton Lane
4: Beach Street & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\Sept 2013\BD-PM_WITH Norton.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 9/17/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 73 358 14 51 403 144 77 40 109 216 47 313
Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.81 0.81 0.81 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.71 0.71 0.71
Hourly flow rate (vph) 87 426 17 63 498 178 93 48 131 304 66 441
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 675 443 1795 1410 435 1476 1329 586
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 675 443 1795 1410 435 1476 1329 586
tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3
p0 queue free % 90 94 0 59 79 0 49 13
cM capacity (veh/h) 911 1112 4 119 624 50 130 504

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 530 738 272 304 507
Volume Left 87 63 93 304 0
Volume Right 17 178 131 0 441
cSH 911 1112 12 50 367
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.06 22.41 6.13 1.38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 8 4 Err Err 627
Control Delay (s) 2.5 1.4 Err Err 216.9
Lane LOS A A F F F
Approach Delay (s) 2.5 1.4 Err 3885.2
Approach LOS F F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2499.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season with Norton Lane
13: Norton Lane & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\Sept 2013\BD-PM_WITH Norton.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 9/17/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 7 17 213 0 0 0 0 179 78 11 367 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.88 0.88 0.64 0.64 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 8 18 232 0 0 0 0 203 89 17 573 0
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 856 900 287 810 856 248 573 292
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 856 900 287 810 856 248 573 292
tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.5 6.5 6.9 4.1 4.2
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.2 2.3
p0 queue free % 97 93 67 100 100 100 100 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 249 273 710 172 290 752 996 1238

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 8 250 0 292 208 382
Volume Left 8 0 0 0 17 0
Volume Right 0 232 0 89 0 0
cSH 249 635 1700 1700 1238 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.39 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.22
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 47 0 0 1 0
Control Delay (s) 19.9 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0
Lane LOS C B A A
Approach Delay (s) 14.5 0.0 0.0 0.3
Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.4
Intersection Capacity Utilization 38.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



72451.00 :: Stop & Shop Redevelopment 2015 Build Conditions - Peak Season with Norton Lane
18: Municipal Parking Lot  & Water Street Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Providence\72451.00\tech\Traffic\Synchro\Sept 2013\BD-PM_WITH Norton.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
KBK 9/17/2013

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Volume (veh/h) 0 0 63 126 4 0 86 100 0 0 189 17
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.41 0.41 0.41 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.75 0.75 0.75
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 73 307 10 0 108 125 0 0 252 23
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 608 603 137 539 615 125 275 125
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 608 603 137 539 615 125 275 125
tC, single (s) 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.6 6.6 7.0 4.3 4.4
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3 2.3 2.3
p0 queue free % 100 100 92 15 97 100 91 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 347 375 886 360 366 896 1229 1382

Direction, Lane # EB 1 WB 1 NB 1 SB 1 SB 2
Volume Total 73 317 232 168 107
Volume Left 0 307 108 0 0
Volume Right 73 0 0 0 23
cSH 886 360 1229 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.88 0.09 0.10 0.06
Queue Length 95th (ft) 7 213 7 0 0
Control Delay (s) 9.4 56.3 4.2 0.0 0.0
Lane LOS A F A
Approach Delay (s) 9.4 56.3 4.2 0.0
Approach LOS A F

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 21.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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