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Secretary lan A. Bowles
EOEEA, Attn: MEPA Office, Anne Canaday, EEA No. 14115
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: Proposed Article 97 Land Swap, Randolph, EEA No. 14115
Dear Secretary Bowles:

[ wish to comment on the Environmental Notification Form for the Article 97 Land Swap in
Randolph. I could comment and disagree paragraph by paragraph with this seriously flawed
document, but I will instead confine my comments to two items: the bogus claim of need for this
land swap, and the lack of study of the many alternatives available to solve the so-called problem
that is claimed here.

The need for this land swap is base upon a supposed safety issue with patrons of Lantana
crossing Scanlon Drive at a crosswalk connecting the main parking lot with an auxiliary lot
across the street. The need to improve pedestrian and vehicular safety in this area is not
established in the ENF. The proponent has mentioned two incidents but never documents them.
The proponent has not, but should provide the following information to substantiate their claim.

» Police records of the incidents and a report by the police department on the safety issues at
this crosswalk.

¢ A report from the town engineer on the safety issues at this location.

¢ A complete traffic study of this area by certified traffic engineers to substantiate any
problems and to outline possible solutions.

» The listing, if any, of this street and crosswalk on Mass Highway’s ranking of the most
dangerous roadways and intersections and any mention of this in CTPS’s Mobility
Management Report which also lists dangerous roadways and intersections.

I am confident that there is nothing to establish that this crosswalk is any more dangerous than
any other crosswalk in Randolph, or anywhere else in the state, but it is the proponent’s
responsibility to prove this. He has not done so.



- It should also be noted that this supposed safety issue is not a neighborhood safety issue as has
been falsely claimed, but is confined to the front of the proponent’s property. The land swap or
any of the alternatives mentioned would do nothing to increase pedestrian or vehicular safety
anywhere else in the neighborhood. ~

The lack of study of the many alternatives available has been brought to the attention of the
proponent many times, and the proponent has finally added to its list by an additional
information submission to the ENF. This list is still incomplete and the alternatives have been
given little consideration with no real study. They have been dismissed by the proponent using
faulty, nonexistent, or incorrect data and assumptions. I shall review each of them.

1.

2.

No Build: This alternative can only be dismissed if the proponent proves that there
really is a safety problem, which, as shown above, the proponent has failed to do.
Alteration of less land/smaller-sized parking lot: Data establishing the need for this
sized parking lot has not been presented. This should be done as part of the traffic study
that is needed.

Alteration of more land/larger-sized parking lot: Given that there should be absolutely
no parking lot that destroys our public parkland for private gain, I agree that the parking
lot should not be made larger. However, as mentioned above, no data has been
presented.

Parking garage: Why does the proponent say this is inconsistent with zoning when the
proponent went to town meeting and had the zoning changed for the proposed parking
lot on Reservation land? Additionally, parking garages can and have been made very
aesthetically pleasing and are utilized for every conceivable type of function throughout
the world. Are there no wedding receptions, school proms or the like in downtown
Boston or other cities?

Installation of traffic signal or other traffic calming measures: The proponent clalms
there is a serious safety problem, but states that a traffic signal does not meet the Traffic
Warrants. The Traffic Warrants are designed to determine when safety problems exist to
the level that traffic signals are needed. Could the proponent explain this discrepancy?
The claim is also made that traffic signals or traffic calming do not work. Again, these
measures seem to work elsewhere. What is different here on this street than in the rest of
the modem world?

Construction of a pedestrian bridge: A pedestrian bridge would most certainly solve the
problem. Loss of a few parking spaces could be made up in the lot across the street,
which would now be perfectly safe to use. Proper placement of the entrances to both
lots and proper fencing would eliminate any pedestrian crossings and line of sight
problems.

Construction of a pedestrlan tunnel This also would work, although certainly more
expensive. Disruptions during construction and other problems are exaggerated and can
all be resolved. A tunnel would not create line of sight problems as claimed.
Construction of underground parking: This would be the most expensive alternative, but
cannot be eliminated just for technical reasons. In the end, it would probably provide the

best overall solution. How do you get visual impacts from an underground garage as the

proponent claims?






