
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Green Seal Environmental, LLC 

114 State Road, Building B, Sagamore Beach, MA 02562     |     Tel: (508) 888-6034    |    Fax: (508) 888-1506    |    www.gseenv.com 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

South Coast Renewables, LLC 
(Successor In Interest To: PARALLEL PRODUCTS 

OF NEW ENGLAND, INC.) 

Notice of Project Change and Supplemental Final 
Environmental Impact Report 

EEA # 15990 

100 Duchaine Boulevard 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02745 

July 2022 

Prepared For: 

South Coast Renewables, LLC 
(FKA: Parallel Products of New England, Inc) 

100 Duchaine Boulevard 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02745 



1 

Table of Contents 

Table of Contents ................................................................................................................................ 1 

1.0 Project Description .................................................................................................................. 7 

1.1 Project Summary .....................................................................................................................7 

1.2 MEPA Project Review ............................................................................................................7 

1.3 Final Environmental Impact Report........................................................................................8 

1.4 Notice of Project Change Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report .......................8 

2.0 Project Description ................................................................................................................ 10 

2.1 Existing Site Conditions .......................................................................................................10 

2.2 Phase 1 Project ......................................................................................................................15 

2.2.1 Changes to Phase 1 Project Design Since FROD Approval ......................................... 21 

2.3 Phase 2 Project Development ...............................................................................................21 

2.3.1 MSW Processing/Handling Facility ............................................................................. 27 

2.3.2 Biosolids Processing ..................................................................................................... 31 

2.3.3 Changes to Phase 2 Project Design Since FEIR Submission ....................................... 31 

2.4 Water/Wastewater .................................................................................................................33 

2.4.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 33 

2.5 Water Use..............................................................................................................................33 

2.6 Wastewater Generation .........................................................................................................33 

2.7 Wetlands ...............................................................................................................................34 

2.7.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 34 

2.7.2 Phase 1 Wetlands Impacts ............................................................................................ 34 

2.7.3 Phase 2 Wetlands Impacts ............................................................................................ 35 

2.7.4 Stormwater Controls ..................................................................................................... 35 

2.8 Project Alternatives ...............................................................................................................35 

2.9 Planning Consistency ............................................................................................................38 

2.10 Statutory and Regulatory Standards ......................................................................................40 

2.10.1 Phase 1 Permitting ........................................................................................................ 40 

2.10.2 Phase 2 Permitting ........................................................................................................ 40 

2.11 Assessment of Impacts ..........................................................................................................41 

2.12 Mitigation Measures .............................................................................................................41 

3.0 Environmental Justice (EJ) ................................................................................................... 43 

3.1 MEPA EJ Scope ....................................................................................................................43 

3.2 Public Outreach Overview ....................................................................................................43 

3.3 Complaint Logs and Data Availability .................................................................................49 

3.4 Air Emissions Monitoring & Documentation .......................................................................51 

3.5 Air Emissions Summary .......................................................................................................51 

4.0 Solid Waste and PFAS ........................................................................................................... 56 

4.1 Introduction and Scope .........................................................................................................56 

4.2 Solid Waste Facility Cumulative Impacts.............................................................................57 



2 

4.3 PFAS .....................................................................................................................................61 

5.0 Updated Traffic Impact Study .............................................................................................. 63 

5.1 Introduction ...........................................................................................................................63 

5.2 Project Description................................................................................................................64 

5.3 Study Methodology ...............................................................................................................64 

5.4 Existing Conditions ...............................................................................................................67 

5.5 Future Conditions..................................................................................................................80 

5.6 Traffic Operations Analysis ..................................................................................................97 

5.7 Mitigation ............................................................................................................................116 

5.8 Conclusions and Recommendations ...................................................................................121 

6.0 Revised Noise Analysis ........................................................................................................ 123 

6.1 Project Description..............................................................................................................123 

6.2 Sound Metrics .....................................................................................................................123 

6.3 Noise Regulations ...............................................................................................................123 

6.4 Existing Sound Levels ........................................................................................................124 

6.5 Sound Modeling Methodology ...........................................................................................124 

6.6 Sound Source Inputs ...........................................................................................................125 

6.7 Opportunities to Mitigate Overall Facility Noise ...............................................................132 

6.8 Sound Modelling Results ....................................................................................................133 

7.0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions ................................................................................................. 137 

7.1 Introduction .........................................................................................................................137 

7.2 Project Update .....................................................................................................................137 

7.3 Code Compliance ................................................................................................................138 

7.3.1 C406 Energy Enhancements ....................................................................................... 138 

7.3.2 Glass Processing Section Roof ................................................................................... 138 

7.4 Mechanical Systems Update ...............................................................................................138 

7.4.1 Electric Space Heating ................................................................................................ 138 

7.4.2 Energy Recovery Ventilation ...................................................................................... 138 

7.4.3 Electric Hot Water ...................................................................................................... 139 

7.5 Project GHG Summary .......................................................................................................139 

7.6 Proponent’s Commitments to GHG Reduction ..................................................................141 

8.0 Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings ......................................................................... 142 

8.1 Intent of Section 61 Findings ..............................................................................................142 

8.2 Regulatory Overview ..........................................................................................................142 

8.2.1 Contents of Section 61 Findings ................................................................................. 142 

8.2.2 Section 61 Findings and Agency Action .................................................................... 142 

8.2.3 Proposed Section 61 Findings ..................................................................................... 143 

8.2.4 Filing and Distribution of Section 61 Findings........................................................... 143 

8.2.5 Subject Matter Jurisdiction Limitations on Section 61 Findings: ............................... 143 

8.3 FEIR Section 61 Findings Requirements ............................................................................143 



3 

8.4 MA DEP Proposed Section 61 Findings (Draft Certification) ...........................................143 

8.5 State Agency Permitting Actions – MassDEP ....................................................................145 

8.6 Area of Concern, Mitigation, Cost, Implementation Schedule and Responsibilities .........145 

8.6.1 Greenhouse Gas .......................................................................................................... 145 

8.6.2 Wetlands & Riverfront Areas ..................................................................................... 147 

8.6.3 Air Quality .................................................................................................................. 147 

8.6.4 Nuisance Conditions – Sound, Litter, Dust ................................................................ 148 

8.6.5 Traffic Generation ....................................................................................................... 150 

8.6.6 Threatened or Endangered Species ............................................................................. 151 

8.6.7 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern................................................................... 152 

8.6.8 Historic or Archaeological Resources ........................................................................ 152 

8.6.9 Build & Alternatives ................................................................................................... 152 

8.6.10 No Build Alternatives ................................................................................................. 152 

8.6.11 Construction Mitigation Measures .............................................................................. 152 

8.7 Mitigation Summary ...........................................................................................................154 

9.0 Response to Comments ........................................................................................................ 156 

Introduction ....................................................................................................................................156 

9.1 Traffic .................................................................................................................................158 

9.2 Odor ....................................................................................................................................161 

9.3 Noise ...................................................................................................................................163 

9.4 Emissions / Air Quality .......................................................................................................167 

9.5 Vectors ................................................................................................................................172 

9.6 Hours of Operation .............................................................................................................174 

9.7 Environmental Justice .........................................................................................................175 

9.8 Environmental Justice – Greenhouse Gas...........................................................................181 

9.9 Biosolids Processing and Wastewater Generation .................................................................. 183   
9.10 PFAS ...................................................................................................................................183 

9.11 Siting Concerns ...................................................................................................................184 

9.12 Health & Safety Concerns (General) ..................................................................................185 

9.13 Health Issues (Biosolids Specific) ......................................................................................188 

9.14 Impacts to the Environment and Wildlife ...........................................................................188 

9.15 Compliance Concerns .........................................................................................................193 

9.16 Operational Concerns..........................................................................................................197 

9.17 Recycling Efficiency ...........................................................................................................198 

9.18 Energy Efficiency ...............................................................................................................201 

9.19 Imported Waste ...................................................................................................................201 

9.20 Miscellaneous Comments ...................................................................................................203 

9.21 Conservation Law Foundation (Letter No. 26) ...................................................................204 

9.22 K P Law - City of New Bedford (Letter No. 27) ................................................................208 

9.23 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Letter No. 28) ..........................226 



4 

9.24 Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (Letter No. 29) ......................................241 



5 

FIGURES 

Figure 2-1, Site Locus Map ................................................................................................................ 11 

Figure 2-2, Existing Conditions Overall Site ...................................................................................... 12 

Figure 2-3, Existing Conditions .......................................................................................................... 13 

Figure 2-4, Existing Conditions Cont. ................................................................................................ 14 

Figure 2-5, Layout General Site – Phase 1 ......................................................................................... 17 

Figure 2-6, Layout – Phase 1 .............................................................................................................. 18 

Figure 2-7, Layout – Phase 1 Cont. .................................................................................................... 19 

Figure 2-8, Phase 1 Rendering (from the DEIR) ................................................................................ 20 

Figure 2-9, Revised Phase 2 Layout ................................................................................................... 23 

Figure 2-10, Grading, Drainage & Utilities - Updated Ph. 2 .............................................................. 24 

Figure 2-11, Revised Phase 2 Layout vs. Original Phase 2 Layout .................................................... 25 

Figure 2-12, Phase 2 Rendering .......................................................................................................... 26 

Figure 2-13, New Waste Handling Building Rendering ..................................................................... 27 

Figure 2-14, Railroad Enclosure Rendering ....................................................................................... 28 

Figure 5-1, Study Area ........................................................................................................................ 66 

Figure 5-2, 2021 Base Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic ............................................................ 73 

Figure 5-3, 2021 Base Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic ............................................. 74 

Figure 5-4, 2021 Base Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic ....................................... 75 

Figure 5-5, 2021 Existing Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic ...................................................... 76 

Figure 5-6, 2021 Existing Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic ........................................ 77 

Figure 5-7, 2021 Existing Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic .................................. 78 

Figure 5-8, Crash Summary ................................................................................................................ 79 

Figure 5-9, 2028 No Build Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic ..................................................... 82 

Figure 5-10, 2028 No Build Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic .................................... 83 

Figure 5-11, 2028 No Build Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic .............................. 84 

Figure 5-12, Directions of Arrivals and Departures ........................................................................... 90 

Figure 5-13, Weekday Morning Project Generated Trips .................................................................. 91 

Figure 5-14, Weekday Morning New Project Trips ........................................................................... 92 

Figure 5-15, Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour New Project Trips ..................................... 93 

Figure 5-16, 2028 Build Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic ......................................................... 94 

Figure 5-17, 2028 Build Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic .......................................... 95 

Figure 5-18, 2028 Build Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic .................................... 96 

Figure 6-1, Sound Modeling - Source and Receptor Locations........................................................ 126 

Figure 6-2, Common Indoor and Outdoor Sound Levels ................................................................. 136 



6 

 

TABLES 

Table 2-1, Phase 2 Permit Status ........................................................................................................ 41 

Table 4-1, Summary of Facilities in Proximity to the Site ................................................................. 57 

Table 5-1, Weekday vs. Saturday Traffic Volumes ............................................................................ 69 

Table 5-2, Duchaine Boulevard 2018 ATR Summary........................................................................ 71 

Table 5-3, Vehicular Trip Generation, Existing Site Operations ........................................................ 72 

Table 5-4, Hourly Distribution of Truck Trips ................................................................................... 87 

Table 5-5, Vehicular Trip Generation ................................................................................................. 88 

Table 5-6, Maximum Daily One-Way Truck Trips ............................................................................ 89 

Table 5-7, Capacity Analysis Results ................................................................................................. 99 

Table 5-8, Traffic Signal Warrant Summary .................................................................................... 118 

Table 5-9, Capacity Analysis Results with Mitigation ..................................................................... 119 

Table 7-1, FEIR Project GHG Emissions Summary ........................................................................ 139 

Table 7-2, NPC-SFEIR Project GHG Emissions Summary ............................................................. 140 

 

 

EXHIBITS  

Exhibit 1  MEPA - Secretaries Certificate for the EENF 

Exhibit 2  MEPA - Final Record of Decision 

Exhibit 3  Secretaries Certificate for the DEIR 

Exhibit 4  Secretaries Certificate for the FEIR 

Exhibit 5  Notice of Project Change Form 

Exhibit 6  Revised Phase 2 Site Plans 

Exhibit 7  Site Plans Submitted with FEIR  

Exhibit 8  New Bedford Conservation Commission Order of Conditions 

Exhibit 9  MSW Processing Flow Diagrams and Specifications  

Exhibit 10 Comment Letters 

Exhibit 11  Fact Sheet 

Exhibit 12 Updated Traffic Impact Study 

Exhibit 13 Heat Pump Analysis 

Exhibit 14 Sample Odor Neutralizing Agent Product Literature  

  



7 

1.0 Project Description 

1.1 Project Summary 

South Coast Renewables “Proponent” (successor in interest formerly referred to as Parallel

Products of New England, Inc.) 1 through an affiliate company, owns the properties located at 

100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford, MA.  The 71-acre site was previously developed by 

Polaroid Corporation.  

Proponent is proposing to redevelop the site in a manner which seeks to avoid, minimize and 

mitigate potential damage to the environment to the maximum extent feasible.  Specific measures 

considered and those included in the design and operation of the proposed expanded facility are 

described throughout this report. 

The proposed project is being developed in two phases and consist of the project elements listed 

below: 

Phase 1 

1. Construction of a glass processing facility

2. Construction of approximately 1.9 megawatts (final number is 1.842 megawatts) of roof top

and canopy solar power installation

3. Construction of a new rail sidetrack to provide rail service to the site

Phase 2 

1. Construction of a municipal solid waste (MSW) handling and processing facility

2. Expansion of the rail sidetrack constructed in Phase 1 to allow for handling additional rail cars

3. Construction of an additional 1.35 megawatts of solar (note in the previous communications 
only 400 Kw of additional solar was planned.)

*Note that the formerly proposed on-site biosolids facility is no longer being proposed. 

1.2 MEPA Project Review 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review is required as the project will require state 

permits and the proposed project includes elements that trigger mandatory MEPA review.  The 

proposed MSW handling and processing facility requires MEPA review as the solid waste review 

thresholds established at 301 CMR 11.03 (9)(a) are exceeded.  Also, the wastewater review thresholds 

established at 301 CMR 11.03 (5)(b) were originally exceeded for the proposed biosolids drying 

facility, which is no longer being proposed.  The required MEPA review consists of the submission of 

an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) followed by a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

to be followed by a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).   

1 Note that in April 2021, South Coast Renewables LLC, a successor in interest and company affiliated with PPNE & 

Parallel Products assumed all development/permitting efforts for this project, and will continue to be the project 

Proponent/Operator for the foreseeable future. 
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The Proponent prepared an Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) which was noticed 

in the Environmental Monitor on February 20, 2019.  The EENF can be viewed on the Proponent web 

site at www.parallelproductssustainability.com.  After a review and comment period, on April 12, 

2019, a Certificate (EEA# 15990) was issued by the Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and 

Environmental Affairs.  The Secretaries Certificate determined that the Proponent must prepare a Draft 

Environmental Impact Report.  The Secretaries Certificate included the scope to be addressed in the 

DEIR.  Also, following the submission and subsequent review of the DEIR, the Proponent was 

required to prepare and submit a Final EIR (FEIR).  A copy of the Secretaries Certificate for the EENF 

is included as Exhibit 1. 

The EENF submitted by the Proponent included a Phase 1 waiver request.  A Phase 1 waiver allowed 

Phase 1 of the project to proceed prior to completion of the DEIR and FEIR.  The Secretary of the 

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs issued a Final Record of Decision (FROD) on 

May 15, 2019.  The FROD granted the Phase 1 waiver, allowing Phase 1 of the project to proceed.  

The FROD is included as Exhibit 2.   

The Proponent prepared the DEIR, which was noticed in the Environmental Monitor on November 

22, 2019 (Project #15990).  The DEIR can be viewed on the Proponent web site at 

www.parallelproductssustainability.com .  After an extended public review and comment period and 

following several public information meetings, the Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and 

Environmental Affairs, on January 30, 2020, issued the Secretaries Certificate for the DEIR.  The 

Certificate required the preparation of a FEIR for the project.  The Secretaries Certificate for the DEIR 

is included as Exhibit 3.   

1.3 Final Environmental Impact Report 

The Secretaries Certificate for the DEIR required that the Proponent prepare a FEIR for the proposed 

project.  The FEIR required the Proponent to “include additional analyses in the FEIR documenting 

the project’s impacts and proposed mitigation measures and a response to all comments received on 

the DEIR.”  The Secretaries Certificate included the scope of the required FEIR.   

The FEIR included the additional information required by the Secretaries DEIR Certificate.  The FEIR 

did not include all the information included in the DEIR.  However, based on scoping meetings with 

MEPA, the Proponent agreed to include a detailed project description in the FEIR.   

MEPA regulations required a 30-day review and public comment period of the FEIR. , the Proponent 

agreed to extend the review and comment period an additional 30 days.   

After an extended public review and comment period and following several public information 

meetings, the Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, on April 2, 

2021, issued the Secretaries Certificate for the FEIR.  The Certificate required the preparation of a 

Supplemental FEIR for the project.  The Secretaries Certificate for the FEIR is included as Exhibit 4.  

1.4 Notice of Project Change Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report 

http://www.parallelproductssustainability.com/
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The Secretaries Certificate for the FEIR required that, the Proponent prepare a Supplemental FEIR (S-

FEIR) for the proposed project.  The S-FEIR scope stated that the proponent… “should address, in a 

detailed and comprehensive manner, issues raised in comment letters submitted by MassDEP and 

DOER, which are incorporated by reference herein. In general, information and analyses provided in 

response to these comment letters should be incorporated into the main body of the S-FEIR rather than 

provided solely in the Response to Comments section.”   Additionally, the Scope of the S-FEIR must 

also  address other comments raised by the public in the response to comments section of the report. 

The Secretaries Certificate for the FEIR is included as Exhibit 4.   

Furthermore, this S-FEIR identifies measures the Proponent will adopt to further reduce the impacts 

of the project since the filing of the FEIR; and, where applicable, describes certain measures deemed 

infeasible with explanation why these measures will not be adopted. 

Subsequent to the above, a meeting was held on February 9, 2022 between EOEEA/MEPA officials 

and  the Proponent’s, consultant, Green Seal Environmental, LLC (GSE) whereupon it was determined 

the appropriate mechanism by which to submit this S-FEIR is as a Notice of Project Change (NPC), 

given the “material change to a project prior to the taking of all Agency Actions...”2 Therefore, this 

document, along with the appropriate Notice of Project Change Form included as Exhibit 5, has been 

submitted to satisfy the MEPA Office request. This document shall hereafter be referred to as a Notice 

of Project Change (NPC) Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report (SFEIR) or NPC-SFEIR. 

Please see Section 2.3.3 for a list of proposed changes to the project. 

2 https://www.mass.gov/guides/notice-of-project-change-preparation-and-filing 

https://www.mass.gov/guides/notice-of-project-change-preparation-and-filing
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2.0 Project Description 

2.1 Existing Site Conditions 

An Affiliate of the Proponent, SMRE 100 LLC owns the properties located at 100 Duchaine 

Boulevard, New Bedford, MA.  Prior to the purchase of the 100 Duchaine Boulevard site, the 

Proponent operations were located at 969 Shawmut Avenue, New Bedford.  Subsequent to the 

purchase of the site, the Proponent has relocated its operations from Shawmut Avenue to 100 Duchaine 

Boulevard, New Bedford.  

Selected sheets of the plan set that depict design features that are addressed as required by the FEIR 

Certificate, including revised Phase 2 design plans, are included in this NPC-SFEIR when the specific 

design features are discussed in the text. Full-sized drawings with revisions to the Phase 2 design plans 

are included as Exhibit 6. For reference, full-sized versions of the Phase 2 design plans previously 

submitted with the FEIR are included as Exhibit 7 for ease of reference.  

The proposed project (Phase 1 and Phase 2) is to be located at 100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford.  

The site is an approximate 71-acre parcel identified by the New Bedford Tax Assessor as Lot 5 on 

Assessor’s Plat 134.  The site to be developed is located within a zoned Industrial C area.  A locus 

plan of the site is included as Figure 2-1, presented on the following page.  The site is located within 

the New Bedford Business Park.  The site was previously owned by Multilayer Coating Technologies, 

and before that by the Polaroid Corporation.  The site was used by both previous owners to 

manufacture film.  The site as developed by Polaroid included access roads, parking areas, stormwater 

management features and numerous buildings.  Existing conditions of the site are presented in Figure 

2-2, Figure 2-3, and Figure 2-4 on the following pages.  The Site Plans include dimensions of existing

and proposed buildings as requested in the Secretaries DEIR Certificate.  Additional plans have been

added to the plan set to delineate wetland areas and impervious surfaces for the existing site.  The

Proponent intends to utilize the existing infrastructure to the fullest extent possible in developing the

proposed project.

The site, as purchased by the Proponent affiliates included a 92,220 square foot building.  A 27,500 

square foot glass processing building has been constructed as part of the Phase 1 project development. 

This building was completed in January of 2020, and the Proponent moved their operations over to 

the facility in February of 2020. With the construction of the glass processing building, the two 

buildings have a combined total of 119,720 square feet.  Existing wetland areas and areas of 

impervious surfaces are shown on Figure 2-2 presented on the following pages. Under pre-

development existing conditions, the site has 876,331 square feet of wetlands and 771,119 square feet 

of impervious surfaces.  The total area of the site is 71 acres (3,092,760 square feet).  Impervious lot 

coverage is approximately 25%.   
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Figure 2-1, Site Locus Map 



FIGURE 2-2, Existing Conditions Overall Site



FIGURE 2-3, Existing Conditions
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FIGURE 2-4, Existing Conditions Cont.
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Since acquiring the site on March 10, 2017, the Proponent has removed unused buildings and other 

unused site infrastructure such as concrete pads that remained from the site’s previous owners.  Prior 

to submitting the EENF for the proposed project, the Proponent installed approximately 1.567 MW 

solar power on the site.  Solar power has been installed on the roof of the 92,220 square foot existing 

building and on two canopy structures constructed in an existing parking lot as shown on the existing 

conditions plan.   Figure 2-12 has been prepared as part of this submission to depict the existing solar 

arrays as well as the originally proposed Phase 1 arrays and the additional arrays now proposed as part 

of Phase 2.   

Based on the historical use of the subject property, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, and a 

Limited Subsurface Investigation (LSI) were conducted at the subject site in 2014 and 2016 

respectively.  As part of the LSI tasks, the collected data (soil and groundwater) was reviewed and 

compared with current MCP standards for other compounds outside.  These investigations concluded 

that “Based on the results of this LSI, SAGE has not identified the presence of subsurface impacts at 

the site that would require reporting to MassDEP.  As such, SAGE is of the opinion that further actions 

are not warranted at this time.”  Lastly, based on current regulations and as recommended by Sage, 

the proponent may need to characterize soils during the construction phases of the project if there is 

offsite disposal of soils. 

The Proponent relocated its existing ongoing operations located at 969 Shawmut Avenue, New 

Bedford to the 100 Duchaine Boulevard site in February of 2020.  The relocated operations include 

receiving and processing containers (PET, glass and aluminum) under the Massachusetts bottle 

redemption program and processing full beverage containers that distributors want destroyed. 

These operations are now located within existing buildings at the site.  

2.2 Phase 1 Project 

Phase 1 development consists of building a glass Beneficiation (processing) operation at the 100 

Duchaine Boulevard site and the construction of approximately 1.9 MW (actual final size is 1.842 

MW) of solar power energy generation (in addition to the 1.567 MW currently installed).  The Phase 

1 operation recycles glass containers that are collected through the Massachusetts bottle deposit 

system.  Phase 1 construction also includes the construction of a rail sidetrack onto the site to service 

the glass processing operation.  Bottles collected will be processed such that the glass can be reused 

to produce new glass containers and other glass products. 

The Phase 1 project development is presented on Figures 2-5 through 2-8 on the following pages. 

Figure 2-5 depicts the Phase 1 general site layout, Figures 2-6 and 2-7 provide a zoomed-in view of 

the site, and Figure 2-8 is a rendering of the Phase 2 project. 

Phase 1 land alterations are shown and tabulated on Figure 2-5, Layout General Site – Phase 1.  Phase 

1 construction adds 45,821 sf of buildings to the site, in addition to the glass processing building which 

is shown on Figure 2-2, Existing Conditions Overall Site and Figure 2-3, Existing Conditions.  

Presently, construction activities associated with the additional buildings and canopy structures on the 
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front (south) of the existing building are nearing completion.  The rail sidetrack switch has been 

installed and additional focus on the rail line construction will resume in the near future. 

Processing at the site includes crushing, sizing and separation of the glass by color.  The glass cullet 

produced is subsequently sold to glass manufacturers for the production of new products including 

glass containers.  The closure of the Ardagh Group glass bottle plant in Milford, MA and the 

subsequent closing of the Strategic Materials Beneficiating plant in Franklin, Massachusetts in 2018 

has resulted in glass being disposed of in landfills, stored in various locations, and shipped to other 

glass bottle recycling facilities throughout the country.  The rail infrastructure on-site allows for 

effective long-haul transport. 



FIGURE 2-5, Layout General Site - Phase 1
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FIGURE 2-6, Layout - Phase One



FIGURE 2-7, Layout - Phase 1 Cont.
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Figure 2-8, Phase 1 Rendering (from the DEIR) 
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2.2.1 Changes to Phase 1 Project Design Since FROD Approval 

Subsequent to the submission of the DEIR, the design of the proposed Glass Building Extension had 

been revised to allow rail cars to enter the Glass Building Extension such that rail cars can be loaded 

inside the Glass Bunker Building to minimize the potential for noise impacts associated with loading 

rail cars with processed glass. The Proponent is similarly proposing to extend the rail enclosure to 

enclose rail cars undergoing loading in both the existing and proposed MSW buildings to minimize 

the potential for noise and odor impacts. See Section 2.3.1 for more information.  

Otherwise, no additional substantial changes are proposed with this NPC-SFEIR with respect to 

building footprints and/or operational modification(s).  

2.3 Phase 2 Project Development 

Phase 2 of the project includes the construction of a municipal solid waste (MSW) processing/handling 

facility (MSW processing and handling building).  As noted in the Project Description, construction 

of the formerly proposed biosolids building and associated biosolids drying operations are no longer

being proposed. 

Post processed C&D residuals that comply with the MassDEP’s “minimum performance standards” 

(e.g. accepted from C&D processors that comply with said standard to remove waste ban items prior 

to disposal) will be accepted for disposal (via rail) at the facility.  Currently, significant quantities of 

MSW and C&D are being trucked out of state for treatment and disposal.  The Proponent will construct 

a facility to collect and process this MSW in Massachusetts in an effort to increase recycling and 

reduce disposal.  The remainder, post processed material and/or previously baled material, will then 

be shipped out of state by rail for disposal.  The infrastructure proposed will significantly increase 

transportation efficiencies and reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Additionally, this facility will be the 

only facility in Massachusetts that is reprocessing MSW to reduce disposal and increase recycling.   

The Phase 2 project development is presented on Figures 2-9 through 2-11 on the following pages. 

Figure 2-9 and 2-10 depict the revised NPC-FEIR Phase 2 layout compared with the Original FEIR. 

Figure 2-11 presents a color-coded plan that depicts the existing, Phase 1 and Phase 2 solar arrays.  

These plans also present changes in impervious surfaces and changes to impacts to wetland buffer 

zones.  Note that no new BVW impacts are proposed in the revised Phase 2 layout.   Figure 2-12 

presents a rendering of the Phase 2 project. 

Figures 2-9 and 2-10 depict the land alteration resulting from Phase 2 construction.  The proposed 

project (Phases 1 and 2 combined) will add an additional 138,110 square feet of buildings.  Additional 

canopy structures built to support solar panels (Phase 1 and 2) will occupy an additional 128,238 

square feet.  The site currently has 17.7 acres of impervious surfaces (25.1% lot coverage) consisting 

of access roads, buildings, parking lots, driveways and concrete slabs on grade in areas where buildings 

were previously demolished.  Buildings planned for the proposed project are being constructed in areas 

of the site that are currently impervious when possible.  Project construction will partially remove an 
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existing concrete slab on grade in order to construct the rail sidetrack, converting surfaces that are 

currently impervious to pervious surfaces.  The net impact of the proposed project (Phase 1 and Phase 

2 combined with the proposed Phase 2 revisions) is now a decrease in impervious surfaces of 0.67 

acres compared to pre-existing conditions.  This will decrease the impervious surface lot coverage to 

24.4% from 25.1%.   

• Existing Impervious Surfaces - 771,119 sq/ft (17.7 acres). See Figure 2-2.

• Post Phase 1 Construction Activities - Impervious surfaces reduced to 696,119 sq/ft. This is

due to the removal of concrete slabs associated with the development of the rail.  See Figure

2-5.

• Post Phase II – Originally impervious areas were to increase  in the previously submitted

FEIR to 785,571 sq/ft (18.03 acres).  This equated to an increase of 0.33 acres of impervious

surfaces compared to pre-existing conditions.    However, with the removal of the biosolids

portion of the proposed development, impervious surfaces decrease by 29,112 sq/ft (0.67

acres) to 756,449 sq/ft.   As such impervious surfaces will actually decrease when compared

to pre-development existing conditions.   See Figure 2-9 that depicts where impervious

surfaces have increased and/or decreased based on the proposed changes.

Project construction will include wetlands replication in areas that are currently upland areas as 

approved by the New Bedford Conservation Commission.  Presently, as approved in the New Bedford 

Conservation Commission – Order of Conditions (Exhibit 8), there are 4,095 sq/ft of wetland 

alterations (permanent and temporary combined).  As a result, there will be 6,700 sq/ft of wetland 

replication.  The associated wetland activities (based on size and the intermittent stream) will not 

require Army Corps or additional MassDEP Waterways permitting.  Presently, the construction 

activities associated with installing the rail switch have been completed.  Furter construction activities 

associated with the rail sidetrack will resume sometime in the Fall of 2022. 

The Proponent will provide a financial assurance mechanism (FAM) to MassDEP prior to the receipt 

of an Authorization to Operate permit from MassDEP.  The amount of the FAM will have an amount 

sufficient to clean up the site and remove any stored solid waste on-site in the event of a default by the 

Proponent.   
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Figure 2-9, Revised Phase 2 Layout
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Figure 2-10, Grading, Drainage and Utilities, Updated Phase 2
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Figure 2-11, Revised Phase 2 Layout vs. Original Phase 2 Layout
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Figure 2-12, Phase 2 Rendering
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2.3.1 MSW Processing/Handling Facility 

Phase 2 construction will include the construction of a MSW processing/handling facility. The project 

is being constructed in two phases due to the difference in the expected duration of obtaining the 

required permits.  The Phase 2 project development, as presently proposed, is presented on Figures 2-

9 through 2-12 as previously shown. 

A new waste handling/tipping building will be constructed.  The building is expected to be 

approximately 63,317 square feet in gross floor area and will connect with the existing site building.  

This building addition has increased in size from the formerly proposed 48,900 square foot building

to better facilitate the installation of the MSW processing line and create better operation and tipping 

space. The tipping building will be designed to allow waste delivery trucks to drive into the building 

to dump/tip their loads of waste material for subsequent processing, handling, and transfer for offsite 

disposal.  After tipping, front-end loaders will stage the material for subsequent processing/handling.  

If the MSW is delivered baled, an excavator with a grapple will unload the delivery truck and place 

the bale on the tipping building floor in the rail car loading area.  These bales will then be placed in 

rail cars for offsite shipment/disposal.  It should be noted that all tipping, processing and loading of 

solid waste will be performed indoors.  

Figure 2-13, New Waste Handling Building Rendering 
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To further mitigate potential nuisance conditions, Proponent is proposing to enclose the rail loadout 

tunnel adjacent to the existing MSW Processing and the proposed MSW Tipping & Process buildings 

as depicted below in Figure 2-14. The enclosed rail structure will extend to enclose the rail section 

servicing the glass processing building as well. 

Figure 2-14, Railroad Enclosure Rendering 

A portion (approximately 40 to 50%) of the existing 92,200 square foot building on-site adjacent to 

the proposed tipping building will be used for the processing of MSW to extract recyclable 

commodities prior to disposal.  The existing building will be modified as required to house the MSW 

processing equipment used to extract various recyclable material from MSW.  Specifications for the 

MSW processing equipment are included in Exhibit 9.  The existing building will also include a baler 

to bale and shrink wrap (or bag) MSW after processing if deemed appropriate and/or as required to 

meet CSX transportation requirements.  Baled and shrink wrapped (or bagged) MSW and Category 2 

C&D will be loaded in rail cars for shipment to disposal sites.  At this point in time, the facility does 

not intend to process C&D on-site. 

The Proponent facility will receive MSW that has had recyclable materials (e.g. cans, bottles, glass 

containers, etc.) removed by the waste generator as required under the Solid Waste Regulations [310 

CMR 19.017].  This is material, such as curbside household MSW, that currently goes to combustion 

facilities or to landfills for disposal.  The processing equipment will be utilized by the Proponent to 

extract additional recyclable materials from the MSW that was not removed by the waste generator.  

The Proponent is not advocating for recyclables to be combined with the MSW and supports the 

existing MA Waste Ban requirements.  This facility is the first facility that will help the 

Commonwealth reduce MSW that has been collected and destined for landfills and/or incineration by 
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processing and separating additional recoverable recyclables.  The on-site processing proposed by the 

Proponent will allow for further extraction of recyclable materials in addition to traditional 

recycling/separation activities that are performed by the waste generator.  This is different from a 

typical “dirty MRF” which accepts MSW without the removal of recyclable material and then removes 

recyclables from the MSW.   

The facility will accept both baled MSW and MSW delivered loose in transfer trailers and packer 

trucks.  Baled MSW may be delivered to the facility from other transfer stations to meet existing 

railroad requirements for shipping MSW in rail cars.  Baled MSW, if accepted at the facility, will be 

loaded into rail cars for shipment to out-of-state disposal sites such as a landfill or waste to energy 

facility upon meeting CSX transportation requirements.  Baled waste received at the facility will not 

be processed to extract additional recyclable material prior to loading into rail cars as de-baling waste 

is not a supported technology and previously baled waste cannot be run through the on-site processing 

line.  The facility will also accept C&D defined as Category 2 (C&D processing residuals) that meets 

the MassDEP minimum performance standards.  These materials are generally material that have little 

or no recyclable value and will be loaded into railcars and sent offsite for subsequent disposal. 

In addition to baled MSW that may be delivered, the facility will predominantly accept loose MSW 

delivered in transfer trailers and packer trucks.  Transfer trailers will consist of 100 cubic yard (cy) 

live floor trailers.  The average 100 cy transfer trailer capacity is 28 tons.  Transfer trailers will 

originate primarily from regional transfer stations.  Packer trucks such as the trucks that provide 

curbside pickup of MSW will also deliver MSW to the facility.  The average capacity of a packer truck 

is 9 tons.   

Transfer trailers arriving at the facility will be weighed on a truck scale at the facility and then the 

truck will back into the tipping building and will discharge the waste onto the interior tipping floor.  It 

is expected that Category 2 C&D waste will be delivered in 100 cy live floor trailers. No roll-off 

container delivery is anticipated at this facility.   

Non baled MSW received by the facility will be processed to extract recyclable materials prior to 

shipment to disposal facilities.  Processing will consist of a processing line that includes both 

mechanized separation equipment and a manual picking line.  Materials extracted will include metals, 

cardboard, aluminum, wood, glass, PET, paper and plastic based on market conditions.  The facility 

will include two processing lines with each line capable of processing 40 tons per hour of MSW.  The 

processing lines will operate two to three shifts per day depending on the inbound volume accepted.  

An updated processing line flow diagram, plans and equipment specifications are included in Exhibit 

9. Further refinement of the processing line will occur as the project progresses through the design

phases.  The processing line is anticipated to extract +/- 20% recyclables from the MSW.  After the

recycled material has been extracted, the remaining waste may be baled and shrink wrapped/bagged

for subsequent transport to a disposal facility or containerized following acceptable CSX

transportation requirements.  The primary means of transport for disposal will be by rail.  Trucks could

also be used to transport waste, if necessary, but given the lack of disposal outlets in and/or around

Massachusetts, rail is the most cost-effective means of transportation.  Meanwhile, recyclable
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materials extracted from MSW will be sent to recycling markets by either rail or truck depending upon 

market conditions and outlet locations.  

The facility may also accept C&D residuals (e.g., material that has been previously processed to 

remove recyclables following the MassDEP’s minimum performance standards).  This waste is 

classified as Category 2.  It should be noted that in previous submittals, the C&D was referred to as 

both Category 2 and Category 3 C&D, which is identified as “residuals” and “bulky” waste 

respectively.  For clarification, all the inbound C&D material to be accepted are “post-processed” and 

as such is considered a Category 2 material by MassDEP as long as it meets the minimum performance 

standards for recycling.  The processing facilities shipping material to the Proponent will have already 

removed waste ban material and other recyclable material from the C&D material as deemed 

appropriate.  The Category 2 materials accepted at the facility will be used as cover for baled MSW in 

the rail cars if it is deemed an approved means of transportation by CSX.  It is expected that Category 

2 and waste will be delivered to the site in live floor trailers weighing approximately 28 tons per load.  

All of this material will be received, handled and loaded within the proposed  solid waste handling 

building (existing and proposed). 

Baled and shrink wrapped MSW may be loaded into gondola rail cars for shipment to disposal sites.  

The Proponent will work with CSX to develop procedures for loading rail cars with baled MSW.  It is 

expected that baled MSW will be loaded with Category 2 C&D residuals.  Additionally, THE 

PROPONENT may elect to ship MSW in CSX approved intermodal containers or covered gondolas 

as approved and prescribed by CSX at the time of operation.  It should be noted that CSX is presently 

assessing several means/modes of transportation and the Proponent will abide by CSX’s requirements 

as they exist when the facility is commissioned. 

Generally, each rail car can carry up to 90 tons of solid waste for disposal 

(either gondola or in intermodal containers placed onto flatbed railcars).  It is expected that at full 

capacity that the facility will produce 1,300 tons per day of residual waste that will be sent for disposal.  

Previously, it was estimated that up to 50 tons per day of dried biosolids would be produced and sent 

for disposal combined with the MSW.  However, the biosolids facility is no longer being proposed.  

Based on the weight per full railcar, on average 15 rail cars could be filled each day.  The rail sidetrack 

will also be used for transportation of processed glass to recycling markets.  Up to 250 tons per day of 

glass will be shipped by rail from the site (3 rail cars).   

The rail sidetrack will be modified in Phase 2 to allow the storage of more rail cars than can be 

accommodated by the sidetrack construction in Phase 1.  The plans included in Exhibit 6 depict the 

extent of the rail sidetrack construction for Phase 2.  With the completion of track construction in 

Phase 2, the sidetrack will allow for the receipt of 18 empty rail cars and the removal of 18 full rail 

cars. The site will be serviced by Mass Coastal Railroad.  The Proponent will purchase an electric rail 

car mover for the movement of rail cars on-site.  

The Facility will be developed using state-of-the-art Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize 

potential impacts to the Site and surrounding environment.  A partial list of BMPs that will be 

incorporated into the Facility are as follows: 
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• All tipping, handling, and loading will be performed within a fully enclosed processing and

handling building.

• The building floor is designed as impervious3 concrete that will prevent any potential

contamination of groundwater, stormwater or the surrounding environment.  Any liquids

released from the waste will be collected in a floor drain system.  The liquid collected in this

system will be gravity fed into the City’s sanitary sewer system or stored in a wastewater

holding tank to be periodically pumped out and trucked offsite for disposal at a wastewater

treatment plant.  Sewer is available on-site and permits will be sought through the City to allow

this discharge to enter the New Bedford Sanitary Sewer.

• Use of a fine atomized misting system within the MSW Transfer Building and processing

building will effectively control fugitive dust and odor in the building.  This system can also

introduce odor counteractants.

• Regular daily cleanup and sweeping will occur on the external paved surfaces. Environmental

Monitoring and Operation and Maintenance Plans will be developed and staff will be trained

on these operational procedures.

• Following first in/first out waste handling procedures

• The use tipping doors that can be opened and closed to reduce the potential for nuisance

conditions when deemed appropriate

• Ventilation stacks that promote dispersion

• Location of doorways farthest from the location of offsite receptors

• Limiting doors that would promote the channeling of air through the facility

It should be noted that as the facility progresses through the permitting phases (e.g.   MassDEP and 

City of New Bedford), controls, BMP’s etc. may be modified or enhanced. 

2.3.2 Biosolids Processing 

In Phase 2, the biosolids drying facility was previously proposed within the ENF, DEIR and 

FEIR.  As noted in the Project Description, the construction, operation and infrastructure associated 

with the formerly proposed biosolids building and associated biosolids drying operations are no

longer being proposed.  As such, no further detail is being presented based on this decision by the 

Proponent. 

2.3.3 Changes to Phase 2 Project Design Since FEIR Submission 

The following are mitigation measures the Proponent will adopt to further reduce the impacts of the 

project since the filing of the FEIR: 

3 Please see Section 9, Response to Comment 9.15F for additional details on the impervious nature of the proposed 

building floor. 
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• The formerly proposed biosolids building and associated biosolids drying operations are no

longer being proposed.  The removal of the biosolids drying operation is being formerly

removed from the proposed development based on negotiations between the Proponent (South

Coast Renewables) and the City of New Bedford.

• The formerly proposed sound attenuation wall is no longer being proposed (rationale is

discussed in Sections 6 & 8)

• Rail enclosure (in between the MSW handling and processing facility and the glass processing

facility)

• Additional energy reducing adders (e.g. heat pumps)

• Insulation within glass building

• Traffic mitigation (commitment to fund the installation of a traffic light)

• 1.35 megawatts of additional solar

• Overall reduction of impervious areas

• Increase in tipping building size

• Reconfiguration of SW controls

• Revision to hours of operation

Section 8.0 includes description of additional mitigation measures considered and explanation why 

these measures were deemed infeasible. 
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2.4 Water/Wastewater 

2.4.1 Introduction 

The site is currently connected to the New Bedford water and sewer system.  These connections were 

completed by the previous site owner(s).  The Proponent has recently been upgrading and 

rehabilitating the on-site infrastructure for the site, including the site sewer system.  The Proponent 

intends to utilize City water and wastewater for the proposed project.  The Proponent will pay the City 

for the use of these services.   

2.5 Water Use 

The Proponent expects to have 150 employees at the site.  This includes the 75 employees previously 

relocated to 100 Duchaine Boulevard from the Proponent’s former location at 969 Shawmut Avenue.  

Water use for employees is estimated at 15 gallons per day (gpd) per employee based on 310 CMR 

15.00 (2,250 gpd).  Water will also be required for the misting system proposed for the MSW tipping 

building.  Water use for the misting system is estimated to be 10 gpm or 14,400 gpd.  No significant 

quantities of wastewater will be generated from the misting system.  The water will either be 

evaporated and/or absorbed by the waste.  Hose bibs will be provided in the tipping building and MSW 

processing building as part of facility cleanup and maintenance activities.  Washdown water use is 

estimated at 500 gallons per day.  All water usage previously associated with the biosolids building 

will not be necessary, reducing the Proponent’s proposed water use by approximately 50,500 gpd. 

With the elimination of the previously proposed biosolids building, total water use is expected to be 

less than 19,650 gpd.  

2.6 Wastewater Generation 

Wastewater from employee sanitary and washing use is estimated at 15 gpd per employee per 310 

CMR 15.00 (2,250 gpd).  As construction of the formerly proposed biosolids building and associated

biosolids drying operations are no longer being proposed, all wastewater generation associated with 

the biosolids facility has been removed.  As such, wastewater generated at the facility will be reduced 

from a previously estimated 113,750 gpd to 2,750 gpd (2,250 gpd employee use and less than 500 gpd 

of washdown water). Water use for the misting system is estimated to be 10 gpm or 14,400 gpd but 

will not result in significant quantities of wastewater generation as the water associated with the 

misting system evaporates and/or is absorbed by the waste. 

The existing site buildings are presently connected to the City sewer system.  Wastewater generated 

in the proposed structure will either be connected to the City sewer system or to a storage tank for 

periodic transport by tanker truck to a properly permitted wastewater facility for disposal.  

Modifications to the wastewater piping will be constructed to properly manage wastewater from the 

proposed building. 

As noted above, the wastewater collection system on-site currently directs wastewater to the Industrial 

Park Pumping Station located in the northwest corner of the site.  The pumping station is owned by 

the City of New Bedford and is located on a City owned parcel that is located within the property line 
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of the 100 Duchaine Boulevard parcel.  CDM Smith completed an assessment of the capacity of the 

Industrial Park Pumping Station on January 23, 2020.  This assessment determined that the Industrial 

Park Pumping Station had the capacity to handle the additional wastewater generated by the proposed 

the Proponent project when the biosolids facility was previously proposed. The CDM Smith 

assessment was included with the FEIR.  Due to the fact that the Proponent is no longer proposing to 

develop the previously proposed biosolids portion of the facility, the biosolids-related infrastructure 

upgrades/mitigation items identified by CDM as those items are no longer applicable and have been 

withdrawn from this MEPA review as the projected wastewater flows from the FEIR have been 

reduced from an estimated 113,750 gpd to 2,750 gpd with changes presented in this NPC-SFEIR. 

It should be noted that “All sewer system authorities shall include provisions in their I/I plan for 

mitigating impacts from any new connections or extensions where the proposed flows exceed 15,000 

gallons per day.  Such mitigation shall require that four gallons of infiltration and/or inflow be removed 

for each gallon of new flow to be generated by the new sewer connection or extension, unless 

otherwise approved by the Department.” The Proponent’s wastewater generation estimates are well 

below this threshold. 

2.7 Wetlands 

2.7.1 Introduction 

The proposed project development design has utilized existing infrastructure to the maximum extent 

feasible.  The project will use existing access roads and paved surfaces and will use existing buildings 

to the extent feasible.  The project development includes the construction of a new rail sidetrack to 

service the site.  Construction of the rail sidetrack will impact wetlands on-site.  The rail sidetrack is 

presently under construction as part of Phase 1 of the project.  Additional rail sidetracks will be 

expanded in Phase 2.    

The “Final Record of Decision of the Secretary of the EOEEA” dated May 15, 2019 allowed the Phase 

1 project to proceed prior to the completion of the Environmental Impact Report.  Phase 1 engineering, 

permitting and construction are currently in progress.   

2.7.2 Phase 1 Wetlands Impacts 

The proposed rail sidetrack must cross a drainage swale and a bordering vegetated wetland to access 

the site.  The variations on rail alignment are limited by the design restrictions (radius of curves, slope, 

etc.) associated with rail development.  The rail sidetrack has been designed to minimize the impacts 

to wetlands to the greatest extent feasible.   

At the crossing of the drainage swale, the crossing point selected is an area where the track is 

approximately perpendicular to the swale, minimizing the area of the swale and riverfront area that is 

impacted.  Also, the crossing point selected is the location of an existing abandoned bridge over the 

swale. The existing bridge will be removed as part of the development activities.    

Alternatives evaluated included a three-sided box culvert, a four-sided box culvert and a bridge.  

Initially, the Proponent selected a three-sided box culvert as the preferred alternative for the swale 
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crossing.  The box culvert alternative was presented in the Notice of Intent filed with the Conservation 

Commission.  During review of the Notice of Intent, the Conservation Commission preferred a bridge 

for the swale crossing.  The project plans have been revised to include a bridge for this crossing. 

The project is not located within Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife or Priority Habitat.  The EENF 

included correspondence from the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program of the 

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife stating that the project is not located within 

Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife or Priority Habitats and therefore is not subject to compliance 

with the rare wildlife species section of the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act.  

The route chosen for the rail sidetrack was selected to minimize the impact to bordering vegetated 

wetlands.  The size of the area impacted was further minimized by using block retaining walls on each 

side of the track to minimize the width of the sidetrack cross section, thereby minimizing the extent 

of wetland impacts.   

The Proponent filed a Notice of Intent, dated October 2, 2019, with the New Bedford Conservation 

Commission.  The Commission issued an Order of Conditions on July 30, 2020.  The Order of 

Conditions is included as Exhibit 8. This Order of Conditions is applicable to all construction proposed 

in Phase 1 and includes a stormwater management plan that complies with the Massachusetts 

Stormwater Policy.  Based on the engineered plans, there will be approximately 4,095 sq/ft of wetland 

impacts (based on holding a 1-foot disturbance line from the bottom of the wall).  Should the 

contractors hold a 3-foot disturbance line from the bottom of the wall, there could be 4,916 sq/ft of 

wetland disturbance.  In both instances, disturbance is under 5,000 sq/ft and permanent disturbance is 

3,696 sq/ft. 

2.7.3 Phase 2 Wetlands Impacts 

A Notice of Intent will be filed with the New Bedford Conservation Commission as some construction 

activity will be within the buffer zone and primarily located on previously developed surfaces.  Note 

that Figure 2-10 depicted changes to work within the buffer zone with the largest change being the 

addition proposed canopy #6 which is depicted on Figure 2-11.   

2.7.4 Stormwater Controls 

The site as developed by Polaroid included stormwater management features. As noted throughout the 

report, the Proponent is making every reasonable effort to utilize existing infrastructure. However, the 

proposed facility modifications will require additional stormwater management features including, but 

not limited to, the addition of a prefabricated, underground structure to separate oils, grease, and 

sediment from stormwater runoff and a series of subsurface groundwater recharge chambers. Final 

determination of stormwater design components will be included in future facility permitting efforts. 

All on-site stormwater controls will meet or exceed the standards associated with the MA Stormwater 

Policy.  

    2.8 Project Alternatives 

The proposed project is being developed to fill a need for in the Commonwealth for processing and
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economical transfer of generated solid waste materials to out of state disposal sites.  

Massachusetts solid waste disposal is currently impacted by the closures of in state landfills and the 

fact that no new landfills are being constructed.  The Fall River landfill has recently closed, the 

Bourne landfill has become an ash landfill for ash generated at SEMASS and Crapo Hill Landfill 

is largely limited to member towns.  The Taunton Landfill closed in 2020, the Southbridge Landfill 

closed at the end of 2018 and the Chicopee Landfill is presently closed.   

The Massachusetts 2030 Solid Waste Master Plan reports… 

• Landfill capacity for municipal solid waste and construction and demolition debris (C&D) is

projected to decline to virtually zero by the end of the next decade.

• Massachusetts has extensive waste transfer capacity; however, most waste transfer facilities

do not increase overall waste management capacity because they are not able to deliver waste

beyond Massachusetts and our neighboring states, where disposal capacity is also limited.

Some facilities are investing in capacity to transfer waste out of the region by rail, though those

facilities face logistical challenges arranging rail shipments and ensuring an adequate supply

of the right type of railcars

The Proponent acknowledges in the hierarchy of solid waste that diversion and recycling is of the 

utmost importance.  The Proponent’s investment of well over $25M in MSW processing infrastructure 

is a sign of their commitment to these objectives. 

An evaluation of alternative sites for the project was performed.  There are limited alternatives for 

locating a truck to rail solid waste handling facility in Southeastern Massachusetts that would be 

considered adequate from both a user and regulatory perspective.  A necessary factor is that any 

suitable site must be located adjacent to an existing active rail line.  Rail service to the selected site 

area runs from Taunton to New Bedford.  Suitable sites are limited to the lands abutting these rail 

lines.  

A suitable site for the proposed use must be zoned industrial with solid waste handling as an acceptable 

use.  Additionally, a suitable site must comply with the Massachusetts solid waste siting regulations 

at 310 CMR 16.00.  This regulation stipulates restrictive siting criteria that must be met in order to 

operate a solid waste handling facility that includes at a minimum the following: 

1. The waste handling area of a transfer station cannot be located within a Zone II of a public

water supply, within an Interim Wellhead Protection Area of a public water supply, within a

Zone I of a public water supply or within 250 feet of an existing well.

2. The waste handling area of the facility cannot be within 500 feet of an occupied residential

dwelling.

3. The waste handling area of a facility cannot be within a Riverfront Area

4. A facility cannot be located on land classified as Prime, Unique or of State and Local

Importance
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5. A facility cannot be located where traffic impacts will constitute a danger to the public health,

safety or the environment

6. A facility cannot be located where siting would have an adverse impact on Endangered,

Threatened or Special Concern species, on Ecologically Significant Natural Communities or

on any state Wildlife Management Area

7. A facility cannot be located within an Area of Critical Environmental Concern or would fail to

protect the outstanding resources of an ACEC

8. A facility cannot be located where the facility would have an adverse impact on state forests

or municipal parklands.

9. A facility cannot be located where operation of the facility would result in nuisance conditions

which would constitute a danger to the public health, safety or the environment considering

noise, litter, vermin, odors, bird hazards to air traffic and other nuisance problems.

Three sites have been evaluated as potential sites for use as a solid waste handling facility.  These sites 

are located at 100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford, 1080 Shawmut Avenue, New Bedford and 781 

Church Street, New Bedford.  All three sites are located adjacent to the rail line.  An evaluation of 

each site follows.  The potential to purchase the sites other than the selected site has not been 

investigated.   

Site 1-100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford: 

This is the site that was selected for development.  The site is approximately 71 acres zoned Industrial 

C with assessor’s parcel ID 133-15.  The site meets all of the siting criteria established by the MassDEP 

for siting a solid waste facility.  The site has the space and buffer space necessary to meet the solid 

waste handling facility permitting requirements and has the space necessary to construct a rail 

sidetrack of sufficient length to provide the rail service required.   

The site is located in the Industrial Park and traffic to the site has good access via Route 140.  This is 

the selected site.    

Site 2-1080 Shawmut Avenue, New Bedford: 

This is a 3.6-acre site zoned Industrial B with assessor’s parcel ID 123-20.  A cursory review of this 

site indicates that the site meets all of the siting criteria established by MassDEP for siting a solid 

waste facility.  The site abuts the existing rail line.  It is expected that the project, when operating at 

full capacity, would fill 15 rail cars per day.  Preliminary layouts for the facility at this location indicate 

that the site size is insufficient to include a 60,000-sf building and a rail sidetrack sufficient to fill 15 

rail cars per day.  As such, this site is deemed insufficient in size for the project proposed by the 

Proponent.   

Site 3-781 Church Street, New Bedford: 

This site is a 21.86-acre site zoned Industrial C with assessor’s parcel ID 129-41.  The site abuts the 

existing rail line.  A cursory review of this site indicates that the site meets all of the siting criteria 
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established by MassDEP for siting a solid waste facility.  The project is somewhat constrained by 

wetlands but sufficient land is available for an enclosed handling building and a sidetrack capable of 

handling and filling 15 rail cars per day.   

Access to the site requires truck traffic to pass numerous residential homes and the New Bedford 

Vocational Technical High School.  This traffic situation is likely to be considered a nuisance and/or 

public safety condition and as such may not meet the MassDEP criterial for a solid waste facility.  As 

such, this site was not considered a viable site for the proposed project.   

The following rationale was taken into consideration while selecting the subject site.  

1. The project is being constructed on a previously disturbed and largely abandoned site in an

industrial zone.

2. Project is maximizing the use of existing infrastructure, including access roads and buildings.

3. The project is filling a need for recycling of deposit system glass bottles.

4. The project is providing a solution for the lack of landfill disposal options within the state by

providing a rail alternative that will provide access to out of state disposal options.

5. Reduction in greenhouse gas emissions based on the use of rail for out bound waste shipment

6. Compliance with Massachusetts Stormwater Management Policy

7. Compliance with Solid Waste Management Regulations including waste ban regulations

8. Potential nuisance conditions (odor, noise, traffic, emissions) have been evaluated in detail and

mitigation measures have been incorporated, as necessary.

9. The site was of sufficient size to allow the development of solar power to offset the proposed

project’s greenhouse gas emissions.

10. The facility location allowed for development with limited visibility from residential areas.

11. Note that the Proponent has not accounted for the GHG offsets associated with the on-site

recycling activities.  As such, all calculations associated with GHG reduction measures are

very conservative.

Solid waste projects must comply with regulations at 310 CMR 16.00.  These regulations establish 

criteria for siting solid waste facilities.  The regulations were established for the protection of public 

health, safety and the environment.  The sites have been evaluated based on these solid waste 

regulations.  The preferred alternative best meets the siting requirements. 

2.9 Planning Consistency 

The project is designed to utilize existing site infrastructure to the greatest extent possible.  This 

includes using existing access roads, existing parking areas, existing stormwater management features 

and existing water and sewer connections.  Proposed project elements have been located in areas that 
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are currently impervious, where possible.  Depictions of existing project features and areas of land 

alteration are included in the site plans presented within this section and within Exhibits 6 and 7. 

The proposed project meets the goals of the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan in several ways.  

The Master Plan states that Massachusetts landfill capacity is declining as landfills are closed and are 

not replaced.  Waste disposal in Massachusetts landfills was approximately two million tons in 2010.  

This has decreased to approximately 600,000 tons in 2020.  The Master Plan identifies increasing 

export of waste to disposal facilities in other states as a means of making up for the loss of landfill 

capacity, although waste reduction and recycling is the primary goal.  Construction of a rail component 

for the MSW/C&D make out of state disposal a viable option, especially for a state that will rely 

significantly on out of state exportation as a means to satisfy the Commonwealth’s disposal needs.   

One of the 2030 Solid Master Plan goals for 2030 is to reduce disposal by 1.7 million tons annually 

from a 2018 baseline of 5.7 million tons to 4.0 million tons by 2030, a 30 percent reduction in tons 

disposed. It is expected that this reduction will eventually happen through a combination of source 

reduction, material reuse, recycling, composting and using source separated materials as fuels or other 

beneficial uses.  Construction of a state-of-the-art MSW processing facility will increase recycling by 

allowing the removal of recyclable material from MSW that would otherwise be sent out for disposal 

to be managed here.  This is one of the first facilities to attempt this in Massachusetts.  

The project complies with the New Bedford Master Plan in at least two areas.  One of the goals and 

objectives in the transportation section of the Master Plan is to enhance the city’s freight service by 

utilization of rail infrastructure.  The addition of a rail sidetrack off of the existing main rail line allows 

this rail line to be used for local freight loading and unloading.   

The New Bedford Master Plan encourages development of business park sites to increase and stabilize 

the commercial tax base and create jobs.   

The Southeast Regional Planning and Economic Development District (SRPEDD) issued the Regional 

Land Use: Roles, Policies and Plan Outline for Southeastern Massachusetts in June 1996.  New 

Bedford is within the area included in the report.  The document includes a number of policies related 

to development in the study area.  The policy that relates to the proposed project states that “SRPEDD 

prefers development in areas supported by underutilized infrastructure including land and buildings, 

transportation facilities, water and sewer and drainage facilities, etc. (For example, redevelopment of 

an existing site for an industrial use is preferred land use to conversion of farmland for industrial use.)”  

As described in this DEIR, the proposed project is located at the former Polaroid Manufacturing 

facility and the proposed project is utilizing the existing infrastructure to the maximum extent feasible.  



40 

2.10 Statutory and Regulatory Standards 

The project will require state and local permits and approvals for construction and operation of the 

proposed facility.  A listing of the required permits and the permit status for each project phase follows. 

2.10.1 Phase 1 Permitting 

The Final Record of Decision issued by MEPA allowed Phase 1 of the proposed project to proceed 

prior to the acceptance of the NPC-SFEIR.  Construction of the glass processing building was 

completed in February 2020.  Permitting for the other elements of the Phase 1 project has been 

completed as indicated in the Phase 1 Permit Status Table 2-1 shown below.   

Table 2-1, Phase 1 Permit Status 

2.10.2 Phase 2 Permitting 

Phase 2 of the project development will require permits in addition to the permits received for the 

Phase 1 project.  Phase 2 permit applications for MassDEP permits will be submitted after the MEPA 

process has been completed associated with the acceptance of the NPC-SFEIR.  City of New Bedford 

permit applications will be submitted after receipt of Site Suitability approval from MassDEP.  The 

permit requirements for Phase 2 are listed on the following page. 

Permitting Agency  Permit Required Status 

State Agency 

MEPA EENF Secretaries Certificate issued April 12, 

2019 

MEPA Phase 1 Waiver Final Record of Decision May 15, 2019 

New Bedford Agency 

Planning Board Amended Site 

Plan 

Issued December 23, 2020 

Conservation Commission Order of 

Conditions 

Issued July 30, 2020 (Included as 

Exhibit 8) 
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Table 2-1, Phase 2 Permit Status 

Permitting Agency Permit Required Status 

State Agency 

MEPA EENF Secretaries Certificate issued April 12, 2019 

MEPA DEIR Secretaries Certificate issued Jan. 20, 2020 

MEPA FEIR Secretaries Certificate issued April 2, 2020 

MEPA NPC-SFEIR Public review and comment in progress 

MassDEP, Solid Waste Site Suitability Permit application after a Certificate is 

received for the NPC-SFEIR 

MassDEP, Solid Waste Auth. to Construct Permit application after Site Assignment 

MassDEP, Solid Waste Auth. to Operate Permit after completion of construction 

MassDEP, Air Section Limited Plan 

Approval 

Originally anticipated but not necessarily due 

to the removal of the biosolids facility 

New Bedford Agency 

Board of Health Site Assignment Application/hearing after MassDEP Site 

Suitability 

Planning Board Site Plan Approval Application after Site Assignment 

(concurrent with MassDEP ATC) 

Conservation Commission Order of Conditions Application after Site Assignment 

(concurrent with MassDEP ATC) 

2.11 Assessment of Impacts 

The project has been sited and designed to meet the requirements of 310 CMR 16.00.  These 

regulations were promulgated to minimize impacts to the environment and the public from solid waste 

projects.  Potential impacts from the proposed facility have been addressed in the EENF, DEIR, FEIR 

and in this NPC-SFEIR.  Potential impacts due to traffic, noise, and greenhouse gas emissions are 

addressed in separate sections of this document pursuant to the “S-FEIR” scope. 

2.12 Mitigation Measures 

The Secretary’s Certificate on the FEIR requires additional analysis of the project’s impacts and 

mitigation measures to satisfy the MEPA requirements that the project’s environmental impacts are 

clearly described and fully analyzed and that the Proponent has incorporated all feasible means to 

avoid damage to the environment. Potential nuisance conditions including traffic, noise, emissions and 

wetland impacts have been evaluated in further detail and both administrative and engineering 

mitigation measures have been incorporated, as necessary.  

Pursuant to the FEIR Certificate, this NPC-SFEIR contains a draft Section 61 Findings in Section 8.0 

that include a detailed list of all mitigation commitments. The Section 61 Findings have been included 

to provide State Agencies assistance in the permitting process and issuance of final Section 61 
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Findings. The sections that follow include additional analysis where required to support the Draft 61 

Findings presented in Section 8.0. 



43 

3.0 Environmental Justice (EJ) 

3.1 MEPA EJ Scope 

This section of the NPC-SFEIR addresses the scope set forth in the FEIR Certificate.  The scope is 

listed below: 

The Proponent should continue its public outreach efforts prior to filing the Supplemental FEIR.  The 

Supplemental FEIR should include a draft of the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) that will be required 

by MassDEP in its solid waste permitting process.  The PIP should address recommendations for 

public outreach and information efforts identified in MassDEP’s comment letter and the measures 

listed below: 

• Distribution of fact sheets and comment cards with pre-paid postage;

• Public meetings within the community with interpreter services;

• Advertisement of public meetings on radio, social media, and newspapers including The

Standard Times, Portuguese Times, and New Bedford Guide;

• Outreach to EJ leaders, community leaders and municipal officials; and,

• Distribution of project-related air pollution and environmental impact information written in

clear, non-technical language and translated as necessary.

The Supplemental FEIR should address how the Proponent will encourage the public to submit 

complaints in a confidential manner and how the complaint log and air quality data will be made 

available to the public in a convenient manner. It should provide a review of the analysis of the 

project’s air emissions and baseline public health data written in non-technical language. Additionally, 

as noted above in the Solid Waste section, the Supplemental FEIR should include information and 

analyses that addresses impacts from other solid waste facilities in the area in order to provide context 

for the analyses in this Scope.  This is addressed in Section 4.0 of this NPC-SFEIR 

Please note that the Scope requested that a PIP be prepared as part of this filing.  Subsequent to the 

issuance of the FEIR Certificate, MassDEP clarified with EOEEA that the PIP is a plan and course 

of action that the MassDEP will undertake during future permitting endeavors such as the Site 

Suitability Application (BWP SW-01).  As such, GSE will address the measure that will be taken by  

the Proponent identified in the scope above and as identified by MassDEP but not prepare a draft 

PIP as was stated in the FEIR Certificate. 

3.2 Public Outreach Overview 

The Proponent submitted a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) on January 21, 2021, notice of 

which was published in The Standard Times, El Planeta, and the Portuguese Times. On April 2, 2021.  

As identified in the NPC-SFEIR, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs issued a FEIR 

Certificate, which requested the preparation of a NPC-SFEIR. 



44 

To date, the Proponent has worked diligently to educate the community on plans for the Proponent’s 

proposed solid waste handling facility, a 71-acre site at 100 Duchaine Boulevard in the New Bedford 

Business Park.  The Proponent has conducted an extensive community outreach campaign that is 

ongoing. The Proponent’s community outreach team has knocked on 1,390 doors, providing residents 

with fact sheets and comment cards and promoted the public to ask questions and provide feedback 

on the project. Additionally, the Proponent representatives have made 21,571 personal phone calls to 

identify potential concerns and share details with the community; organized and held 24 meetings with 

key business stakeholders in the community and local vendors; and hosted three open houses, two 

public meetings, as well as virtual meetings.  

As part of the notification and outreach process, the Proponent has notified the following agencies 

during the ENF, DEIR and FEIR process: 

• Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection

• DEP / Southeast Regional Office

• Massachusetts Department of Transportation

• Massachusetts DOT District #5 Office

• Massachusetts Historical Commission

• Southeastern Regional Planning and Economic Development District

• City of New Bedford

• New Bedford City Council

• New Bedford Department of Planning, Housing and Community Development

• New Bedford Conservation Commission

• City of New Bedford Health Department

• Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program

• Department of Public Health

• Energy Facilities Sitting Board

• Department of Energy Resources

• Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority

• Superintendent of Wastewater

• The Proponent also notified the following representatives of environmental justice groups as

recommended by MEPA and/or as required based on the fact that comments were received

during the MEPA processes:

• Coalition for Social Justice, Deb Faustino

• Coalition for Social Justice, Marlene Pollock

• Hands Across the River Coalition, Karen Vilandry

• Old Bedford Village, John “Buddy” Andrade

• Alternative for Community & Environment, Dwaign Tyndal

• Toxics Action Center, Sylvia Broude, executive director
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• Environment Massachusetts, Ben Hellerstein

• Clean Water Action, Cindy Luppi

• Sierra Club MA, Deb Pasternak

• Neighbor to Neighbor, Elvis Mendez

• Appalachian Mountain Club, Heather Clish

• Mass Audubon, Heidi Ricci

• Mass Rivers Alliance, Julia Blatt

• The Trust for Public Land, Kelly Boling

• Browning the Green Space, Kerry Bowie

• Environmental League of MA, Nancy Goodman

• E4TheFuture, Pat Stanton

• Ocean River Institute, Rob Moir

• Mass Land Trust Coalition, Robb Johnson

• Mass Climate Action Network (MCAN), Sarah Dooling

• Conservation Law Foundation, Amy Laura Cahn, senior attorney

• Conservation Law Foundation, Staci Rubin, senior attorney

• Community Action Works, Sylvia Broude

• Unitarian Universalist Mass Action Network, Tali Smookler

• Healthcare without Harm, Winston Vaughan

The Proponent prioritizes being a good neighbor and has gone door-to-door with fact sheets and 

comment cards with pre-paid postage to receive community input on the proposed site.  The 

Proponent’s community outreach team has personally knocked on a total of 1,390 doors.  Residents 

were offered/provided a comment card and a project fact sheet - and have been given opportunities to 

learn more about the project. The Pine Hill Acres neighborhood, which consists of 360 homes, 

received a second visit from the Proponent representatives, as it is closest to the new site. The 

Proponent representatives also have visited the 75 closest homes to their former site at 969 Shawmut 

Avenue and an additional 54 homes throughout New Bedford to educate the community about their 

plans for 100 Duchaine Boulevard and assess if the neighbors have had any complaints over the past 

11 years at their former location. 

To this date, the Proponent has received 14 comment cards concerning the project and responded to 

all that had an address listed for return. 

The Proponent works diligently with residents who have doubts or concerns about the project by 

providing educational materials and making representatives available to discuss any questions. The 

Proponent’s community outreach team met many residents at their door and addressed misinformation 

and technical questions about the project. The Proponentalso updates the project website to provide 

additional information, including PowerPoint presentations, site renderings, site plans, state filings, 

and contact information to learn more. 
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Community Meetings 

Since the inception of the permitting phases, the Proponent has offered multiple meeting opportunities 

to discuss plans for the New Bedford Facility and address community members’ questions and 

concerns. The goal from the beginning was to be transparent with everyone in the community. 

In the initial outreach efforts, the Proponent determined that roughly 57% of New Bedford residents 

were either undecided or had not heard about the project, 24% of residents were in favor of the project, 

and 19% were opposed to the project. The Proponent sought to educate as many members of the public 

as possible through direct mail, phone calls, and community meetings. 

On March 18, 2019, the Proponent presented a development overview for the mayor’s office. The 

mayor and city council were notified of upcoming meetings and critical dates throughout the project. 

The Proponent has conducted over 24 visits to or meetings with business stakeholders in the 

community and local vendors. The meetings were a way for the Proponent to create an open dialog 

with neighbors and concerned resident and discuss the project facts with other members of the New 

Bedford Business Park. 

On April 29, 2019, the Proponent held a public meeting at the Pulaski School. Approximately 150 

people attended. This meeting was advertised on radio, Facebook, and in The Standard Times on 

multiple publication dates. The Proponent presented a detailed power point that addressed 

misinformation, the project history and the relocation to the new facility, the proposed site layout, 

MSW processing, glass processing, biosolid processing, the facility’s use of solar energy, MassDEP 

siting criteria, and information on nearby facilities. 

On July 24, 2019, the Proponent hosted its future neighbors in the New Bedford Business Park for a 

community meeting. Every company received notices via email in advance of the meeting and five 

individuals attended. Greg Wirsen, the Proponent's lead project manager, was present to answer any 

questions attendees may have had about the project. In attendance were Tim Cusson, vice president of 

business development for the Proponent; Chris Koczela, principal, Fort Point Strategies; Chris 

Farland, Farland Corp.; Derek Santos, executive director of the New Bedford Economic Development 

Council; and representatives from companies in New Bedford Business Park. 

On October 13, 2019, the Proponent helped sponsor New Bedford Seaport Chowder Fest and 

connected with hundreds of community members. Chowder Fest was an opportunity to educate other 

areas of New Bedford about the Proponent, and the Proponent found little resistance to the project. 

The Proponent also had a full-page ad in the event brochure and a banner in front of the stage. 

The Proponent’s community outreach efforts hosted open houses on January 2 and 3, 2020 at 100 

Duchaine Boulevard. Approximately six residents attended each open house and shared the same 

concerns: odor, noise, and traffic. Paul Pacheco, vice chairman of the Conservation Commission, 

attended the second open house. 

The Proponent hosted two public meetings on January 6 and 7, 2020. Attendees who RSVP’d for the 

meetings were asked if they needed a translator to ensure everyone could understand the topics 
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discussed in the meeting. In advance, the community outreach team reached out to key environmental 

justice community groups and group leaders identified by MEPA to find a convenient location and 

time, including Coalition for Social Justice, Hands Across the River Coalition, Old Bedford Village, 

Alternative for Community & Environment, the executive director of the Toxics Action Center, 

Conservation Law Foundation, Conservation Law Foundation, and Coalition for Social Justice. 

Public meetings were advertised on the website, www.parallelproductssustainability.com ; social 

media; The Standard Times, Portuguese Times, New Bedford Guide, and WBSM 1420. At the 

meetings, attendees listened to the Proponent’s engineers and experts present their plans and results 

from their various studies. The Proponent has continually committed to answering all questions from 

the community. 

Public meetings were held at the Vocational Technical High School, 1121 Ashley Blvd. The Proponent 

presented on all aspects of the project, including: the site location, site zoning, the phases of the 

proposed project development, the MEPA process, visuals of the proposed facility, permitting, its use 

of solar energy, MSW processing, biosolid processing, MassDEP siting criteria, and studies 

conducted. Turnout for the meetings was minimal with roughly 12 people attending each meeting. The 

Proponent answered questions written on comment cards that were handed out at the beginning of the 

meeting and took live questions from audience members. A microphone was provided to ensure 

questions and answers could be heard by other audience members. The questions were typical - mostly 

regarding noise, odor, and traffic. Representative Christopher Hendricks, 11th Bristol District; 

Representative Paul Schmid’s legislative aide, 8th Bristol District; Councilman William Markey, 

Ward 1; the New Bedford Planning Director Jennifer Carloni, and MEPA Assistant Director Page 

Czepiga were in attendance. 

Questions and answers during the community meetings were posted on the 

parallelproductsustainability.com website. 

On Jan 7, 2020, the Proponent held a public outreach event at the Vocational Technical High School. 

The event was televised on a local cable network. 

On March 18, 2020, the Proponent scheduled a meeting with David Slutz and the Chamber of 

Commerce. The meeting was cancelled due to the growing emergency of COVID-19. Subsequent 

community outreach activities and plans had to be changed to stay compliant with CDC guidelines on 

COVID-19 protocols. 

The Proponent hosted two virtual Community Meetings on December 14 and 16, 2020. The meetings 

were advertised on the website, social media, and in The Standard Times, Portuguese Times, New 

Bedford Guide, and WBSM 1420 for the two weeks leading up to the meetings. Roughly 3 to 7 people 

attended the virtual meetings. At the meetings, the Proponent provided attendees with an update on 

the South Coast Green Energy Center and allowed attendees to ask questions. 

The Proponent’s community outreach also met with the former manager of the business park, Liz 

Isherwood, and Tony Sapienza, President of the New Bedford Regeneration Committee. The meetings 

http://www.parallelproductssustainability.com/
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were insightful, identifying additional individuals and local stakeholders the Proponent outreach could 

meet with to discuss the project. 

When COVID-19 impacted the opportunity to discuss the project in person, the Proponent began 

hosting virtual meetings with the other companies in the business park on April 7, 2021. Roughly 

twenty people attended the meeting. The meeting was structured similarly to the community meetings, 

with the Proponent providing a presentation and update on the project and the approval process, and 

then opening it up for a roundtable discussion and answering questions from business park neighbors. 

The Proponent also sent a letter to the Mayor and City Council of New Bedford requesting a meeting 

to update the city on project plans and work together to ensure the project benefitted everyone. 

Additional community meetings were held on May 5 and 6, 2021. At the May 5 meeting, 30 people 

attended, including three council members and representatives from Rep. Hendrick’s and Rep. 

Schmid’s offices. At the meeting, the Proponent presented and answered questions from residents who 

were strongly opposed to the project. 

The Proponent hosted another community meeting on June 17 and 18, 2021, with 12 attendees. The 

meeting lasted roughly one hour and the Proponent answered questions from Councilman Markey and 

a local resident. Many in attendance online were MassDEP or MEPA representatives. 

Next Steps - Addressing Public Concerns 

The Proponent plans to host additional public meetings with interpreter services over the next several 

months into the new year. Everyone in attendance at community meetings will receive information 

sheets and comment cards with pre-paid postage, and the meetings will be advertised on the radio, 

social media, and in multiple newspapers, including The Standard Times and Portuguese Times. 

Contact information will be given to all in attendance so that residents may look through the 

Proponent’s project website or call or mail the Proponent’s office with concerns. Comments from 

residents will be included in a summary along with associated responses to comments. These 

summaries will be made available to MEPA and MassDEP. 

The Proponent plans to continue outreach to the recommended environmental justice leaders, 

community leaders, and municipal officials. Project-related information, including air pollution and 

environmental impact information, will be available to anyone who requests it and is summarized in 

this section of the NPC-SFEIR as well. 

As future meetings are scheduled, the Proponent will follow CDC guidance on COVID-19 protocols 

and will weigh how a virtual format could impact public participation with additional consideration to 

residents who may not have access to a computer or broadband internet.  While COVID-19 makes 

communicating face to face more difficult, the Proponent has outlined a strategy to continue to provide 

regular project updates and information about the site. 

The next two community outreach meeting will be held on August 3 and September 21, 2022 at 6:30 

PM.  These meetings are presently planned to be remote (e.g. Zoom) 
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Direct Mail 

In the future, the Proponent will engage with residents via direct mail. Additionally, all past 

respondents (primarily form letters) with be notified as part of the NPC-SFEIR MEPA process.  

Based on studies conducted during COVID-19, individuals are paying more attention to their 

mail and consider it the most reliable source of information. The Proponent may send photographs, 

the website, information sheets, and other key details to keep neighbors informed of project updates. 

Phone Program 

The Proponent will also utilize a phone program to stay in touch with and educate the 

community. Calls can include providing information about upcoming virtual, or in-person 

community meetings, or to answer questions individuals may have about the project after receiving 

an informational mail piece. Residents may also call 1 (508)-884-5100 to ask questions about the 

project. 

3.3 Complaint Logs and Data Availability 

The Proponent will encourage the public to submit complaints in a confidential manner and 

will provide the complaint log and air quality data to the public in an easily accessible manner 

(the complaint log and air quality data will be updated and made available on the Proponent’s 

website - https://parallelproductssustainability.com/ 

The Proponent has prepared a system to log potential odor, noise, and dust complaints associated 

with operation of the facility which will be provided to MassDEP and the New Bedford Board of 

Health.  A draft of the complaint log is provided at the end of this section.  Response measures and 

mitigation actions that will be implemented will be as follows: 

1. Log complaint and concurrent weather and operating conditions

2. Independently confirm complaint by on-site and/or offsite observation, to the extent possible

3. Identify any immediate mitigation measures available and implement them

4. Conduct a root-cause analysis and review Best Management Practice (BMP), Standard

Operating Procedure (SOP), and Preventative Maintenance (PM) documentation to determine

if modifications are needed

5. Respond to complainant with a report of actions taken

Once Phase 2 construction begins, the Proponent will have a complaint log system set up on their 

website.  This system will: 

1. Allow individuals to lodge a complaint (by name or anomalously)

2. Allow the public to view past complaints, if any.

3. Allow public to review any mitigative measures that the Proponent has and/or will take with

respect to any particular complaint.

https://parallelproductssustainability.com/
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3.4 Air Emissions Monitoring & Documentation 

Regarding details of air quality parameters to be monitored, the Proponent will track monthly mass 

rates of air emissions for the preceding month, by the 15th of each month, by populating a 12-month 

rolling tracking Excel workbook with the operational activity rates (tons per month of glass processed, 

MSW, and Category 2 – C&D tipped and handled.  The operational activity rates will be tracked for 

the non-exempt stationary sources.  The tracking workbook will multiply the activity rates by the air 

emission factors (mass per unit processed) to obtain the tons per month of the following regulated 

pollutants:  Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and Particulate Matter of 10 microns or less (PM10).   

It should be noted that VOCs are representative of process emissions from the biosolids processing, 

which is no longer proposed; and PM10 is representative of process emissions from MSW tipping and 

processing and from glass recycling.  PM10 emissions are conservative and are inclusive of PM2.5 

emissions, such that PM2.5 emissions will not need to be additionally tracked.  MassDEP does not 

require tracking of de minimis combustion sources, mobile sources, and exempt sources at any facility, 

and accordingly as appropriate for the Proponent emission sources, tracking of the emissions of the 

small combustion sources and mobile sources is not included. 

The tracking workbook will be retained on-site for inspection by MassDEP.  If MassDEP requests a 

copy of the up-to-date workbook at any time, the Proponent will provide a copy to the MassDEP.  The 

Proponent will also make the tracking workbook available to the public on the Proponent’s website.  

Because air dispersion modeling for the project was conducted with worst-case, maximum activity 

rates and because actual activity rates will be at or below those already modeled, there is no value in 

or requirement for ongoing modeling of cumulative concentrations of contaminants.  Furthermore, air 

quality concentration thresholds (both federal for criteria pollutants and state for air toxics) used in the 

modeling analyses are developed to protect the most sensitive populations (receptors).  The 

combination of the concentration thresholds and the modeling methodologies (i.e., use of ambient 

background conditions for criteria pollutant modeling and use of safety factors for air toxics 

thresholds) account also for cumulative effects of exposure to criteria and air toxics pollutants. 

Regarding analysis of air quality impacts under future climate conditions, potential project impacts 

are within the bounds of the results of the air and odor analysis presented as Attachment 14 to the 

DEIR.  This analysis describes the computer air dispersion modeling that was used to predict ambient 

air concentrations, stating that the model uses five years of hourly weather data to predict ambient air 

concentrations in all weather conditions.  The use of five years of hourly weather data follows the 

EPA-prescribed methods “to ensure that worst-case meteorological conditions are adequately 

represented in the model results” (40 CFR 51 Appendix W 8.4.2.e.).  

3.5 Air Emissions Summary  

As part of the NPC-SFEIR Scope, the Proponent was to prepare a review of the potential air emissions 

impacts written in non-technical language.   Note that a “fact sheet” has been prepared and this section 

provides an overall summary of the prepared fact sheet.  Please refer to Exhibit 11 for a copy of the 

fact sheet.    
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The Proponent is proposing a project that is subject to Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 

(MEPA) review for a new solid waste handling facility located in an environmental justice community.  

This fact sheet describes the Proponent project, the baseline health assessment of the communities 

surrounding the Project as well as air quality impacts from the Proponent project 

The 71-acre Proponent project is located within the New Bedford Industrial Park at 100 Duchaine 

Boulevard (see Figure 3-1 below).  The Project site was previously developed by Polaroid. The figure 

depicts the entire parcel [red] and the areas to be site assigned/developed as a solid waste handing 

facility [yellow].  The site contains access roads, parking areas, and numerous buildings.  As noted, 

the Proponent project is located within an Environmental Justice area and is required to prepare an 

enhanced analysis of impacts and facilitate enhanced public participation.  The Proponent no longer 

proposes any biosolids drying operations.  The removal of this portion of the project reduces on-site 

emissions by 50%. 
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As part of the Proponent MEPA filing for the Project an enhanced analysis of impacts was prepared 

and submitted during past MEPA submittals (specifically within the DEIR). 

What is an enhanced analysis of impacts? 

An enhanced analysis of impacts requires the Project to describe the existing baseline health of areas 

within one mile of the Project and requires an analysis of multiple air pollutants and a description of 

measures to reduce impacts proposed by the Project. 

The existing baseline health of areas within one mile of the Project was described in MEPA filings for 

the following diseases:  

• Pediatric Asthma (by school) 

• Asthma Emergency Room (ER) visits 

• Asthma Hospitalizations 

• Cancer 

• Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) ER Visits 

• COPD Hospitalizations 

• Acute Myocardial Infarctions Hospitalizations 

The rate of disease in areas within 1 mile of the Proponent project were compared to statewide rates 

to assess whether these areas experience a higher rate of disease.  Broadly, the baseline health analysis 

in the MEPA filings indicate that New Bedford has a higher rate of disease when compared to 

statewide rates.   

How could the Proponent project impact me? 

Operation of the Proponent project will release some limited amounts of air pollution from its proposed 

operations (primarily dust and exhaust emissions).  Traffic traveling to and from the proposed facility 

will generate air pollution. The glass processing releases dust during the processing of the glass and 

air pollution from heating the building. 

The processing of MSW and handling of C&D can release dust, odor, and air pollution from the 

equipment used to process the material.  An example would be the use of equipment such as front-end 

loaders. 

Emissions from stationary sources are below permitting thresholds, and total emissions are less than 

one-tenth of one percent of county-wide emissions. 

The Proponent MEPA filings includes an analysis of the potential impacts of the air emissions.  

Emissions from the Proponent project were analyzed using an Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA)-approved computer model to show what the air impacts could be from the Project under any 

weather condition and taking into consideration the surrounding topography.   

Air modeling results are compared to EPA and Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection (MassDEP) health-protective standards.  For odor, model results are compared to a 

threshold/concentration that is unlikely to cause an off-site nuisance odor condition.  The predicted air 
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pollutant and odor concentrations have been shown to comply with the EPA and Massachusetts 

standards, and to comply with the protective odor dilution threshold at the off-site residential receptors.   

As a comparison for perspective, the additional particulate matter (dust) from year-long exposure to 

the worst-case impact would be equivalent to spending an additional 90 minutes in highway traffic, or 

30 minutes in a kitchen cooking with a gas stove.  Impacts at the nearest home will be much lower and 

would be equivalent to spending 20 minutes in highway traffic or 7 minutes in a kitchen cooking with 

a gas stove.   

What is the Proponent doing to mitigate its impacts? 

The Proponent will control air emissions, including odor, using best available technology and 

procedures, as follows: 

• Dust will be minimized by indoor tipping, processing and handling practices. 

• Dust will be mitigated using a high-pressure water misting system, and exhaust vents 

controlled with fabric filters. 

• Exhaust from heaters and handling equipment will be minimized by using cleaner burning 

fuels (natural gas for heaters, electricity and ultra-low sulfur diesel for handling equipment). 

• MSW odor will be minimized through best management practices to minimize 

decomposition on-site, including handling inside buildings, daily cleanup and sweeping, and 

following first in/first out procedures to minimize the time MSW spends on-site. 
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4.0 Solid Waste and PFAS 

4.1 Introduction and Scope 

The following section has been prepared to address the “MEPA Scope” as it is related to solid waste.  

The MEPA scope is presented below: 

“The Solid Waste Site Assignment Regulations (310 CMR 16.00) require MassDEP to determine 

whether the site is suitable for the proposed facility based on Site Suitability Criteria listed at 310 

CMR 16.40. The regulations specify that a determination that the site is suitable for the proposed solid 

waste management facility include an evaluation of whether the impacts of the facility “by itself, or in 

combination with impacts from other sources within the affected area, constitute a danger to public 

health or safety or the environment.” The information and analyses related to MassDEP’s evaluation 

of site suitability provided in the Supplemental FEIR, including those addressing noise and traffic, 

should address this standard to the extent possible. To assist in characterizing impacts from other 

sources, the Supplemental FEIR should identify existing solid waste facilities, including those 

identified in the City’s comment letter, describe how they are clustered geographically, and summarize 

the authorized operation and capacity of the facilities. The Supplemental FEIR should evaluate on-

site and offsite measures to adequately mitigate environmental impacts. I encourage the Proponent to 

consult with MassDEP and the MEPA Office prior to completing these analyses. 

The Supplemental FEIR should provide a comprehensive review of potential pathways for discharges 

of PFAS into air, soil and water resources associated with the biosolids drying process and as a result 

of any potential uses of the dried biosolids. It should provide a detailed analysis of direct and indirect 

impacts that may result from emissions of PFAS into the air. According to MassDEP, the solid waste 

permits may require that the Proponent reduce and monitor PFAS impacts to the environment. The 

Supplemental FEIR should review potential PFAS reduction measures and monitoring procedures. It 

should review potential permitting requirements related to the discharge of wastewater into the City’s 

sewer system, including any pre-treatment for removal of PFAS and other pollutants.” 

A draft of the site suitability permit application was included in the EENF.  Also, all of the site 

suitability criteria as it relates to the proposed project was addressed in detail in the DEIR.  This 

information was provided in the various MEPA documents such that comments by MassDEP and 

other agency/individuals could be included in the MEPA process.    A determination on the suitability 

of the proposed project at the 100 Duchaine Boulevard site will be determined by MassDEP and the 

New Bedford Board of Health in permit applications that will be submitted following the conclusion 

of the MEPA review process.   

It should be noted that the MassDEP Solid Waste Section prepared 12 statements/comments as part of 

their response to the FEIR.   Comments 1 through 8 were statements with respect to future permitting 

processes requirements, public outreach suggestions, and acceptable materials (e.g. Category 2 

residuals).  GSE and the Proponent acknowledge these future processes (please refer to Exhibit 10 for 

a copy of the MassDEP letter).  MassDEP’s comments (Comment 9 and 10) regarding sound/noise 
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will be addressed in Section 5.  MassDEP’s comments regarding traffic (Comment 11) will be 

addressed in Section 6.  The last solid waste comment (Comment 12) will be covered within this 

section and was involving PFAS.  Additionally, GSE’s responses with respect to public outreach and 

Environmental justice issues raised by the MassDEP and EOEEA are covered within Section 3 of this 

NPC-SFEIR.   

4.2 Solid Waste Facility Cumulative Impacts 

In order to characterize impacts from other sources, as requested in the FEIR Certificate, the following 

Table 4-1 presents the other identified solid waste facilities in proximity to the Site. The Facilities 

listed are those referenced in the City of Bedford’s comment letter (facilities 1-3) as well as the nearby 

active Crapo Hill Landfill. 

Note that the City of New Bedford comment letter makes reference to closed facilities: the BFI-Allied 

Waste Landfill in Fall River 14 miles away, the Hanford Demolition Dump, the New Bedford Landfill 

and the Liberty Street Dump as well as Superfund Sites, Sullivans Ledge and New Bedford Harbor 

(PCB discharge). As these facilities are closed and not operational, cumulative impacts of these 

facilities and the proposed transfer station cannot be compared and assessed for truck traffic, noise, 

dust, diesel emissions, safety concerns, or odors. The landfills and superfund sites where waste is 

actually buried on-site cannot be compared to a transfer station where waste is handled inside and 

removed from the site (no waste deposition occurs) in terms of landfill gas and contaminant migration.  

Table 4-1, Summary of Facilities in Proximity to the Site 

Facility Facility 1 Facility 2 Facility 3 Facility 4 

New Bedford City 

Transfer Station 

New Bedford Waste 

Services 

New Bedford 

Landfill 

Crapo Landfill 

Dartmouth 

Address 1103 Shawmut 

Avenue 

1245 Shawmut 

Avenue 

1103 Shawmut 

Avenue 

300 Samuel Barnet 

Blvd 

Distance to Site  ~3.6 miles to S ~3.4 miles to S ~3.6 miles to S ~1.5 miles to NW 

Capacity (TPD) 274 1,500 Closed 425 

Property Size 

(acres) 

6 1 6.552 37.35 1 1523 

Hours of 

Operation 

M,W,F 12pm-5pm;  

Sa 7:30am-3pm 

M-Sa 8am-6pm with 

allowed 24-hour/day 

N/A- Closed M-F 7:15am-3:15pm;  

Sa 8am-11am 

Annual Days 

Open4 

312 281 0 287 

Materials 

Accepted 

Recyclables C&D/MSW N/A- Closed MSW and C&D 

residuals 

Notes:  

1. Per New Bedford Assessors, Parcel ID’s 123-90 and 123-24 

2. Per Authorization to Operate (ATO) Permit, July 3, 2012. 

3. Per: http://gnbrrmdistrict.org/crapo-hill-landfill/ 

4. As reported in MassDEPs Master Facility List, updated Jan 2021.  

  

http://gnbrrmdistrict.org/crapo-hill-landfill/
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Overview of Other Solid Waste Facilities 

New Bedford City Transfer Station 

The New Bedford City Transfer Station is a residents-only drop-off recycling center. Materials 

accepted are general recyclables such as metal, textiles, white goods, bottles, cans, paper, etc. 

Construction and Demolition (C&D) debris is NOT accepted. MSW is collected curbside by ABC 

Disposal, which is an affiliate of New Bedford Waste Services (Facility 2). Commercial trucks (roll-

offs, packers) do not access this facility to drop-off, but only to pick up consolidated waste for transfer 

to another larger transfer or processing facility, or for disposal. Only residential vehicles (cars, SUVs, 

pick-ups) drop-off at this facility. This facility is permitted for 274 tons per day, and 11,622 tons per 

year. 

New Bedford Waste Services 

New Bedford Waste Services is a private construction and demolition debris (C&D) processing and 

handling facility as well as a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) transfer station. Tipping, consolidation, 

and processing all occurs inside a building that is equipped with mechanical controls including a 

misting system to prevent nuisance conditions such as dust and odor, and improve air quality emissions 

from the building. Operational procedures and other physical controls are also in place to complement 

mechanical controls and to further control dust, odor, noise, and other nuisance conditions. This 

facility is permitted for 1,500 tons per day. 

Crapo Hill Landfill 

The Crapo Hill Landfill is an active landfill permitted for 425 tons per day (TPD) and accepts 

approximately 100,000 tons per year. The landfill is equipped with an active gas-to-energy methane 

recovery system operated by Commonwealth New Bedford Energy, LLC, reducing emissions and 

greenhouse gas. This system creates 3.4 MW of electricity annually. The landfill is operated by the 

Greater New Bedford Regional Refuse Management District (the District) which is made up of 

delegates from both New Bedford and Dartmouth as the facility accepts waste from both Towns.  The 

landfill property consists of a 152-acre parcel of land located in Dartmouth abutting the Freetown 

municipal boundary and in close proximity to the New Bedford City boundary as well. Based upon 

the District’s website4 the landfill is currently 39 acres in size with 22 acres capped and an expected 

70 acres total when at capacity in 2027 (note that MassDEP Master List of Solid Waste Facilities 

indicates anticipated closure in 2029). The landfills waste stream is approximated to consist of 50% 

residential MSW from Dartmouth and New Bedford and 50% commercial waste.  

The Crapo Hill Landfill also has a permitted anaerobic digestion (AD) facility on-site that is used to 

manage and divert food waste from landfill disposal in accordance with Massachusetts Waste Bans, 

310 CMR 19.017.  This AD facility produces biogas which combines with the gas-to-energy recovery 

system used to manage landfill gas to produce electricity.  

 
4 www.gnbrrmdistrict.org/crapo-hill-landfill/ 

http://www.gnbrrmdistrict.org/crapo-hill-landfill/
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The active gas-to-energy methane recovery system provides many benefits related to emissions5:  

• Efficiently collects, and effectively destroys methane from the landfill and the food waste 

thereby preventing its emission to the atmosphere; methane has approximately 28 times more 

impact on global warming than an equal amount of carbon dioxide. 

• Controls landfill odors. 

• Creates energy that would otherwise be generated from fossil fuels. 

New Bedford Landfill 

The New Bedford Landfill is a capped and closed landfill located adjacent to the New Bedford City 

Transfer Station. Based upon MassDEP records, the landfill operated from 1921 to 2000 and was 

closed in 2006.  When last open, the landfill was permitted to accept 500 TPD with the last two years 

reported at 24,466 tpy and 14,690 tpy. It is unknown if the landfill has an active or passive gas 

collection system. 

Cumulative Impact Assessment 

Traffic 

Trucks accessing Crapo Hill and the Proponent (the Facility) will use the same Exit 7 off Rt. 140 and 

Phillips Road. As the Crapo Hill Landfill is expected to close in 2027, and the Proponent may not be 

fully operational until at least 2023, only a short overlap will occur when both facilities are operational. 

Traffic studies conducted as part of the MEPA process use traffic counts and real data which factors 

in the cumulative impacts to traffic with both facilities operating. Projected traffic counts include 

trucks associated with the Crapo Landfill and therefore overestimate traffic impacts once Crapo Hill 

Landfill closes. As the report states, mitigation measures are recommended to alleviate impacts from 

additional traffic. These mitigation measures will effectively negate cumulative impacts. 

Vehicles accessing the New Bedford City Transfer Station and New Bedford Waste Services Transfer 

Station will likely use Rt. 140 but will not use the same exit off Route 140. Additionally, the vast 

majority of vehicles accessing the City transfer station will be local residents and not trucks.  

Noise 

The Facility sound assessment indicated that projected sounds from the Facility would raise sound 

levels at the nearest residential locations by 2-3 decibels (day) and 6-8 decibels (night), at a distance 

of between 525 and 800-feet between the nearest facility building and the residential modeling receptor 

location (RES-1 through RES-4, as modeled in August 27, 2019 Sound Level Assessment Report). 

Updates to the sound assessment performed following removal of the biosolids building and operations 

from the proposed project, show sounds from the Facility would raise sound levels at the nearest 

residential locations by 1-3 decibels (day) and 3-7 decibels (night), which is a decrease from previously 

projected sound level impacts.  If this distance and sound impact is applied from other solid waste 

facilities towards this facility, there are no cumulative impacts as the Crapo Hill Landfill is over 1.5 

 
5 https://crmcx.com/projects/ 

https://crmcx.com/projects/
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miles away, and the other transfer stations are 3.4 miles away and greater. The landfill does not operate 

overnight, therefore there are no cumulative night sound impacts from the landfill, which is the closest 

comparison facility. Additionally, the sound study conducted included a real baseline assessment 

which would detect noise from these additional solid waste sources as well as other sources in the area 

and factors in cumulative impacts by design.  As the modeling results show, sound from the Facility 

is in compliance with standards and no cumulative sound impacts from other facilities occur due to 

distance. 

Air: Dust, Odor, Emissions 

Dust is controlled on-site by both physical measures and best management practices. Physical 

measures include paved surfaces, atomized misting system in the building to control fugitive dust, 

handling building enclosure and doors as deemed necessary/appropriate. Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) include sweeping paved surfaces, handling (unloading, consolidating, baling, and loading) 

materials inside the enclosed building, and covering trucks and rail cars following appropriate BMPs. 

The same measures are used at the NBWS transfer station 3.4-miles away. Similarly, dust from the 

one nearby open landfill, Crapo Hill, is controlled with good housekeeping of paved surfaces, and 

using a water truck during dusty conditions to keep dust generation down. Generally, nuisance dust is 

a localized condition if and when not controlled by on-site controls. There are no cumulative impacts 

from nuisance dust. 

Odor is controlled on-site by the Facility misting system (with odor control) and operational best 

management practices (enclosed building, use of doors, moving materials in a timely manner). 

Transfer stations are in the business of moving waste in and out quickly such that odors will not 

accumulate through the process of degradation.  The New Bedford City Transfer Station is only 

permitted to accept recyclables, therefore odors are not a significant concern. The NBWS transfer 

station is permitted to accept C&D and MSW.  The facility appears to have proper environmental 

controls in place that will not contribute to cumulative impacts. The New Bedford Landfill is closed 

and capped and not accepting waste. Any landfill gas emitted from passive gas vents will disperse 

quickly and dilution will eliminate any potential associated odors from carrying far beyond the site. 

Through dissipation and dilution any emitted odors are highly unlikely to reach the Facility or its 

immediate receptors over 3+ miles away, and therefore will not contribute to cumulative impacts. 

Odor is also a localized condition if and when not controlled by on-site measures.  The Crapo Hill 

Landfill is an active landfill that accepts MSW for final disposal and therefore can emit odors. The 

landfill maintains a 24/7 odor hotline, has numerous operational practices and mechanical treatment 

in place, and has taken additional measures to reduce and control odors.  The active landfill is located 

1.5 miles away from the Facility, and is projected to close in 20276. Prevailing winds are generally 

from the south (as reported by the New Bedford Airport weather station), therefore potential odors 

emitted from the landfill will be carried by prevailing winds away from the Facility, and since any 

odors from the Facility will be controlled locally, there are no cumulative impacts from odor. 

 
6 Per the Greater New Bedford Management District website (http://gnbrrmdistrict.org/crapo-hill-landfill/) 
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Emissions are reduced from this Facility with the use of rail, as rail is 400% more efficient than 

trucking. Trucks picking up and dropping off waste are already in the waste shed and attainment area 

(air-shed). The attainment area, per the December 31, 2021 map (found at: 

https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/map/mapnmpoll.pdf), shows all of Plymouth, Bristol, and 

Barnstable counties with the same attainment status.  This corresponds to the waste shed that is likely 

to use this Facility.  By using rail and reducing the number of miles on the road, the total emissions 

generated by the trucks in the area are reduced, and therefore does not create cumulative impacts and 

could be considered an overall reduction in emission impacts in the area.  It should also be noted that 

the biosolids portion of the originally proposed project has since been eliminated. The biosolids project 

had the most calculated emissions and potential for nuisance odors. 

Air quality calculations performed for the Facility equates the annual addition of emissions at the 

nearest household to spending an additional 7 minutes (annually) in a kitchen cooking with a gas stove.  

Calculations show air emissions of particulate matter will be less than 0.1 percent of county-wide 

emissions, which is insignificant even if coupled with the same (although not calculated) emissions 

from other facilities in the region, using the assumption that similar facilities will have similar 

emissions. 

Conclusions 

There are no significant cumulative impacts to air quality, noise, or traffic with the proposed Facility 

as compared to the other solid waste facilities in the Greater New Bedford Area.  Traffic at the Rt. 140 

exit and Phillips Road will be mitigated for the period of overlap in which the Proponent will open to 

full permitted tonnage and the Crapo Hill Landfill will still be in operation and/or in closure 

construction. 

4.3  PFAS  

The following statement presents the MassDEP’s comment regarding PFAS discharges associated 

with the proposed biosolids facility.  It should be noted that this statement was also paraphrased on 

the MEPA Scope for this NPC-SFEIR.   “MassDEP has recently promulgated regulations pertaining 

to the presence of per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). Other regulations are under 

development in all programs to minimize human and ecological exposure to PFAS.  As part of the 

Solid Waste permitting process, PPNE will be required to describe what, if any, pathways exist for 

discharges of PFAS into air, soil and water resources as a result of the biosolids drying process and 

as a result of any potential uses of the dried biosolids. The permits may require the reduction and 

monitoring of PFAS impacts to the environment. associated to the proposed biosolids operations.”   

Based on the change to the Proponent’s project, which eliminates all activities associated with the 

biosolids drying operations, potential pathways of discharge, exposure, etc. have essentially been 

eliminated.  As such, further assessment of potential exposure pathways and the presentation of 

defined PFAS reduction measures (air, soil and wastewater) is presently not warranted.  

On October 2, 2020, the MassDEP published its PFAS public drinking water standard. The MassDEP, 

like many State-level regulatory bodies, has yet to promulgate PFAS wastewater standards at the time 

https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/map/mapnmpoll.pdf
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of this NPC-SFEIR submission. Please note that the Proponent shall maintain compliance with all 

current MassDEP industrial wastewater regulations and the promulgation of future PFAS regulations 

specific to wastewater disposal.  It should also be noted that the MSW handling and processing 

building is enclosed and will have an impervious monolithic slab.  The slab will be sloped to capture 

any wastewater for conveyance into an industrial holding tank or into the City’s wastewater system. 

The Proponent will comply with any monitoring and/or sampling requirements associated with PFAS.  

 

GSE has not identified any air emission concerns associated with PFAS as it relates to the solid waste 

handling facility since there is no heating or drying of the waste.  
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5.0 Updated Traffic Impact Study 

5.1 Introduction 

McMahon Associates, Inc. has reviewed the existing traffic operations and potential traffic impacts 

associated with the proposed solid waste facility at 100 Duchaine Boulevard in New Bedford, 

Massachusetts, as shown in Figure 5-1. The purpose of this Updated Traffic Impact Study (Updated 

TIS) was to re-evaluate existing and projected traffic operational and safety conditions in the vicinity 

of the site and identify mitigating measures to offset potential project-related traffic impacts on the 

surrounding roadways, if determined to be necessary based on safety and/or operational conditions. In 

summary, this study has determined that the proposed project, when developed and operational, will 

allow for safe and efficient access to and from the facility. A copy of the full report is included as 

Exhibit 12. 

The assessment is based on a review of current traffic volumes and crash data collected for this study, 

a review of readily accessible traffic analyses, and the anticipated traffic generating characteristics of 

the proposed development. This study examines existing and projected traffic operations (both with 

and without the proposed project) at key intersections in the vicinity of the project site. The study area 

was chosen based on a review of the surrounding roadway network and anticipated traffic generating 

characteristics of the proposed project. It provides a detailed analysis of traffic operations during the 

weekday morning, weekday afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours, 

when the combination of adjacent roadway volumes and potential traffic increases associated with the 

project would be greatest.  

Based on the analysis presented in this study, McMahon Associates concludes that the projected traffic 

increases associated with both the background traffic growth and the project-related traffic generated 

by the proposed facility do not result in a significant impact to the operations of the surrounding 

roadway network. To mitigate existing congestion at the all-way stop sign controlled Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection, which meets traffic signal warrants under 

existing conditions, the Proponent proposes to provide funding for a fully actuated traffic signal 

subject to approval by the City of New Bedford. In addition, the Proponent proposes to contribute up 

to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial Vehicle Exclusion (HCVE) study should the City of New 

Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE along Phillips Road between Route 140 and Braley Road. 

This report documents the findings and recommendations.  It should be noted that these conclusions 

conservatively assume all inbound and outbound materials will be transported via truck without 

incorporating alternative modes or methods of waste disposal such as the use of rail and backhauls 

and does not account for reduction in vehicular trips due to the Transportation Demand Management 

(TDM) measures proposed by the Proponent described in this study.  Additionally, the traffic 

associated with the biosolids facility has remained in this study although the biosolids component is 

no longer being proposed.  These trips have been moved to the solid waste handling activities so that 

the trips are similar to what was accounted for in the previous Draft and Final Environmental Impact 

Reports (DEIR & FEIR) filing.  
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5.2 Project Description 

The project site is bounded by a rail line to the west, Phillips Road to the east with residential 

neighbourhoods beyond, industrial properties to the north and property owned by Eversource to the 

south. The project is expected to be completed in two phases. Phase 1 includes the construction of 

glass processing facilities, construction of 1.9MW of rooftop and canopy solar power installation and 

the construction of a rail sidetrack to service the site.  This portion of the project is partially completed 

and final completion will occur in early 2022.  Phase 2 includes the constructing of a solid waste 

handling and processing facility that will accept municipal solid waste (MSW) and construction and 

demolition (C&D) materials for handling at a proposed maximum of 1,500 tons per day (tpd). As 

noted in the DEIR and FEIR for the proposed project, the site previously proposed to process an 

additional 400 tpd (wet tons) of biosolids. As mentioned in the introduction above, the biosolids 

component has since been removed from the proposed expansion. However, the trip generation 

estimates in this study include vehicle trips associated with the biosolids operation and no use of 

backhauls or use of rail, consistent with the DEIR and FEIR, in an effort to evaluate impacts with a 

highly conservative approach. 

Access to the proposed site would be provided by one full-access driveway from Duchaine Boulevard, 

which leads to an internal one-way loop roadway surrounding the proposed facility which also 

provides access to Eversource, Farland Construction, and the City’s wastewater pumping station. To 

date, Phase 1 of the project is partially completed, with glass processing operations currently taking 

place at the site, in accordance with a waiver issued on February 20, 2019 as part of the Massachusetts 

Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review for this project. Glass beneficiating and the installation of 

the rail spur is allowed in Phase 1 under the MEPA waiver.  All solid waste handling operations (e.g. 

handling of MSW and C&D) will be implemented in Phase 2. 

5.3 Study Methodology 

This study re-evaluates existing and projected traffic operations at study area intersections for the 

weekday morning, weekday afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour 

traffic conditions when the combination of adjacent roadway volumes and potential traffic increases 

associated with the project would be greatest.  

The study was conducted in three steps.  The first step involved an inventory of existing traffic 

conditions in the vicinity of the site. As part of this inventory, traffic counts were collected at key 

intersections during the weekday morning and weekday afternoon peak periods and adjusted to reflect 

the Base 2021 conditions prior to the completion of Phase 1 of the project, and to reflect the Existing 

2021 conditions with Phase 1 included. Crash data was obtained from the Massachusetts Department 

of Transportation (MassDOT) to evaluate existing safety conditions within the study area.   

The second step of the study builds upon data collected in the first phase and establishes the basis for 

evaluating the transportation impacts associated with future conditions.  In this step, the Existing 2021 

traffic volumes were projected to 2028 No Build (without Phase 2 of the project) conditions and 2028 

Build (with Phase 2 of the project) conditions. In this phase, the projected traffic demands of other 
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future developments that could influence traffic volumes at the study area intersections were also 

assessed.   

The final step identifies measures, if necessary, to improve existing and future traffic operations and 

safety, minimize potential traffic impacts, and provide safe and efficient access to the project site. 

Study Area Intersections 

The area identified for detailed analysis in this study was determined based on a review of the 

anticipated traffic generating characteristics of the proposed project and a review of the surrounding 

roadway network serving the project site. The study area intersections include the following: 

• Route 140 Northbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

• Route 140 Southbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

• Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road 

• Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard 

• Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

• Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

• Duchaine Boulevard at Site Driveway 
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  Figure 5-1, Study Area 

  



 

67 

 

5.4 Existing Conditions 

Effective evaluation of potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed development requires a 

thorough understanding of the existing traffic conditions on the roadways and intersections serving 

the project site.  The assessment of existing conditions consists of an inventory of the roadway and 

intersection geometries including off-ramps and traffic control devices, collection of peak-period 

traffic volumes, and a review of recent crash history.  A discussion of this information is presented 

below.   

Roadway Network 

The project site benefits from access via the local and regional roadway systems.  A brief description 

of the principal roadways serving or surrounding the project site is presented below. 

Alfred Bessette Memorial Highway (Route 140) 

Alfred Bessette Memorial Highway (Route 140) is a limited access roadway that is classified as an 

urban principal arterial under MassDOT jurisdiction.  Route 140 runs in the north-south direction 

throughout Southeastern Massachusetts, providing two lanes of travel in each direction separated by 

a grass median. Route 140 has exits adjacent to the study area at Philips Road (Exit 5) and Braley 

Road (Exit 7). Route 140 northbound and southbound ramps are under two-way stop sign control with 

both Philips Road and Braley Road.  

Braley Road 

Braley Road is classified as an urban minor arterial under City of New Bedford jurisdiction within the 

study area, and primarily provides access to residential and industrial properties, Casimir Pulaski 

Elementary School, and to Route 140 via a diamond interchange. Braley Road generally runs in the 

east-west direction between Acushnet Avenue to the east and Phillips Road to the west, providing a 

single travel lane measuring 12 feet in width and a bicycle lane measuring 6.5 feet in width in each 

direction. At its intersection with Phillips Road and Theodore Rice Boulevard, Braley Road continues 

to the north toward the Freetown Town Line. North of the Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard 

intersection, Braley Road is approximately 40 feet in width with a double yellow center line and no 

striped travel lanes or shoulders. A cement concrete sidewalk is provided along the south side of Braley 

Road east of the Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection. 

Theodore Rice Boulevard 

Theodore Rice Boulevard continues west from the intersection of Braley Road and Phillips Road as 

the east-west connection between Route 140 and Philips Road to the east and Duchaine Boulevard to 

the west, which provides access to industrial and commercial land uses within the New Bedford 

Business Park. Theodore Rice Boulevard is classified as a local roadway under City of New Bedford 

jurisdiction and provides a 20-foot-wide travel lane in each direction, separated by a 12-foot wide 

raised, grass median. There are no sidewalks provided on either side of the roadway. The posted speed 

limit on Theodore Rice Boulevard is 30 mph, which does not appear to be supported by an approved 

Special Speed Regulation 
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Phillips Road 

Phillips Road is classified as an urban collector under City of New Bedford jurisdiction and runs in 

the north-south direction between Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard to the north and Church 

Street to the south. Phillips Road is a two lane, two-way roadway, providing a 15-foot-wide travel lane 

and 5-foot-wide bicycle lane in each direction. Within the study area, a four-foot-wide cement concrete 

sidewalk is provided on the east side of the roadway. The posted speed limit on Phillips Road is 30 

mph; however, according to MassDOT Special Speed Regulation No. 4044, the approved speed limit 

is 25 mph northbound approaching the Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection, and 

otherwise 40 mph between Braley Road and Church Street.  

Duchaine Boulevard 

Duchaine Boulevard is classified as a local roadway under City of New Bedford jurisdiction and 

provides access to industrial and commercial land uses within the New Bedford Business Park. 

Duchaine Boulevard runs in the north-south direction and provides two 14-foot-wide travel lanes in 

each direction separated by a grass median. Shoulders measuring 11 feet in width are provided on both 

sides of the roadway. Since the roadway is median divided, there are multiple u-turn locations along 

the corridor. The posted speed limit on Duchaine Boulevard is 30 mph, which does not appear to be 

supported by an approved Special Speed Regulation.  

Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

Samuel Barnet Boulevard is a local roadway under City of New Bedford jurisdiction and runs in the 

east-west direction, providing a connection between Phillips Road to the east and Duchaine Boulevard 

to the west. Samuel Barnet Boulevard provides access to industrial and commercial land uses and 

serves the New Bedford Business Park. Samuel Barnet Boulevard is a two-way, two-lane roadway 

generally providing a 13-foot-wide travel lane in each direction, with seven-foot-wide shoulders on 

either side of the roadway. The posted speed limit on Samuel Barnet Boulevard is 30 mph, which does 

not appear to be supported by an approved Special Speed Regulation 

Existing Traffic Volumes 

Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

Manual turning movement counts (MTMC) were collected at the study area intersections on Saturday, 

April 10 and Tuesday, April 13, 2021. The MTMCs were collected while public schools, including 

the nearby Casimir Pulaski School, were in session and had returned to full in-person learning 

following the COVID-19 pandemic guidelines. The MTMCs were conducted from 6:00 AM to 7:00 

PM. The traffic counts are summarized in 15-minute intervals and are provided in Exhibit 12, 

Appendix A of this report.  

The four highest consecutive 15-minute intervals of combined traffic within the study area during the 

peak periods constitutes as the peak hour for the study area network. Based on the count data, the 

weekday morning peak hour was identified to occur from 6:30 AM to 7:30 AM. Due to a high volume 

of traffic activity at the Casimir Pulaski Elementary School following dismissal at 3:00 PM, separate 
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weekday afternoon school dismissal peak (3:15 PM to 4:15 PM) and commuter peak (4:00 PM to 5:00 

PM) hours were identified. 

Saturday Traffic Volumes  

To determine if Saturday traffic analysis was warranted, peak hour traffic volumes collected on 

Saturday, April 10, 2021 were compared with traffic volumes collected on Tuesday, April 13, 2021. 

The peak hour of Saturday traffic was determined to occur between 10:15 a.m. and 11:15 a.m. Based 

on the April 2021 MTMCs, the Saturday midday peak hour and daily volumes were found to be 

significantly lower than weekday peak hour volumes. To illustrate this comparison, the two-way peak 

hour and daily traffic volumes collected along Braley Road between Phillips Road and the Route 140 

Southbound Ramps on Saturday, April 10 and Tuesday, April 13, 2021 are shown in Table 5-1 below: 

Table 5-1, Weekday vs. Saturday Traffic Volumes 

` Saturday, April 10, 2021  Tuesday, April 13, 2021 

Peak Hour Midday Morning 

Afternoon 

School 

Afternoon 

Commuter 

Peak Hour Traffic Volume 658 886 1,066 969 

Daily Traffic Volume 5,543 10,082 
 

As shown in Table 5-1 above, Saturday midday peak hour and daily volumes are significantly lower 

than the weekday morning peak hour and daily volumes. As the weekday peak hour analysis presents 

an assessment of traffic conditions under more conservative baseline volumes, a Saturday midday 

peak hour analysis is not required. 

Seasonal Variation 

In order to determine seasonal variation in the area of the project, 2019 MassDOT weekday seasonal 

adjustment factors were referenced in accordance with the April 2020 MassDOT Guidance on Traffic 

Count Data. Based on the published seasonal adjustment factors, traffic volumes in the month of April 

on urban principal arterials such as Route 140, urban minor arterials such as Braley Road, urban 

collectors such as Phillips Road, and local roadways such as Theodore Rice Boulevard, Duchaine 

Boulevard, and Samuel Barnet Boulevard are higher than an average month. To present a conservative 

analysis, traffic volumes were not adjusted downward to represent an average month 

COVID Traffic Volume Adjustment 

Due to COVID-19 conditions traffic volumes are not considered to be normal at this time. To adjust 

the April 2021 traffic volume counts previously collected to pre-COVID conditions, MTMCs were 

supplemented with MassDOT permanent count station data obtained from the MassDOT Mobility 

Dashboard7, which continuously monitors the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the State’s 

transportation network.  The Mobility Dashboard presents average weekly traffic volumes in 2019, 

2020, and 2021, as well as percent change from 2019 to 2020, 2020 to 2021, and 2019 to 2021. 

 
7 https://mobility-massdot.hub.arcgis.com/ 
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For this study, the percent change in traffic volumes on an average weekday during April 2019 and 

April 2021 at MassDOT Count Station #38 I-195 in New Bedford, the closest count station to the 

project site, were referenced to determine an adjustment factor to estimate traffic volumes prior to the 

COVID-19 pandemic using the April 2021 MTMCs. The 2019 traffic counts were selected as it is 

considered to represent Existing pre-COVID conditions without additional adjustment, per the April 

2020 MassDOT Guidance on Traffic Count Data. MTMCs were collected on April 13, 2021. Traffic 

volumes for the same week in 2019 were not available on the Mobility Dashboard. Data from the week 

prior indicate that 2021 weekday traffic volumes are 4.83 percent higher than the same week in 2019, 

while data from the following week indicate that traffic volumes in 2021 are 4.31 percent lower than 

the same week in 2019. To conservatively estimate the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, the April 

2021 MTMCs were increased by 5 percent to account for possible reduced volume in the study area 

network in April 2021 compared with pre-COVID conditions. 

The MassDOT Mobility Dashboard data sets are included in Appendix B (within Exhibit 12). 

Automatic Traffic Recorder Data 

A 48-hour automatic traffic recorder (ATR) count including speed and vehicle classification was 

conducted on Duchaine Boulevard on Wednesday, June 13, 2018 and Thursday, June 14, 2018. The 

results of the counts are tabulated in 15-minute periods and are provided in Appendix C of this report 

(Exhibit 12). The four highest consecutive 15-minute intervals during the weekday morning and 

weekday afternoon peak periods constitutes as the peak hours for Duchaine Boulevard.  

In accordance with the April 2020 MassDOT Guidance on Traffic Count Data, historic traffic data 

may be adjusted based on published yearly adjustment factors to 2019 to represent pre-COVID 

baseline conditions. However, as the MassDOT adjustment factors indicate that traffic on local 

roadways such as Duchaine Boulevard decreased 0.4% from 2018 to 2019, no adjustment was applied 

to present a conservative analysis. The resulting 2018 ATR data on Duchaine Boulevard are 

summarized in Table 5-2 below. 
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Table 5-2, Duchaine Boulevard 2018 ATR Summary 

HV%2

85th Percentile 

Speed3 (mph)

Duchaine Boulevard

North of Samuel Barnet Boulevard

Northbound 2010 25.0 37

Southbound 2130 24.0 36

TOTAL 4,140 24.5 37

1 ADT - Average Daily Traffic  (Vehicles per Day)

2 HV% - Percentage of Heavy Vehicles based on TMC completed on June 13, 2018

3 Based on Field Speed Study completed July 13, 2018

4 Based on 2018 data, the AM peak hour occurred between 7:00 AM and 8:00 AM

5 Based on 2018 data, the PM peak hour occurred between 3:00 PM and 4:00 PM

ADT1

 

 

2021 Base Traffic Volumes 

To reflect the 2021 Base conditions prior to the glass operations currently occupying the site under the 

Phase 1 waiver, the traffic associated with the glass operations was removed from the 2021 Existing 

traffic volumes to calculate the 2021 Base traffic conditions. The 2021 Base traffic volumes would 

reflect the operations of the site prior to the Phase 1 waiver, which includes the removal of the trips 

associated with the trucking facility previously on site, and the addition of the glass operations 

previously operating at the former facility at 969 Shawmut Avenue in New Bedford. MTMCs collected 

at the site driveway were utilized to determine the trips associated with the existing glass operations. 

These trips were then removed from the 2020 Existing traffic volumes to determine the 2021 Base 

traffic volumes. Employee trips associated with the glass operations were also removed. The facility 

currently employs 75 daily employees, operating in three 8-hour shifts each consisting of 25 

employees. The shifts are scheduled to run from 6:00 AM to 2:30 PM, 2:00 PM to 10:30PM, and 

10:00PM to 6:30AM. Based on these shifts, it is expected that all employees will be arriving to the 

site outside of the peak hour. However, as employees may not depart the site precisely at the end of 

the assigned shifts, to present a conservative analysis it was assumed that the employees from 10:00 

AM to 6:30 AM shift would leave the site during the weekday morning peak hour, and employees 

from the 6:00 AM to 2:30 PM shift would leave the site during the weekday afternoon school peak 

hour. 

Although the Phase 1 waiver permits expanded glass operations with additional employees, the 

expansion was assumed to occur with Phase 2 of the project. The data collected at the facility used to 

determine the trips associated with Phase 1 of the project are provided in Table 5-3 below. 

  



 

72 

 

Table 5-3, Vehicular Trip Generation, Existing Site Operations 

Description 

Weekday 
Weekday AM Peak 

Hour 

Weekday PM 

School Peak Hour 

Weekday PM 

Commuter Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Existing Truck 

Trips 
45 45 90 4 4 8 4 4 8 4 4 8 

NWD Trucking -38 -38 -76 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -6 

Net Change vs 

Baseline 
7 7 14 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

Existing 

Employee Trips 
75 75 150 0 25 25 0 25 25 0 0 0 

 

The resulting 2021 Base traffic conditions for the weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon 

school peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour are presented in Figures 5-2, 5-3, and 

5-4, respectively. The 2021 Existing traffic peak hour traffic volumes are presented in Figures 5-5, 5-

6, and 5-7 for the weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school peak hour, and weekday 

afternoon commuter peak hour, respectively. 
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Figure 5-2, 2021 Base Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-3, 2021 Base Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-4, 2021 Base Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-5, 2021 Existing Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-6, 2021 Existing Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-7, 2021 Existing Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic 
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Crash Summary 

Crash data for the study area intersections was obtained from MassDOT for the most recent five-year 

period available.  This data includes complete yearly crash summaries for 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 

and 2017.  The MassDOT Crash Rate Worksheet was used to determine whether the crash frequencies 

at the study area intersections were unusually high given the travel demands at each location. The 

MassDOT Crash Rate Worksheet calculates a crash rate expressed in crashes per million entering 

vehicles. The calculated rate was then compared to the average rate for unsignalized intersections 

statewide and within MassDOT District 5. For unsignalized intersections, the statewide and MassDOT 

District 5 average crash rates are 0.57 crashes per million entering vehicles. 

The crash data is summarized in Figure 5-8 below by crash type and a detailed summary is provided 

in Exhibit 12, Appendix D. 

 Figure 5-8, Crash Summary 

 

Over the five-year period analyzed, the unsignalized intersection of the Route 140 Northbound on/off 

ramps at Braley Road had a total of 15 reported crashes, resulting in a crash rate of 0.49 crashes per 

million vehicles entering which is lower than both the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. The 

reported crashes were angle, rear-end, and single vehicle collisions with six of the reported crashes 

resulting in personal injury. 

The unsignalized intersection of the Route 140 Southbound on/off ramps at Braley Road had a total 

of two reported crashes, resulting in a crash rate of 0.06 crashes per million vehicles entering which is 

lower than both the District 5 and Statewide average. One of the reported crashes was a single vehicle 

collision and one was a sideswipe collision. Both of the reported crashes resulted in property damage 

only. 
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The unsignalized intersection of Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road had a total of 

14 reported crashes over the five-year period analyzed, resulting in a crash rate of 0.48 crashes per 

million vehicles entering, which is lower than the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. The 

majority of the 14 reported crashes were single vehicle collisions and rear-end collisions, and five 

crashes resulted in personal injury.  

The unsignalized intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard had a total of ten 

crashes over the five-year period analyzed resulting in a crash rate of 1.01 crashes per million vehicles 

entering, which is higher than the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. Four of the 11 reported 

crashes were single vehicle collisions, one of which, in 2014, resulted in a fatality. Based on reports, 

speed was a prominent factor in this fatal crash and it is suspected that the operator of the vehicle was 

street racing and the fatal crash was believed to be an isolated incident.  

The intersection of Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard had a total of five reported 

crashes, resulting in a crash rate of 0.24 crashes per million vehicles entering which is lower than both 

the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. All five reported crashes were single vehicle collisions 

resulting. One of the reported crashes resulted in personal injury, three resulted in property damage 

only, and the severity of one of the crashes was not reported.  

The intersection of Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard had a total of three reported crashes 

which resulted in a crash rate of 0.18 crashes per million vehicles entering, two of which resulted in 

personal injury with the third crash involving property damage only. The resulting crash rate is lower 

than both the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. 

Public Transportation 

The Southeastern Regional Transit Agency (SRTA) operates two routes within the study area. An 

extension of Route 4-Ashley Boulevard operates three weekday inbound trips within the New Bedford 

Business Park, at 6:24 AM, 6:49 AM, and 4:15 PM. The North End Shuttle operates via westbound 

Braley Road and southbound Phillips Road every 40 minutes from approximately 9:30 AM to 4:45 

PM Monday through Saturday. The SRTA New Bedford system map and schedules for Route 4 and 

the North End Shuttle are included in Appendix E of this report. 

5.5 Future Conditions 

To analyze the traffic impacts associated with the proposed project, MassDOT standards state that 

future year traffic volumes should be projected based on a seven-year project horizon. The 2021 

Existing traffic volumes were projected to the future year 2028, when both phases of the development 

are expected to be fully built and occupied.  Independent of the proposed project, traffic volumes on 

the roadways in 2028 are assumed to include existing traffic, as well as new traffic resulting from 

general growth in the study area and from other planned development projects. The potential 

background traffic growth unrelated to the proposed project was considered in the development of the 

2028 No Build (without project) peak hour traffic volumes.  The anticipated traffic increases 

associated with the proposed development were then added to the 2028 No Build volumes to reflect 
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the 2028 Build (with project) traffic conditions. A more detailed description of the development of the 

2028 No Build and 2028 Build traffic volume networks follows. 

Future Roadway Improvements 

Planned roadway improvement projects can affect area travel patterns and future traffic operations.  

There are no planned roadway improvements that would impact traffic on the study area roadways. 

Background Traffic Growth 

Traffic growth is primarily a function of changes in motor vehicle use and expected land 

redevelopment in the region.  To predict a rate at which traffic on the roadways in the vicinity of the 

site can be expected to grow during the seven-year forecast period (2021 to 2028), both historic traffic 

growth and planned area redevelopments were examined. 

Historic Traffic Growth 

A background growth rate of one percent per year was confirmed with the Southeastern Regional 

Planning and Economic Development District (SPREDD) in order to forecast increases in general 

traffic volumes on the study area roadways and intersections for our future analysis. This rate 

captures growth associated with general changes in population and accounts for other small 

developments in the vicinity of the study area. 

Site-Specific Growth 

There are no known planned/permitted developments adjacent to the project study area to be added 

as site specific growth. 

2028 No Build Traffic Volumes 

The 2021 Existing peak hour traffic volumes were grown by one percent per year over the seven-year 

study horizon (2021 to 2028) to establish the 2028 base future traffic volumes. The 2028 No Build 

weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter 

peak hour traffic volume networks are illustrated in Figures 5-9 through 5-11, and are documented in 

the traffic projection model presented in Exhibit 12, Appendix F. 
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Figure 5-9, 2028 No Build Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic 

 

 

  



 

83 

 

Figure 5-10, 2028 No Build Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-11, 2028 No Build Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic 

 

 

  



 

85 

 

Site-Generated Traffic 

The site proposes to receive a maximum of 1,500 tpd of solid waste (MSW and C&D) as part of Phase 

2 of the project. To estimate the trip generation for the proposed site, data provided by the Proponent 

on the allowable material tonnage and the maximum capacities of delivery vehicles were utilized. 

Based on information received, the inbound MSW to the proposed site includes approximately 1,065 

tons per day in transfer trailers (approximately 28 tons per load), and 295 tons per day in packer trucks 

(approximately 9 tons per load).  Inbound C&D to the proposed site includes approximately 140 tons 

per day, all of which will be transported in transfer trailers (approximately 28 tons per load). Inbound 

MSW and C&D is expected to add 152 daily truck trips (76 entering and 76 exiting).  

In addition to the 1,500 tpd of solid waste (MSW and C&D), the analysis presented in the FEIR 

includes processing of up to 400 tpd of biosolids, expected to consist of 280 wet tons per day of 

biosolids slurry and 120 wet tons per day of biosolids cake. This material would be processed into 

approximately 50 dry tons per day, which would subsequently be  mixed with processed MSW and 

C&D. The traffic associated with the biosolids facility has remained in this study although the 

biosolids component is no longer being proposed.  These trips have been moved to solid waste 

handling activities so that the trips are similar to what was accounted for in the previous Draft and 

Final Environmental Impact Reports (DEIR & FEIR) filing. 

The inbound biosolids slurry would have been expected to be transported primarily in large tanker 

trucks (approximately 28 tons per truck), although smaller tanker trucks with an average capacity of 

3,000 gallons (approximately 12 tons per truck) would have also been used. Trip generation for 

inbound biosolids slurry is based on 9 large tanker trucks and 2 smaller tanker trucks. Biosolids cake 

would have been transported to the facility in roll-off containers with an average weight of 10-12 tons 

per truck load.  Twelve trucks per day would have been required to deliver 120 wet tons per day of 

biosolids cake.  The total number of trucks delivering biosolids slurry and biosolids cake would be 23 

trucks per day.  After processing, the weight of biosolids would have been reduced to approximately 

50 dry tons per day, which would then be sent for disposal.  

It is expected that the majority of outbound transportation of materials from the site will be done via 

rail. In addition, when outbound materials are transported by truck, it is standard industry practice to 

use backhauls, where a truck delivering inbound materials reloads and removes material from the site 

rather than departing empty. To present a conservative analysis, it was assumed that all outbound 

materials would be transported by truck, and outbound materials would not use backhauls; i.e., all 

trucks transporting inbound materials were assumed to leave the site empty, and all trucks transporting 

outbound material were assumed to arrive at the site empty. Trip generation for outbound material is 

based on 1,550 tons of material (1,500 tpd of MSW and C&D, and 50 tpd of dry biosolids ) transported 

in transfer trailers (approximately 28 tons per truck). Based on these assumptions, the transportation of 

outbound materials would generate 112 truck trips per day (56 entering, 56 exiting).  

As previously noted, the proposed facility expansion also includes expanded glass recycling operations 

already approved under the Phase 1 waiver for the project. The expansion would allow for an 
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additional 20,000 tons of glass processing annually, or approximately 80 tons per day based on an 

annual operating schedule of 250 operating days. This additional glass would be transported to the site 

in dump trailers typically carrying 13 to 15 tons per truck. Based on an average capacity of 13.5 tons 

per truck, the expanded glass operations would result in an additional 6 daily inbound truck trips, 

which would then depart the site empty. Processed glass would typically depart the site via rail; 

however, as a conservative measure, it can be assumed that material may depart the site via 28-ton 

dump trailers. This results in an additional 3 daily outbound truckloads, which would arrive at the site 

empty. In total, the expanded glass processing operation would result in an additional 18 daily truck 

trips (9 entering, 9 exiting). 

Employment at the facility is proposed to increase from 75 to approximately 150 daily employees, 

operating in three 8-hour shifts each consisting of 50 employees. The shifts are scheduled to run from 

6:00 AM to 2:30 PM, 2:00 PM to 10:30PM, and 10:00PM to 6:30AM. Based on these shifts, it is 

expected that all employees will be arriving to the site outside of the peak hour. However, as 

employees may not depart the site precisely at the end of the assigned shifts, to present a conservative 

analysis it was assumed that the employees from the 10:00 PM to 6:30 AM shift would leave the site 

during the weekday morning peak hour, and employees from the 6:00 AM to 2:30 PM shift would 

leave the site during the weekday afternoon school peak hour. No employee trips are anticipated during 

the weekday commuter peak hour. Although the removal of biosolids processing is expected to reduce 

the number of employee trips to the facility, the 2028 Build analysis assumes the biosolids operation 

would be in place to present a highly conservative analysis. 

The facility has revised their operating hours and is now proposing to accept truck deliveries between 

6:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and between 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM on Saturday. The facility will 

not accept waste on Sundays. Data from two comparable sites, one in Rochester, MA and one in 

Taunton, MA were utilized to determine the hourly distribution of truck traffic entering the site and 

the estimated number of trips expected to access the site during both the weekday morning and 

weekday afternoon peak hours. The hourly distribution data is provided in Table 5-4 below. To 

account for shorter tipping hours, truck trips which would otherwise arrive prior to 6:00 AM or later 

than 7:00 PM were combined with the 6:00 to 7:00 AM and 6:00 to 7:00 PM hours, respectively. 

Additional data used to develop the hourly distribution is provided in Appendix G. 
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Table 5-4, Hourly Distribution of Truck Trips 

Time 

Hourly 

distributio

n of truck 

trips (%) 

Inbound 

MSW/C&D 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total One-

Way Truck 

Trips - 

Inbound 

MSW/C&D 

Inbound 

Biosolids 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total 

One-Way 

Truck 

Trips – 

Biosolids 

Outbound 

Materials 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total One-

Way 

Truck 

Trips - 

Outbound 

Material 

Total 

One-Way 

Truck 

Trips 

6-7 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

7-8 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8 24 

8-9 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8 24 

9-10 AM 9% 7 14 2 4 5 10 28 

10-11 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

11-12 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

12-1 PM 11% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

1-2 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

2-3 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

3-4 PM 7% 5 10 2 4 4 8 22 

4-5 PM 3% 2 4 1 2 1 2 8 

5-6 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 

6-7 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 

 100% 76 152 23 46 56 112 310 

 

As previously noted, the peak hours of traffic volume along the study area roadway network occur 

from 6:30 AM to 7:30 AM (weekday morning peak hour), 3:15 PM to 4:15 PM (weekday afternoon 

school peak hour), and 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM (weekday afternoon commuter peak hour). Therefore, it 

is estimated that 8% to 10% of daily truck trips accessing the site would occur during the weekday 

morning peak hour, 3% to 7% of daily truck trips accessing the site would occur during the weekday 

afternoon school peak hour, and 3% of daily truck trips accessing the site would occur during the 

weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. However, to present a conservative analysis and account for 

hourly fluctuation in deliveries throughout a given day, it was assumed that the peak hour of site 

generated truck traffic, 11%, which is projected to typically occur between 12:00 PM and 1:00 PM, 

would occur during all three surrounding roadway network peak hours. Details on the trip generation 

calculations for Phases 1 and 2 of the project are provided in Appendix H. 

A summary of the expected peak hour trip generation for Phase 2 is shown in Table 5-5 below.  
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Table 5-5, Vehicular Trip Generation 

  Weekday Weekday AM Weekday PM Weekday PM 

  Daily Peak Hour  School Peak Commuter Peak 

Description In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Inbound MSW/C&D Trips             

 Packer 33 33 66 4 4 8 4 4 8 4 4 8 

 Transfer Trailer 43 43 86 4 4 8 4 4 8 4 4 8 

Inbound Biosolid Trips1 23 23 46 2 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 

Outbound 

MSW/C&D/Biosolids1 
56 56 112 6 6 12 6 6 12 6 6 12 

Truck Trip Total 

(MSW, C&D, and Biosolids) 155 155 310 16 16 32 16 16 32 16 16 32 

Expanded Glass Trips 

(Approved under Phase 1) 9 9 18 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

 Truck Trip Total 164 164 328 17 17 34 17 17 34 17 17 34 

Facility Employees 75 75 150 0 25 25 0 25 25 0 0 0 

Total  239 239 478 17 42 59 17 42 59 17 17 34 

1 Although the facility no longer proposed to process biosolids, the trips associated with biosolids operations have been 

included in 2028 Build conditions to present a conservative analysis consistent with the DEIR and FEIR filings. 

 

As shown in Table 5-5, Phase 2 of the proposed facility, including trips associated with expanded glass 

operations previously approved under the Phase 1 waiver, is expected to generate a total of 59 vehicle 

trips (17 entering and 42 exiting) during the weekday morning peak hour, 59 vehicle trips (17 entering 

and 42 exiting) during the weekday afternoon school peak hour, and 34 vehicle trips (17 entering and 

17 exiting) during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. Over the course of an average 

weekday, the proposed project is estimated to result in approximately 478 vehicle trips (239 entering 

and 239 exiting). The total number of daily vehicle trips projected to be generated by the proposed 

project does not exceed the MEPA threshold for transportation review.   

As stated in Table 5-6, the existing facility generates up to 90 truck trips per day. With an addition of 

up to 18 one-way daily truck trips related to the expansion of Phase 1 glass operations and the addition 

of up to 310 one-way daily truck trips related to MSW, C&D, and biosolids processing under Phase 

2, the facility is estimated to generate a maximum of up to 418 one-way daily truck trips. As such, the 

maximum daily truck trip generation of the facility will not exceed 418 one-way trips. The total 

number of maximum daily one-way truck trips is summarized in Table 5-6 below.  
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Table 5-6, Maximum Daily One-Way Truck Trips 

 Existing 

Operations 

Phase 1 Glass 

Processing 

Phase 2 

Expansion 

Total One-Way 

Truck Trips 

One-Way Truck Trips 90 18 310 418 

 

Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The traffic expected to be generated by the proposed development was distributed onto the study area 

roadways and intersections based on expected access to/from Route 140. It was assumed that all of 

the truck traffic entering the site will utilize Route 140 to Braley Road. A small portion of the employee 

trips are assumed to access the site from the south, utilizing Phillips Road. The resulting arrival and 

departure patterns are presented in Figure 5-12. The resulting distributed new project trips during the 

weekday morning peak hour, school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commute peak hour 

are shown in Figures 5-13, 5-14, and 5-15, respectively. 

2028 Future Build Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

To establish the 2028 Build peak hour traffic volumes, the project-related traffic was assigned to the 

surrounding roadway network based on the project distribution patterns discussed above.  These 

project trips were then added to the 2028 No Build peak hour traffic volumes to reflect the 2028 Build 

peak hour traffic volumes.  The resulting 2028 build weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour traffic volumes for the 

proposed project are presented in Figures 5-16, 5-17, and 5-18, respectively.  
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Figure 5-12, Directions of Arrivals and Departures 
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Figure 5-13, Weekday Morning Project Generated Trips 
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Figure 5-14, Weekday Morning New Project Trips 
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Figure 5-15, Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour New Project Trips 
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Figure 5-16, 2028 Build Weekday Morning Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-17, 2028 Build Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Traffic 
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Figure 5-18, 2028 Build Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour Traffic 
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5.6 Traffic Operations Analysis 

To analyze the traffic impacts associated with the proposed project, MassDOT standards state that 

future year traffic volumes should be projected based on a seven-year project horizon. The 2021 

Existing traffic volumes were projected to the future year 2028, when both phases of the development 

are expected to be fully built and occupied.  Independent of the proposed project, traffic volumes on 

the roadways in 2028 are assumed to include existing traffic, as well as new traffic resulting from 

general growth in the study area and from other planned development projects. The potential 

background traffic growth unrelated to the proposed project was considered in the development of the 

2028 No Build (without project) peak hour traffic volumes.  The anticipated traffic increases 

associated with the proposed development were then added to the 2028 No Build volumes to reflect 

the 2028 Build (with project) traffic conditions. A more detailed description of the development of the 

2028 No Build and 2028 Build traffic volume networks follows. 

Level-of-Service Criteria 

Operating levels of service (LOS) are reported on a scale of A to F with A representing the best 

conditions (with little or no delay) and F representing the worst operating conditions (long delays).   

Capacity Analysis 

Intersection capacity analyses were conducted for the study area intersections to evaluate the 2021 

Base, 2021 Existing, 2028 No Build, and 2028 Build peak hour traffic conditions. Based on the 

analysis, the network peak hour of the adjacent street traffic occurs between 6:30 AM and 7:30 AM 

for the weekday morning peak, between 3:15 PM and 4:15 PM for the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak, and between 4:00 PM and 5:00 PM for the weekday afternoon commuter peak.  

As previously noted, the 2028 Build conditions analysis assumes all inbound and outbound material 

will be transported by truck, and that the proposed facility expansion will include processing of up to 

400 tpd of biosolids. In practice, the proposed expansion no longer includes biosolids processing, and 

the majority of outbound MSW and C&D will be transported from the site by rail. As a result, the 

2028 Build analysis presented conservatively estimates the effect of project generated trips on the 

surrounding roadway network.  

Traffic Model Calibration 

The traffic analysis model was calibrated to reflect observed field conditions under raw counted 2021 

traffic volumes. Critical gap times for the unsignalized approaches at the intersections of Braley Road 

at the Route 140 Northbound Ramps, Braley Road at the Route 140 Southbound Ramps, and Braley 

Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersections were adjusted based on measured 

accepted gap times and observed vehicle queues. Traffic volumes were then adjusted to estimated pre-

COVID conditions based on the methodology previously discussed in this report. 
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Peak hour factors (PHFs)8 were applied to all hourly traffic volumes to account for traffic flow during 

the peak 15 minutes of the hour. Due to uses with concentrated activity such as arrival and dismissal 

at Casmir Pulaski elementary school and shift changes in the New Bedford Business Park, very low 

PHFs were calculated on several intersection approaches in the study area. As a result, applying PHFs 

on an approach-by-approach basis in accordance with typical MassDOT practice would result in peak 

flow rates on intersecting approaches that do not normally occur simultaneously.  Therefore, PHFs for 

2021 Base and 2021 Existing conditions were calculated on an overall intersection basis rather than 

on an approach-by-approach basis to more accurately reflect typical peak hour conditions in the study 

area. In accordance with MassDOT Traffic and Safety Engineering 25% Design Submission 

Guidelines, all PHFs were assumed to be 0.92 under 2028 No-Build and 2028 Build conditions. As a 

result of increases in PHF under future conditions at selected locations, there may be movements which 

show a reduction in delay under 2028 No-Build conditions when compared with 2021 Existing 

conditions. 

Capacity Analysis Results 

The capacity analysis results for the 2021 Base, 2021 Existing, 2028 No Build, and 2028 Build 

conditions are presented in Exhibit 12, Appendix J, Appendix K, Appendix L, and Appendix M, 

respectively.  The results of the unsignalized intersection capacity analyses for the critical approaches 

are presented in Table 5-7 below and in Exhibit 12, Appendix N. The projected queue lengths at the 

intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound Ramps, Braley Road at the Route 140 

Southbound Ramps, Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road, and Theodore Rice 

Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard are presented graphically in Figures 5-19A through 5-19L. The 

specific capacity analysis results of the study area intersections are discussed following Figure 5-19L. 

  

 
8 PHF = Total hourly volume / (4 x Peak 15-minute volume). The hourly volume is divided by the PHF to express the 

flow rate during the peak 15 minutes as an hourly flow rate. 
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Table 5-7, Capacity Analysis Results 

Peak

Intersection Period LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Route 140 Northbound NB L AM D 28.7 0.69 D 32.1 0.72 F 61.3 0.92 F 89.0 1.02

Ramps at Braley Road School F 69.8 0.90 F 83.2 0.95 F 147.3 1.15 F 214.6 1.31

PM E 45.7 0.73 E 46.5 0.73 F 59.8 0.82 F 76.6 0.90

R AM A 9.8 0.21 A 9.8 0.21 B 10.1 0.24 B 10.1 0.24

School B 14.1 0.49 B 14.1 0.49 C 15.4 0.55 C 15.4 0.55

PM C 16.1 0.58 C 16.1 0.58 C 17.2 0.62 C 17.2 0.62

Route 140 Southbound SB L AM F 56.8 0.24 F 60.8 0.26 F 60.5 0.25 F 68.1 0.28

Ramps at Braley Road School F 213.5 0.97 F 235.1 1.02 F 381.0 1.34 F 460.8 1.49

PM F 205.4 0.96 F 211.9 0.97 F 135.3 0.77 F 150.3 0.81

R AM B 14.3 0.23 B 14.3 0.23 B 14.3 0.23 C 15.0 0.26

School B 12.0 0.17 B 12.0 0.18 B 12.3 0.19 B 12.8 0.21

PM B 11.8 0.18 B 11.8 0.18 B 11.5 0.17 B 11.9 0.19

Braley Road/ EB LT AM B 14.1 0.33 C 15.2 0.39 C 15.2 0.39 C 17.4 0.49

Theodore Rice Boulevard School E 39.4 0.85 E 48.8 0.92 F 59.0 0.98 F 82.6 1.09

at Phillips Road PM F 57.4 0.95 F 58.3 0.96 E 40.5 0.83 E 46.9 0.88

R AM A 10.0 0.06 A 10.0 0.06 A 10.0 0.06 B 10.3 0.07

School B 10.9 0.13 B 11.0 0.13 B 11.4 0.13 B 11.6 0.14

PM B 11.2 0.10 B 11.2 0.10 B 10.5 0.08 B 10.8 0.08

WB LTR AM F 108.7 1.14 F 116.5 1.16 F 116.5 1.16 F 141.7 1.22

School F 85.3 1.05 F 92.5 1.06 F 113.9 1.14 F 128.5 1.20

PM F 93.3 1.07 F 95.0 1.08 F 55.5 0.94 F 68.0 0.99

NB LTR AM B 13.9 0.36 B 14.2 0.36 B 14.2 0.36 B 14.8 0.38

School C 17.8 0.46 C 18.4 0.47 C 19.7 0.50 C 20.5 0.52

PM C 21.7 0.55 C 21.8 0.55 C 18.7 0.47 C 19.3 0.48

SB LTR AM C 16.8 0.51 C 17.3 0.52 C 17.3 0.52 C 18.2 0.54

School C 25.0 0.66 D 26.0 0.68 D 28.9 0.72 D 30.3 0.74

PM D 31.9 0.75 D 32.2 0.75 D 25.4 0.65 D 26.5 0.67

Movement

2021 Base 2021 Existing 2028 No Build 2028 Build
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Peak

Intersection Period LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Theodore Rice Boulevard NB TR AM A 0.0 0.04 A 0.0 0.04 A 0.0 0.03 A 0.0 0.03

at Duchaine Boulevard School A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01

PM A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01

SB L AM E 44.4 0.49 E 44.8 0.50 D 31.6 0.36 D 34.6 0.39

School B 12.1 0.26 B 12.1 0.26 B 11.5 0.22 B 12.1 0.24

PM B 10.9 0.14 B 10.9 0.14 B 10.3 0.11 B 10.7 0.11

T AM D 26.7 0.06 D 26.8 0.06 C 22.8 0.05 C 24.1 0.05

School B 11.3 0.02 B 11.4 0.02 B 11.1 0.02 B 11.6 0.02

PM B 10.7 0.01 B 10.7 0.01 B 10.4 0.01 B 10.7 0.01

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L AM C 21.4 0.29 C 23.1 0.31 C 20.0 0.25 C 23.1 0.29

Samuel Barnet Boulevard School B 13.3 0.38 B 14.2 0.41 B 11.9 0.29 B 13.0 0.32

PM B 11.7 0.35 B 11.8 0.35 B 10.4 0.24 B 10.9 0.25

R AM B 11.7 0.15 B 11.7 0.15 B 11.3 0.13 B 11.4 0.13

School B 11.3 0.37 B 11.3 0.37 B 10.3 0.27 B 10.4 0.28

PM B 10.2 0.29 B 10.2 0.29 A 9.5 0.20 A 9.6 0.21

Phillips Road at EB LR AM B 10.2 0.13 B 10.2 0.13 B 10.2 0.14 B 10.2 0.14

Samuel Barnet Boulevard School C 15.2 0.51 C 15.2 0.52 B 13.5 0.44 B 13.6 0.45

PM B 12.6 0.38 B 13.3 0.46 B 11.3 0.30 B 11.3 0.30

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R AM A 8.6 0.02 A 8.7 0.05 A 8.8 0.08 A 9.3 0.16

Site Driveway School A 8.5 0.04 A 8.6 0.08 A 8.6 0.06 A 8.9 0.10

PM A 8.5 0.03 A 8.5 0.03 A 8.5 0.03 A 8.9 0.05

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio

Movement

2021 Base 2021 Existing 2028 No Build 2028 Build



 

101 

 

 



 

102 

 

 

 



 

103 

 

 

 



 

104 

 

 



 

105 

 

 

 

 



 

106 

 

 

 

 



 

107 

 

 

 

 

 



 

108 

 

 

 

 



 

109 

 

 

 

 



 

110 

 

 



 

111 

 

 

 



 

112 

 

 



 

113 

 

Route 140 Northbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

As shown in Table 5-7, the stop-controlled northbound left turn movement at the Route 140 

Northbound off-ramp operates at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour, LOS F during the 

weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and LOS E during the weekday afternoon commuter 

peak hour under 2021 Base and Existing conditions. The stop-controlled northbound right -turn 

movement operates at LOS C or better during all three peak periods reviewed.  

Under 2028 No-Build conditions the northbound left-turn movement is projected to operate at LOS F 

during all three peak periods reviewed, indicating congestion would be present for this movement due 

to background growth in traffic volumes, independent of the proposed project. The northbound right-

turn movement is projected to operate at LOS B during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS C 

during the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours.  

Under 2028 Build conditions, the northbound left-turn movement is projected to continue to operate 

at LOS F under all three peak periods analyzed with incremental increases in average delay. The 

northbound right-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at LOS B during the weekday 

morning peak hour and LOS C during the weekday afternoon school and commuter peak hours. The 

95th percentile queue length along the Route 140 northbound off-ramp is projected to increase by 60 

feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) during the weekday morning peak hour 

as shown in Figure 19A, by 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) during 

the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19E, and by 33 feet 

(approximately one packer truck) during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour as shown in 

Figure 5-19I. 

Route 140 Southbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

The capacity analysis results show that under the 2021 Base and Existing conditions, the stop-

controlled southbound left-turn movement at the Route 140 southbound off-ramp operates at LOS F 

during all three peak hours analyzed, indicating congestion is present for this movement independent 

of the proposed project. The southbound right-turn movement is shown to operate at LOS B during all 

three peak hours reviewed under 2021 Existing and Base conditions.  

Under 2028 No-Build conditions, the southbound left-turn movement is projected to continue to 

operate at LOS F during all three peak periods reviewed due to background growth in traffic volumes, 

independent of the proposed project. The southbound right-turn movement is projected to operate at 

LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed under 2028 No-Build conditions.  

Under 2028 Build conditions, left-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at LOS F under 

all three peak period analyzed with incremental increases in average delay. The southbound right-turn 

movement is projected to operate at LOS C during the weekday morning peak hour due to an increase 

in average delay of 0.7 seconds per vehicle. During the weekday afternoon school dismissal and 

commuter peak hours, the southbound right-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at LOS 

B. The Route 140 southbound off-ramp is projected to experience a negligible increase in queues as a 

result of project generated trips. The 95th percentile queue length is projected to increase by 2 feet 
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during the weekday morning peak hour and weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour as shown 

in Figures 5-19B and 5-19F, respectively, and by 3 feet during the weekday afternoon commuter peak 

hour as shown in Figure 5-19I.  

Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road 

The intersection of Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road operates under all-way 

stop sign control. Under 2021 Base and Existing conditions, congestion is experienced on the 

eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard and westbound Braley Road approaches during one or more of 

the peak periods analyzed. The left-turn/through lane on the eastbound approach is shown to operate 

at acceptable LOS B during the weekday morning peak hour under 2021 Base conditions and LOS C 

under Existing conditions, but experiences delays during the weekday afternoon school and commuter 

peaks, operating at LOS E during the weekday afternoon school peak under both 2021 Base and 

Existing conditions, and LOS F during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour under both 2021 

Base and Existing conditions. The eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard right-turn movement operates 

at LOS B or better under both 2021 Base and Existing conditions during all three peak hours reviewed. 

The westbound Braley Road approach is shown to operate at LOS F during all three peak hours 

reviewed under both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, indicating existing congestion independent 

of the proposed project. The northbound Phillips Road and southbound Braley Road approaches 

operate at LOS D or better during all three peak hours reviewed under both 2021 Base and Existing 

conditions, indicating operations with acceptable levels of delay. 

Under 2028 No Build conditions, the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard left-turn/through movement 

operates at LOS C during the weekday morning peak hour as under 2021 Existing conditions, but 

experiences congestion in the afternoon. During the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, 

the eastbound left-turn/through movement degrades from LOS E under 2021 Existing conditions to 

LOS F under 2028 No-Build conditions. During the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour, the 

eastbound left-turn/through movement shows a minor improvement from LOS F under 2021 Existing 

conditions to LOS E under 2028 No-Build conditions due to the increase in peak hour factor (PHF) 

used in the analysis of forecasted conditions discussed previously. The westbound Braley Road 

approach is shown to continue to operate at LOS F during all three peak hours reviewed.  Similarly, 

the northbound Phillips Road and southbound Braley Road approaches and the eastbound Theodore 

Rice Boulevard right-turn movement are expected to continue to operate at the same LOS as 2021 

Existing conditions with acceptable levels of delay (LOS D or better). 

Under 2028 Build conditions, the left-turn/through movement along the eastbound Theodore Rice 

Boulevard approach is projected to continue to operate at LOS F during the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak hour and LOS E during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour due to existing 

congestion independent of the proposed project, with incremental increases in delay due the addition 

of project-generated trips. Similarly, the westbound Braley Road approach is projected to continue to 

operate at LOS F during all three peak hours reviewed. All other movements at the Braley 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road intersection are projected to operate at LOS D or 

better with acceptable levels of delay under 2028 Build conditions during all three peak hours 
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reviewed. The 95th percentile queue lengths are projected to increase by 17 feet (less than one packer 

truck) along the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard approach and by 80 feet (approximately three 

packer trucks or one transfer trailer) along the westbound Braley Road approach during the weekday 

morning peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19C; by 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one 

transfer trailer) along the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard approach and by 35 feet (approximately 

one packer truck) along the westbound Braley Road approach during the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19G; and by 25 feet (approximately one packer truck) along 

the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard approach and by 45 feet (approximately one packer truck) 

along the westbound Braley Road approach during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour as 

shown in Figure 5-19K. 

Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard 

The stop-controlled northbound approach at the intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine 

Boulevard is shown to operate at LOS A during all three peak hours analyzed under the 2021 Base 

and Existing conditions. The southbound left-turn movement is shown to operate at LOS E during the 

weekday morning peak hour and LOS B during the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter 

peak hours during both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, while the southbound through movement 

is shown to operate at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS B during the weekday 

afternoon school and commuter peak hours.  LOS B during the weekday afternoon school dismissal 

and commuter peak hours during both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, while the southbound 

through movement is shown to operate at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS B 

during both the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours under 2021 Base and 

Existing conditions.  

Under the 2028 No Build conditions, the stop-controlled northbound approach is projected to continue 

to operate at LOS A during all three peak hours reviewed. The southbound left-turn movement is 

shown to operate at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour, with reduced delay compared 

with 2021 Existing conditions due to the increase in PHF used in the analysis of forecasted conditions 

discussed previously. During the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours, the 

southbound left-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at LOS B.  Similarly, the 

southbound through movement is projected to operate at LOS C during the weekday morning peak 

hour with a reduction in delay compared with 2021 Existing conditions due to the increase in PHF 

assumed under forecasted conditions, and is projected to continue to operate at LOS B during the 

weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours.  

Under 2028 Build conditions, all movements are projected to operate at equivalent LOS with minor 

incremental increases in delay of 3 seconds or less compared with 2028 No Build conditions during 

all three peak hours reviewed. Similarly, 95th percentile queue lengths are projected to remain largely 

unchanged from No-Build conditions during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon school 

dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours, as shown in Figures 5-19D, 5-19H, and 5-

19L, respectively. 
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Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

Under the 2021 Base and Existing conditions, the left-turn and right-turn movements along the stop-

controlled eastbound Samuel Barnet Boulevard approach are shown to operate at LOS C or better 

during all three peak hours reviewed, and are projected to continue to operate at LOS C or better under 

both 2028 No Build and 2028 Build conditions.   

Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

The stop-controlled eastbound Samuel Barnet Boulevard approach is shown to operate at LOS C or 

better during all three peak hours reviewed under 2021 Base and Existing conditions.  

Under the 2028 No Build conditions, the stop controlled eastbound approach is expected to operate at 

LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed, with slight reductions in delay compared with 2021 

Existing conditions due to the increase in PHF assumed under forecasted conditions.  With the addition 

of project-generated trips under 2028 Build conditions, all movement are projected to continue to 

operate at LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed.  

Duchaine Boulevard at Site Driveway 

The stop-controlled westbound approach is shown to operate at LOS A during all three peak hours 

reviewed under 2021 Base and Existing conditions, and is projected to continue to operate at LOS A 

under both 2028 No Build and Build conditions. 

5.7 Mitigation 

Potential measures were analyzed to evaluate mitigation to the study area intersections. Mitigation 

alternatives analyzed included signalizing the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore 

Rice Boulevard if approved by the City. To determine if signalization is appropriate, a signal warrant 

analysis was completed for this intersection. In addition, the Proponent will consider Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) measures and will allocate up to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial 

Vehicle Exclusion study for Phillips Road from Route 140 to Braley Road should the City of New 

Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE through MassDOT. 

MassDOT has been contacted to request a meeting, but the meeting has not yet been scheduled.  

Although the proposed project does not meet the MEPA threshold for transportation review, 

MassDOT provided a comment letter to the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) dated 

March 19, 2019. The MassDOT comment letter noted that “The additional traffic volumes associated 

with the project is not expected to significantly impact safety” and “2025 Build conditions experience 

slightly increased delays compared to the 2025 No-Build conditions, but the delays were not 

significant enough to impact LOS in most cases.” Mitigation recommended in the MassDOT comment 

letter was limited to providing a Transportation Demand Management program, which is discussed 

below. The MassDOT EENF comment letter is included in Exhibit 12, Appendix O of this report. 

All mitigation elements proposed within this NPC-SFEIR can be found in Section 8.0 Mitigation and 

Draft Section 61 Findings.  
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Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 

A traffic signal warrant analysis was performed for the study area intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard analysis was based on procedures outlined in the latest edition 

of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) as amended.  The MUTCD establishes 

nine criteria, referred to as warrants, for the installation of traffic signals. The warrants are based upon 

traffic volumes, existing roadway conditions, crash history, pedestrian volumes, and proximity to 

schools. The manual states that satisfaction of these warrants does not in itself require the installation 

of a traffic signal. However, a traffic signal should not be installed unless one or more of the warrants 

is met.  

The analyses performed are based on the criteria for Warrant 1 (Eight-Hour), Warrant 2 (Four-Hour) 

and Warrant 3 (Peak Hour) volume warrants. The following warrants were not applicable to this 

project: Warrant 4 (Pedestrian Volumes), Warrant 5 (School Crossing), Warrant 6 (Coordinated Signal 

System), Warrant 7 (Crash Experience), Warrant 8 (Roadway Network), and Warrant 9 (Intersection 

Near a Grade Crossing).  

The Warrant 1 (Eight-Hour) and Warrant 2 (Four-Hour) vehicular volume signal warrants are intended 

to be applied where the volume of intersecting traffic is the principal reason to consider installing 

traffic signal control at an intersection. Warrant 1 is separated into Conditions A and B. According to 

the MUTCD, “the Minimum Vehicular Volume, Condition A, is intended for application at locations 

where a large volume of intersection traffic is the principal reason to consider installing a traffic control 

signal.” The MUTCD also sets forth guidelines for Condition B, stating “the Interruption of 

Continuous Traffic, Condition B is intended for application at locations where Condition A is not 

satisfied and where the traffic volume on a major street is so heavy that traffic on a minor intersecting 

street suffers excessive delay or conflict in entering or crossing the major street. In order for this 

warrant to be met, minimum vehicular volumes for the major street and minor street, found in Table 

4C-1 of the MUTCD, must be exceeded. If any one condition is satisfied, Warrant 1 is met.  

To satisfy Warrant 2, the plotted points representing the hourly volumes on the major street and minor 

street intersection approaches during any four hours of an average weekday must fall above the 

applicable curve in Figure 4C-2 of the MUTCD. 

The Warrant 3 (Peak Hour) vehicular volume signal warrant is intended for use at a location where 

traffic conditions are such that for a minimum of one hour of an average day, the minor-street traffic 

experiences undue delay when entering or crossing the major street. Warrant 3 is satisfied when the 

plotted point representing the total hourly traffic volume of both approaches on the major street and 

the corresponding hourly volume of the higher-volume minor street approach for one hour of an 

average day falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-4 of the MUTCD.  

Analyses for Warrants 1, 2, and 3 were performed using the adjusted 2021 Existing, 2028 No Build, 

and 2028 Build traffic volumes at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard. The results of the signal warrant analysis are provided in Exhibit 12, Appendix P, and a 

summary of the results of the signal warrant analysis is shown in Table 5-8. 
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Table 5-8, Traffic Signal Warrant Summary 

Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard 

Warrant 1: 

Eight-Hour 

Warrant 2: 

Four-Hour 

Warrant 3: 

Peak Hour 

2021 Existing    

2028 No Build    

2028 Build    

 

According to the warrant analysis results, the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore 

Rice Boulevard warrants the installation of a traffic signal based on Warrants 1 and 2 under 2028 No 

Build conditions, independent of the proposed project. 

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent proposes to fund the construction of a 

fully actuated traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard to mitigate congestion. It is anticipated that the signal will operate with three phases: one 

vehicle phase for eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard and westbound Braley Road, one vehicle phase 

for northbound Phillips Road and southbound Braley Road, and an exclusive pedestrian phase. It is 

anticipated that marked crosswalks will be provided across the northern and eastern Braley Road legs 

of the intersection, as there is no sidewalk on the southwest corner of the intersection. The results of 

the signalized intersection capacity analyses for the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard are presented in Table 5-9 below and in Exhibit 12, Appendix Q. 
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Table 5-9, Capacity Analysis Results with Mitigation 

 

 

The intersection of Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road is currently unsignalized 

but is proposed to be signalized as potential mitigation for the proposed project.  As shown in Table 

5-9, operations for the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard left-turn/through movement are projected 

to improve from LOS F to LOS B during the weekday school dismissal peak hour and from LOS E to 

LOS B during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour.  The westbound Braley Road approach is 

projected to improve from LOS F during all three peak hours reviewed to LOS B during the weekday 

morning peak hour, LOS E during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and LOS C 

during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour.  Operations along the northbound Phillips Road 

approach are projected to operate at LOS C or better during all three peak hours reviewed.  Operations 

along the southbound Braley Road approach are projected to worsen compared with unsignalized 

conditions, operating at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS E during the weekday 

afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours. The degradation in LOS for the southbound 

Peak

Intersection Period LOS1 Delay2 V/C3 LOS Delay V/C

Braley Road/ EB LT AM C 17.4 0.49 A 8.2 0.27

Theodore Rice Boulevard at School F 82.6 1.09 B 14.0 0.49

Phillips Road PM E 46.9 0.88 B 13.1 0.44

R AM B 10.3 0.07 A 1.1 0.04

School B 11.6 0.14 A 3.8 0.07

PM B 10.8 0.08 A 2.4 0.05

WB LTR AM F 141.7 1.22 B 19.0 0.81

School F 128.5 1.20 E 58.0 1.00

PM F 68.0 0.99 C 24.1 0.78

NB LTR AM B 14.8 0.38 C 22.0 0.42

School C 20.5 0.52 B 17.0 0.41

PM C 19.3 0.48 B 15.9 0.38

SB LTR AM C 18.2 0.38 D 50.4 0.84

School D 30.3 0.74 E 78.4 0.98

PM D 26.5 0.67 E 78.7 0.98

AM F 80.2 n/a C 23.0 0.82

School F 78.5 n/a D 41.5 0.92

PM E 45.1 n/a C 30.2 0.84

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio (Intersection capacity utilization reported for overall)

Overall

Movement

2028 Build

2028 Build with 

Mitigation



 

120 

 

approach is primarily due to the change from all-way STOP control, where each approach is given 

equal priority, to traffic signal control, where the higher-volume eastbound and westbound approaches 

are given more green time. Overall intersection operations are projected to improve from LOS F during 

the weekday morning and afternoon school dismissal peak hours and LOS E during the weekday 

afternoon commuter peak hour under unsignalized conditions to LOS C during the weekday morning 

peak hour, LOS D during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and LOS C during the 

weekday afternoon commuter peak hour under signalized conditions. Based on the analyses presented, 

signalization mitigates project generated impacts to the greatest extent feasible and satisfies the 

MassDOT Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines. 

Braley Road at Route 140 Ramps 

As indicated in the Traffic Operations Analysis section above, the addition of project generated trips 

at the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound and Southbound Ramps increases 

average vehicle delay and v/c ratios on the STOP-controlled ramp movements, which already operate 

at LOS F under existing conditions. 95th percentile queues on the ramps are projected to increase by 

a maximum of 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) on the Route 140 

northbound ramp, and a maximum of 3 feet on the Route 140 southbound ramp with the addition of 

project generated trips. As the incremental impact on the Route 140 ramps due to the proposed project 

is minimal and the installation of traffic signals at the intersections of Braley Road with the Route 140 

ramps would adversely impact currently uncontrolled traffic on the eastbound and westbound Braley 

Road approaches, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce project generated impacts at the Route 140 

ramp intersections. 

Transportation Demand Management 

A Transportation Demand management (TDM) plan is proposed to further mitigate the project’s traffic 

impacts to the surrounding roadway network. These measures are anticipated to reduce single 

occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips among employees, and to encourage the use of alternative modes of 

transportation to the site, the project Proponent is proposing to apply the following TDM measures: 

• Providing opportunities for employees to participate in transit subsidy or reimbursement 

programs.  

• Informing employees of nearby transit stops and bicycle and pedestrian amenities.  

• Coordinate with SRTA to consider revising existing transit service to better service the project 

site.   

• Implementing a carpool system among employees. 

• Direct deposit offered to employees. 

• Providing preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.  

• Providing incentives to encourage bicycle ridership to the site, such as bike racks and other 

storage facilities on site.  

• Subject to request and subsequent approval by the City of New Bedford and New Bedford 

Business Park, providing striped bicycle lanes along Duchaine Boulevard and shared bicycle 
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markings along Theodore Rice Boulevard to provide connectivity to the existing bicycle 

amenities along Braley Road.  

5.8 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Phase 2 of the proposed project consists of expanding the existing facility at 100 Duchaine Boulevard 

to accommodate a receiving capacity of approximately 1,500 tons per day (tpd) of solid waste. The 

site is currently utilizing the existing buildings on the site to process plastic, aluminium, and recyclable 

glass as part of Phase 1 of the project. The site is proposed to be accessed via the existing site driveway 

on Duchaine Boulevard, which leads to an internal one-way loop roadway surrounding the proposed 

facility.  

The estimated trip generation for Phase 2 incorporated several assumptions to present a conservative 

analysis, including no reduction in trips for backhauls or outbound material being transported by rail. 

In addition, the traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids facility has remained in this 

study although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed. Based on these assumptions, 

Phase 2 of the proposed project is expected to generate a total of 59 vehicle trips (17 entering and 42 

exiting) during the weekday morning peak hour, 59 vehicle trips (17 entering and 42 exiting) during 

the school dismissal peak hour, and 59 vehicle trips (17 entering and 42 exiting) during the weekday 

afternoon peak hour. Over the course of a typical weekday, Phase 2 of the proposed project is estimated 

to result in approximately 478 total vehicle trips, including facility employee commuting (239 entering 

and 239 exiting).   

Based on the capacity analysis results, the approaches under stop control at the Route 140 off-ramps 

onto Braley Road and at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard 

operate over capacity and with high delays under the 2021 Base conditions. These movements carry a 

majority of the traffic accessing the industrial park on Duchaine Boulevard during the peak hours.  The 

proposed project would result in minor increases in delay on these over-capacity movements within 

the study area. 

Based on the MUTCD traffic signal warrant analysis, the installation of a traffic signal at the 

intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard is warranted under 2021 

Existing traffic volumes independent of the project, as a result of existing development in the area. 

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent proposes to fund the construction of a 

fully actuated traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard to mitigate congestion experienced under existing conditions. With the installation of a 

traffic signal, overall intersection operations are projected to improve from LOS F to LOS C during 

the weekday morning peak hour, from LOS F to LOS D during the weekday afternoon school dismissal 

peak hour, and from LOS E to LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. In addition, 

the Proponent will consider Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures and will allocate 

up to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial Vehicle Exclusion study for Phillips Road from Route 140 

to Braley Road should the City of New Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE through MassDOT.  
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Based on the analyses presented, the proposed mitigation measures mitigate project generated impacts 

to the greatest extent feasible and satisfies the MassDOT Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines. 

Additionally, it is our opinion that the traffic impacts of the proposed development of this solid waste 

facility located at 100 Duchaine Boulevard do not constitute a danger to the public health, safety, or 

the environment with consideration to traffic congestion, pedestrian, and vehicular safety, and 

roadway configuration. 
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6.0 Revised Noise Analysis 

This revised noise analysis documents how the project's noise impacts will be mitigated to the 

maximum extent practical.  It evaluates a full set of potential noise control measures, and provides 

greater detail as to how the Proponent will adopt all mitigation measures that are technologically and 

economically feasible. This revised analysis summarizes and updates information provided in prior 

MEPA filings9 and addresses the noise level impacts associated with project changes since the FEIR.  

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of each measure, computer noise modeling was used to present 

impacts with and without mitigation measures. 

6.1 Project Description 

Project operations as described in prior filings can generate sound from multiple sources, including 

noise from trucks, rail related operations, front-end loaders, material tipping, processing and loading, 

and building ventilation fans.  The most notable change since the FEIR is the removal of the biosolids 

facility from the project, and the associated revisions to the site plans, as described in Section 2.2.1 

of this NPC-SFEIR.   

6.2 Sound Metrics 

As described in prior filings, sound levels are measured using the logarithmic decibel (dB) scale, and 

the A-weighting network is used to convert sounds of different frequencies to an overall sound level 

as perceived by the human ear.  The L90 is the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the time during 

the measurement period, and the Leq is the equivalent level – the level of a hypothetical steady sound 

that would have the same energy as the actual fluctuating sound observed.  Day-night average noise 

level (DNL) is the energy average of A-weighted decibels (dBA) sound level over a 24-hour period. 

DNL includes an adjustment factor for noise between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. to account for the greater 

sensitivity of most people to noise during the night. The effect of nighttime adjustment is that one 

nighttime event is equivalent to 10 similar events during the daytime. 

6.3 Noise Regulations 

MassDEP regulates noise through 310 CMR 7.10, which requires facility owners/operators to take 

necessary precautions to prevent emissions from the source of sound that may cause noise, and 

through 310 CMR 7.11, which states that motor vehicles must comply with pertinent regulations of 

the Registry of Motor Vehicles relative to sound emissions.  The February 1, 1990 policy document 

from the Department of Environmental Quality Engineering (the predecessor to MassDEP) states that 

a source of sound will be considered to be violating 310 CMR 7.10 if the source increases the 

broadband sound level by more than 10 dB(A) above ambient or produces a "pure tone" condition.  

The 1990 policy document states that ambient is the A-weighted L90 during equipment operating 

 
9 Noise is described in EENF Feb 2019 Appendix D; DEIR Nov 2019 Page 90 et. seq. and Attachment 13; and FEIR Jan 

2021 Section 6.   
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hours, but may also be established by other means with the consent of the Department.  This 1990 

policy applies to enforcement of compliance with 310 CMR 7.10. 

During the future permitting tasks such as the MassDEP site suitability permitting process (310 CMR 

16.00) and design phase (MassDEP Authorization to Construct [ATC] – 310 CMR 19.000), the 

Proponent will provide relevant information and plans including environmental controls that will be 

used and/or procedures to be followed that will prevent public nuisances including noise.  The site 

suitability criteria prohibit the establishment or operation of any facility which would result in 

nuisance conditions which would constitute a danger to the public health, safety or the environment 

taking into consideration noise. 

Federal law preempts state and local governments from regulating the sound of trucks making 

deliveries to a commercial site under the Noise Control Act of 1972 and the Surface Transportation 

Assistance Act of 1982. USEPA regulates railroad emissions in standards published at 40 CFR 201: 

Noise Emission Standards for Transportation Equipment: Interstate Rail Carriers. 

6.4 Existing Sound Levels 

As described in prior filings, an existing sound level survey was conducted, with short-term readings 

taken at two offsite locations and long-term readings taken at two on-site locations.  Only the long-

term location (CM-1) that was most conservative and most representative of residential receptors was 

used to establish the ambient sound level.  Insect noise was filtered out.   

In order to accurately represent the data when activities at the Facility could have time restrictions, 

the ambient data was processed hourly to allow for ease of comparison to Project related sound levels.  

For each hour the lowest hourly L90 data point across 7 days of readings was determined. 

6.5 Sound Modeling Methodology 

The noise impacts associated with the proposed Project were predicted using the CadnaA noise 

calculation software developed by DataKustik GmbH. This software uses the ISO 9613-2 

international standard for sound propagation (Acoustics - Attenuation of sound during propagation 

outdoors - Part 2: General method of calculation). This software provides a refined set of 

computations that takes into consideration topography, ground attenuation, building reflections, drop-

off with distance, and atmospheric absorption. The CadnaA software allows for octave-band 

calculation of sound from multiple sources as well as computation of diffraction. 

Inputs and significant parameters employed in the model are described below: 

• Site Plan: The Project Site Plan provided the locations and dimensions of key inputs into the 

model such as site buildings, and rail spur locations. 

• Modeling Locations: Sound level modeling was conducted at five residential locations RES-

1 through RES-5. Residential modeling locations 1 through 4 are representative of the closest 

residential property lines to the northeast, east, and southeast of the Project. The Proponent 

has purchased two of the newly built houses located on the west side of Phillips Road to the 

southeast of the site, and therefore Receptor RES-4 has been placed at the closest residential 
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property line not owned by the Project to the southeast. The five residential modeling locations 

are shown in Figure 6-1. All receptors were modeled with a height of 5 feet above ground 

level (AGL) to mimic the ears of a typical standing observer 

• Terrain Elevation: Elevation contours for the modeling domain were directly imported into 

CadnaA which allowed for consideration of terrain shielding where appropriate. The terrain 

height contours for the modeling domain were generated from elevation information derived 

from the National Elevation Dataset (NED) developed by the U.S. Geological Survey. 

• Source Sound Levels: Broadband and octave-band sound power levels (when available) for 

the potential noise sources for the Project were input in the model. 

• Meteorological Conditions: A temperature of 10°C (50°F) and a relative humidity of 70% was 

assumed in the model. 

• Ground Attenuation: Spectral ground absorption was calculated using a G-factor of 0 for the 

Project site which corresponds to “hard ground”. For all other offsite areas, a G-factor of 0.5 

was used which corresponds to “mixed ground”. 

• Directivity: A directivity correction was applied to the baghouse exhaust stack serving the 

glass building.    

6.6 Sound Source Inputs 

Modeled sound sources are shown on Figure 6-1.  Each source of sound is described below, along 

with the type of source, sound levels with and without proposed mitigation, and an identification of 

the controls that were considered but deemed infeasible.   

Since the FEIR, the following noise sources were eliminated from the Project analysis: biosolids 

rooftop fans; biofilter fan; biofilter stack; cooling towers (all no longer proposed).  
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Figure 6-1, Sound Modeling - Source and Receptor Locations 
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1. Sound Source: Rooftop Exhaust Fans – The model includes seven (7) rooftop exhaust fans with 

four on the MSW tipping building, and three (3) on the MSW processing building. 

Type of Sound Source: Continuous 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 94 dBA per fan  

Proposed noise mitigation: Final design will achieve a 5 dBA sound level reduction. These 

sound levels could be achieved by using quieter fans, rooftop barriers, or fan silencers.  

Quieter fans would use low-noise motors; decreased fan tip speed; vibration controls; and 

low-noise fan blade design.  Rooftop barriers would direct sound away from residences.  

Silencers would baffle the exhaust to reduce the exhaust sound.   

Sound Power Level with source reduction: 89 dBA per fan  

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: Because of diminishing returns 

associated with layered, incremental sound mitigation measures, reductions beyond 5 dBA 

per fan are unlikely using low-sound fans, barriers, or silencers.  Further reductions are not 

feasible without reducing the ability of the fans to perform the required air exchanges.  Larger 

or more numerous fans would be required.  The overall sound produced by the larger or more 

numerous fans would not have sound pressure levels significantly lower than the proposed 

configuration, because there would be larger/more numerous sound generating sources.  To a 

large extent, the amount of sound generated is a function of the amount of air that must be 

moved, and that amount of air cannot be reduced without impacting worker safety, worker 

comfort, and proper facility operation.  Additionally, space constraints may prevent the use of 

larger or more numerous fans, and having larger openings or more openings may create a 

situation where in-building noise can escape in amounts that could contribute to overall 

Project sound impacts.  As discussed below, further reductions would need to be made to each 

continuous source to have a noticeable effect at residences.   

Diagnostic modeling was performed to confirm that the use of more numerous, quieter fans 

would not significantly decrease Project sound impacts at the residential receptors. 

2. Sound Source: Loading Bay Doors – The model includes three (3) open loading bays on the west 

side of the MSW building. These bay doors are input into the model as vertical area sources to 

represent sound being emitted through the openings. These loading bay doors represent the sounds 

from a front end loader (MSW tipping/dumping/moving) that is occurring inside the building. 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 110 dBA 

Proposed Sound Mitigation: Use of an industrial-zoned site, location of the buildings away 

from receptors, orientation of the door openings to face away from receptors. 

Sound Level with source reduction: No numeric reduction, but modeled impacts account for 

building location & orientation. 
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Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: Closing doors is a feasible and 

effective mitigation strategy that the Proponent will use whenever possible.  The sound level 

assessment is conducted assuming the doors are open because the Proponent cannot commit 

to keeping the doors closed in all conditions.  Movement of material and equipment into and 

out of the buildings will require use of the doors.  As such, this analysis takes the most 

conservative approach. 

3. Sound Source: Baghouse intake – One (1) ventilation opening is included in the model on the 

west side of the glass building. This source represents the ventilation intake for the baghouse 

system on the glass building. 

Type of Sound Source: Continuous 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 110 dBA 

Proposed Sound Mitigation: Use of an acoustic louvered intake to provide baffling for noise 

reduction while still allowing needed airflow. 

Sound Power Level with source reduction: 95 dBA 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: While a larger, more extensive 

acoustic louver could be used (with a larger associated building opening to allow sufficient 

airflow), its use would not be a feasible noise mitigation measure because reducing baghouse 

intake noise would not significantly reduce overall Project sound levels at residences.  

Diagnostic modeling was used to confirm that a larger baffled louver would not significantly 

decrease overall Project sound levels at residences. 

4. Sound Source: Baghouse exhaust – The baghouse exhaust is modeled as two (2) fans fed into the 

same stack. This source represents the ventilation exhaust for the baghouse system on the glass 

building.   

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 90 dBA  

Proposed Sound Mitigation: The model assumes minimal duct losses as well as an additional 

2 dBA reduction from noise controls such as a stack silencer. 

Sound Power Level with source reduction: 88 dBA 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: While a larger silencer could be 

used (possibly with a larger blower to overcome the increased pressure drop), its use would 

not be a feasible noise mitigation measure because reducing baghouse exhaust noise would 

not significantly reduce overall Project sound levels at residences.  Diagnostic modeling was 

used to confirm that a larger silencer would not significantly decrease overall Project sound 

levels at residences. 

5. Sound Source: Idling locomotive – A rail locomotive is modeled at the closest location to the 

residences along the rail line where a locomotive engine could travel for the pickup and drop off 

of railcars.   
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Type of Sound Source: Intermittent.  The locomotive will idle for a few minutes during 

delivery and pickup of railcars.  Note that the facility has committed to the use of an electric 

railcar mover.  By using the railcar mover to properly stage railcars prior to pick-up, the 

locomotive on-site residency time will be reduced to the minimum amount feasible. 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 107 dBA  

Proposed Sound Mitigation: The locomotive equipment has been sited to the west side of the 

project to minimize sound related impacts on residence to the east.  Avoiding at-grade 

crossings eliminates the need for bells at the crossing, and the need for bell, horn, or whistle 

use on the locomotive.  Mass Coastal Railroad has indicated that it expects to service the site 

once per day typically between 10:00 AM and 11:00 AM, up to 6 days per week depending 

on demand.  Idling locomotive operation will be restricted to the hours of 5:00 AM to 9:00 

PM.   

Sound Power Level with source reduction: No numeric reduction, but modeled impacts 

account for the locomotive location on-site, and the placement of buildings. 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: Locomotive engine noise is 

regulated federally by 40 CFR 201.  The Proponent will not own the locomotives, and by the 

nature of interstate rail operations different locomotives will deliver and pick up from the 

Proponent facility.  It is therefore not feasible to install additional noise controls on the 

locomotives, beyond what is required by federal regulation. Additionally, the Proponent’s 

proposed electric railcar mover has the ability to: 

1. Couple railcars at a very slow speed to reduce coupling sound impacts 

2. Stage and couple railcars together to reduce on-site locomotive time 

3. Stage and couple railcars together to increase the distance between the locomotive and 

the residential receptors. 

The potential use of noise barriers (sound walls) was reviewed in detail.  Noise barriers are 

most effective when placed close to the source of sound, or close to the receptor.  Noise 

barriers closer to the locomotive are infeasible because they would impede safe access to 

operations, and because actual locomotive location will vary from delivery to delivery.  Noise 

barriers near the residences (discussed in more detail below) would not be viable, as they 

would reflect existing Phillip’s Road noise back at the residences. 

The remaining noise barrier option would be a wall at the end of the rail spur, extending to 

the north at approximately the location of the formerly-proposed biosolids building.  To be 

effective at reducing locomotive noise, a barrier would need to be at least 30 feet tall 

(diagnostic modeling confirmed a 25-foot barrier would not significantly reduce impacts).  To 

reduce noise along the length of the Phillips Road, the barrier would need to be at least 650 

feet long.  Based on diagnostic modeling such a noise barrier would reduce locomotive 

impacts at residential receptors by up to 7 dBA.  The option is not a feasible noise reduction 
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measure because, while it would reduce rail yard noise during the brief periods when the 

locomotive is on-site (by reflecting locomotive noise away from the residences) it would 

increase truck traffic noise from the industrial roads surrounding the facility (by reflecting 

truck noise towards the residences).  Locomotive activity is expected once per day, during 

daytime hours, for between five and twenty minutes.  In contrast the road is used by 

Eversource trucks at all hours. Since truck traffic (including existing Eversource traffic) is 

more common than locomotive traffic, the noise barrier would likely serve to increase overall 

noise impacts at the residences. 

6. Sound Source: Backup alarm – Truck backup alarm operating at the west side of the MSW 

building. 

Type of Sound Source: Intermittent 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 109 dBA 

Proposed Sound Mitigation: The MSW truck unloading has been sited to the west side of the 

project to minimize sound related impacts on residences to the east.  The site is oriented so 

that buildings form a noise barrier between the location of the reversing MSW truck and the 

residences.  The glass unloading was designed as a “drive forward” delivery system, 

eliminating backup alarms as a noise source at that location. 

Sound Level with source reduction: No numeric reduction, but modeled impacts account for 

the location on-site, and the placement of buildings. 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: Site and operational constraints 

prevent the arrangement of the MSW unloading to avoid having trucks reverse direction (and 

avoid using backup beepers).  This in commonplace in almost all solid waste handling 

facilities in the Commonwealth.  The Proponent will not own the MSW trucks, and cannot 

mandate installation of “white noise” or similar technologies to reduce beeper noise.  While 

there are limited situations where it is legal to disable the backup beeper on a truck, the beepers 

are serving an important on-site safety function (to avoid accidents), and trucks are typically 

not equipped with the ability to defeat the beeper alarm.  The use of more or larger barriers is 

infeasible because they would not significantly reduce sound impacts at the residences – sound 

would travel over the top or around the barriers.  Note that the Proponent will commit to white 

noise or squawking back-up alarms for their on-site heavy equipment including the railcar 

mover. 

7. Sound Source: Railcar pusher –the Proponent will operate a rail car mover to move rail cars along 

the on-site rail side tracks to facilitate loading and shipment.  

Type of Sound Source: Intermittent 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 116 dBA (diesel-powered) 

Proposed Sound Mitigation: the Proponent proposed to use an electric railcar pusher, 

eliminating engine noise. 



 

131 

 

Sound Level with source reduction: Insignificant, that is, remaining sound from the electric 

railcar pusher is ten decibels or more quieter than other on-site sources.  Because the decibel 

scale is logarithmic, a sound source that is more than 10 decibels quieter than other sources 

will not contribute to overall total project sound levels. 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: No additional controls are feasible, 

as the source already has no contribution to offsite sound levels. 

8. Sound Source: Railcar coupling – Connecting two railcars together creates an instantaneous sound 

as the mechanical connection is established. Acoustic modeling of railcar coupling was included 

in the analysis in order to provide context of the sound level impacts experienced in the 

surrounding areas during these events. The Surface Transportation Board (STB) presents acoustic 

modeling parameters and thresholds10 for rail facility noise projections and analysis. The 

equations presented in this STB document were used to calculate DNL sound level of railcar 

coupling, which was then converted to a sound power level and input to the acoustic model. 

Type of Sound Source: Intermittent 

Sound Power Level without source reduction: 105 dBA   

Proposed Sound Mitigation: Reduced-speed coupling, facilitated by the use of an electric 

railcar pusher instead of a diesel pusher.   

Sound Power Level with source reduction: 95 dBA   

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: Further reductions in coupling 

speed are infeasible because there is a minimum speed that will allow the railcar coupler 

system to function.  If coupling occurs too slowly the knuckle elements will not push past 

each other to create the connection.  The Proponent will use existing railcar rolling stock, will 

not own the railcars used, and will have no opportunity to engineer or implement any 

alternative railcar connection system.   

For the same reasons as discussed for locomotive noise above, the use of noise barriers is not 

feasible.  Barriers would not be safe if placed close to the rail operation, and barriers placed 

further away would reflect existing truck noise towards the residences.  

9. Sound Source: Truck traffic – As described in Attachment 13, Section 8 of the DEIR, the noise 

impacts associated with on-site truck activity of the proposed Project were predicted using the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), Version 2.5.  The peak 

traffic hour (worst-case) of proposed on-site trucking activity was compared to the existing peak 

traffic hour sound level due to current trucking activity at the Project Site, with sound levels 

calculated by the model. 

 
10 Surface Transportation Board Environmental Assessment, Norfolk Southern Railway Company, Pan Am Railways, 

Inc., et al. – Joint Control and Operating/Pooling Agreements-Pan Am Southern, LLC In NY, NH, VT, MA and CT. 

Appendix D, November 2008. 
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Type of sound source: Mobile 

Proposed Sound Mitigation: Use of an existing industrially-zoned site, routing of truck traffic 

away from residential areas, use of rail transport to reduce total truck trips.  Use of a speed 

limit and location of weigh scales on the west side of the property to minimize sound from 

trucking operations.  The proposed Project is expected to accept truck deliveries from 6 AM 

until 7 PM Monday through Friday and from 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays. 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: Further speed restrictions were 

determined to be infeasible because they would prevent the efficient movement of material 

into and out of the site, and would increase the chances of unnecessary queuing and idling.  

There is insufficient room for roadside barrier walls at key locations, and the use of barrier 

walls at some locations would create sightline-related safety issues.  The Proponent will not 

own or operate the trucks, and cannot mandate sound mitigation retrofits beyond compliance 

with federal and state transportation requirements. 

10. Sound Source: Other facility noise – Other facility noise will include indoor material handling, 

HVAC for conditioned spaces, worker commutes, and general employee activity on-site. 

Proposed mitigations:  Use of an existing industrially-zoned site, routing of traffic away from 

residential areas, use a speed limit, use of buildings to mitigate material handling noise, 

specification of low-noise ancillary equipment where needed to ensure that sound will not 

contribute to total facility sound.  The Proponent expects no tailgate “slamming” activity (as 

deliveries will use roll-off, packer, and live-floor trailers).   

Sound Level with source reduction: Insignificant, that is, remaining sound from other facility 

noise is ten decibels or more quieter than other on-site sources.  Because the decibel scale is 

logarithmic, a sound source that is more than 10 decibels quieter than other sources will not 

contribute to overall total project sound levels. 

Other controls that were considered but deemed infeasible: No additional controls are feasible, 

as the sources already have no contribution to offsite sound levels. 

6.7 Opportunities to Mitigate Overall Facility Noise 

During this sound assessment, the Proponent had already identified and mitigated a number of sources 

that had “stand-out” contributions to overall modeled sound levels at nearby receptors.  The resulting 

sound impacts are now from a cumulative contribution of many sources.  Because sound source 

contributions are added logarithmically and not arithmetically, reducing total sound impacts any 

further to achieve an overall net reduction would require a significant reduction in the sound impacts 

of each and every continuous contributing source.  In addition to addressing noise mitigation source-

by-source, the Proponent reviewed opportunities to reduce overall sound levels.  

• Placing the entire operation in a very large enclosure is not feasible, because entrance/egress 

requirements (including fire access/emergency vehicle access) would require multiple large 

openings where sound would escape, and the very large building ventilation requirements 
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would require the use of very large fans, which would create their own noise impacts.  

Building a very large building would also have its own environmental and community 

impacts, and would likely be impermissible based on zoning, wetland, and stormwater 

regulations. 

• A continuous barrier wall along the residential property line would not benefit surrounding 

receptors.  A barrier along Phillip’s Road would likely increase noise at the residences by 

reflecting existing Phillips Road traffic noise back at the residences. 

6.8 Sound Modeling Results 

As requested by MassDEP, the table below provides cumulative noise impacts including intermittent 

and continuous noise sources, and evaluates sound impacts both with and without mitigation to 

demonstrate the effectiveness of proposed sound mitigation controls.  Note that for the “without 

mitigation” cases some mitigation (such as building orientation) cannot reasonably be removed from 

the model. 
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Modeling Receptor ID 

RES-1 RES-2 RES-3 RES-4 
Property 

Line  

Project sound without mitigation - continuous 

sources 
39 43 41 40 44 

Project sound without mitigation - continuous 

sources plus backup beepers 
39 43 41 40 44 

Project sound without mitigation - continuous 

sources plus idling locomotive 
47 48 43 40 49 

Project sound without mitigation - continuous 

sources plus diesel pusher & railcar coupling 
57 58 58 56 59 

Project sound with mitigation - continuous 

sources 
34 36 35 31 36 

Project sound with mitigation - continuous 

sources plus backup beepers 
34 36 35 31 36 

Project sound with mitigation - continuous 

sources plus idling locomotive 
47 47 41 32 47 

Project sound with mitigation - continuous 

sources plus railcar coupling 
38 40 40 37 40 

 

Section 8.0 of Attachment 13 to the DEIR presented the results of truck activity modeling using the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM), Version 2.5.  The peak traffic 

hour (worst-case) of proposed on-site trucking activity was compared to the existing peak traffic hour 

sound level due to current trucking activity at the Project Site.  All predicted sound levels are below 

the 66 dBA FHWA criteria for residences at the residential receptors. Incremental increases at all 

receptors are all below the MassDOT 10-dBA significance threshold. 
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Predicted Existing and Future Truck Traffic Sound Levels at Residential Receptors 

Modelling 

Location 

ID 

Existing 

Peak-Hour 

Sound Level 

(dBA) 

Future Peak-Hour 

Sound Level 

(dBA) 

Incremental 

Increase Over 

Existing (dBA) 

FHWA Residential 

Noise Abatement 

Criterion (dBA) 

RES-1 46 48 2 66 

RES-2 49 52 3 66 

RES-3 50 52 2 66 

RES-4 49 52 3 66 

 

The form of the mobile source modeling is not compatible with the form of the stationary source 

modeling and it is inappropriate to add the two different results. 

For context Figure 6-2 provides common indoor and outdoor sound levels. 
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Figure 6-2, Common Indoor and Outdoor Sound Levels 
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7.0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The Proponent is taking strong, practical steps to reduce fossil fuel usage while achieving Project 

objectives to provide a vital glass and solid waste recycling facility. It should be noted that the 

Proponent’s goal is to preserve natural resources through recycling.  As part of the design, the facility 

will create a positive impact with respect to greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions, not only through 

mitigation measures, but also through consolidation, recycling, and transportation efficiencies which 

have not been calculated as part of our analysis.  As such our calculations are conservative.  As 

described in this Section and in the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) GHG Section, the 

Project’s building envelope and mechanical systems are being designed to minimize energy use to 

the maximum extent practicable, and with an understanding of the need to reduce carbon emissions. 

7.1 Introduction 

The FEIR Greenhouse Gas (GHG) analysis quantified the GHG emissions that would be generated 

by the operation of the Project, and options that may reduce those emissions in accordance with the 

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) GHG Policy. 

The GHG analysis focused on emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2). As noted in the GHG Policy, 

although there are other GHGs, CO2 is the predominant contributor to global warming. Furthermore, 

CO2 is by far the predominant GHG emitted from the types of sources related to this Project, and 

CO2 emissions can be calculated for these source types with readily available data. 

GHG emissions sources can be categorized into two groups: (1) stationary sources, or emissions 

related to structures and equipment that are stationary on the site; and (2) mobile sources, or emissions 

related to transportation. Stationary sources can be further broken down into direct sources and 

indirect sources; direct sources include GHG emissions from on-site fuel combustion, and indirect 

sources include GHG emissions associated with electricity and other forms of energy that are 

imported from off-site power plants via the regional electrical grid for use on-site.  

The FEIR Certificate included comments from the MEPA Office and the Department of Energy 

Resources (DOER). In this continuation of the GHG analysis, these comments are addressed. 

7.2 Project Update 

The FEIR Project included three conditioned spaces: the Glass Processing Building - Glass 

Processing Section (27,500 sf), the Glass Processing Building - Bunker Building Section (23,320), 

and the Biosolids Building (30,000). The Biosolids Building has been removed from the Project. 

There are two remaining conditioned buildings. They are: 

1. The Glass Processing Building, Glass Processing Section (27,500 sf) 

2. The Glass Processing Building, Bunker Building Section (23,320 sf) 

The Glass Processing Section of the Glass Processing Building (27,500 sf) was initially granted a 

Phase 1 waiver by the MEPA office. This building was completed 2 years ago. Please refer to 
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Attachment 7-1 for a copy of the Certificate of Occupancy dated 1/15/20. The Bunker Building 

Section of the Glass Processing Building has recently broken ground. 

7.3 Code Compliance 

7.3.1 C406 Energy Enhancements 

The Glass Processing Section was completed prior to the new code taking effect. As such, it only 

requires two C406 efficiency measures. As detailed in the FEIR submittal, these are lighting power 

density reduction and on-site PV. These measures were incorporated into both the baseline and 

proposed calculations. Energy calculations for this Section remain unchanged from the FEIR. 

The Bunker Building Section is presently under construction. In addition to the lighting power density 

reduction and on-site PV measures, a third C406 efficiency measure is required by code. The bunker 

Building Section will be constructed with R-30 metal panels and no windows. It surpasses a code 

envelope by 45%. As such, the envelop performance will satisfy the third C406 measure. Please refer 

to Attachments 7-2 and 7-3 for a Bunker Building wall section and backstop calculation. 

7.3.2 Glass Processing Section Roof 

The Glass Processing Section was constructed without the code-required R-11 liner system. The 

Proponent has committed to adding the liner system to the completed roof. The Bunker Building 

Section will also include this liner system. 

7.4 Mechanical Systems Update 

7.4.1 Electric Space Heating 

The FEIR contained a detailed study of air-source heat pumps (ASHP) for space heating. After careful 

consideration of the added costs and energy benefits, the Proponent has decided to employ ASHP 

heating for the Bunker Building Section.  This will reduce the Bunker Building GHG emissions by 

approximately 14 tons annually. 

As described above, the Glass Processing Section was completed close to two years ago. This building 

has been built utilizing high efficiency gas heaters. This building is 27,000 sf and is only heated to 50 

degrees. As indicated in the FEIR ASHP study, minimal GHG reduction is associated with ASHPs in 

this space. The cost to replace this relatively new system would be financially infeasible. The 

Proponent will evaluate the option of installing ASHP heat when the current system is due for 

replacement. 

For reference, the heat pump analysis has been included as Exhibit 13. 

7.4.2 Energy Recovery Ventilation 

The Project team has evaluated options for incorporating energy recovery ventilation (ERV) into the 

Project. These scenarios have been studied. The proposed case (heat pump heating without ERV) and 

the alternative (heat pump with ERV) models were adjusted to account for the 2,800 CFM of 

ventilation included in the proposed design. Because the building is only conditioned to 50 degrees, 

the energy savings are estimated to be only 6.5 MWh annually. 
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Constructability and operational issues arise when an ERV system is designed in an unducted space. 

In order to achieve adequate air changes, the preheated outside air would need to be run in a duct 

across the ceiling to the opposite side of the bunker. Ductwork in this particular environment becomes 

an operational hazard in a space where recyclables are being moved around by machinery such as 

loaders and excavators. In addition to logistical limitations, a system such as this is costly. 

The energy savings and simple payback for the ERV system is shown in the table below. The added 

cost of the ERV system is estimated to be $14,210 plus $60,000 for ductwork. This results in a 

payback of 51 years, which would generally far exceed the life of the component. 

 

 

 

 

While the Proponent recognizes the benefit this system provides, the proponent cannot commit to this 

technology at this time based on cost and operational considerations. 

7.4.3 Electric Hot Water 

While there are existing bathrooms at the site, there are no new bathrooms being constructed as part 

of this project.  Note that the Proponent anticipates replacing these existing hot water heaters with 

high efficiency electric heaters when they are replaced at a future date.  

7.5 Project GHG Summary 

Table 7-1 below presents a composite of project GHG emissions profiles of the Baseline and Proposed 

cases as presented in the FEIR. 

Table 7-1, FEIR Project GHG Emissions Summary 

  Baseline Proposed Difference 

 tons/yr % 

Glass Handling 

(Processing and handling) 
547 523 24 -4.4 

MSW 502 473 30 -6.0 

Biosolids 10,784 10,758 25 -0.2 

Total Buildings 11,833 11,754 79 -0.7 

Mobile Sources 1,721 1,721 - - 

On-site renewable energy  -907   

 

Table 7-2 below presents an updated composite of project GHG emissions profiles of the Baseline 

and Proposed cases as detailed in this NPC-SFEIR. The PV estimate has been adjusted to reflect the 

falling rate of carbon attributed to grid electricity. This update reflects the removal of the Biosolids 

building and the reduction in the Glass Handling building due to the adoption of ASHP systems in 

the Glass Handling Bunker section (a decrease of 14 tons of GHG annually). The removal of the 

Annual Energy 

Savings (kWh) 

Annual Energy 

Cost Savings 

Incremental 

First Cost 

Simple Payback 

(years) 

6,547 $1,440 $74,210 51 
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Biosolids operations from the proposed development brings the projected building GHG emissions 

from 11,754 tons down to 982 tons.  Please see the table below. 

Table 7-2, NPC-SFEIR Project GHG Emissions Summary 

  Baseline Proposed Difference 

 tons/yr % 

Glass Handling 

(Processing and handling) 
547 509 38 -6.9 

MSW 502 473 30 -6.0 

Total Buildings 1,049 982 67 -6.4 

Mobile Sources 1,721 1,721 - - 

On-site renewable energy  -745*   

 *PW Watts estimates this number to be closer to -822 

 

In this narrative, the Proponent has detailed their commitments to mitigate project GHG emissions. 

As design develops further, additional technologies may be adopted. 
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7.6 Proponent’s Commitments to GHG Reduction 

The Proponent has detailed their commitments to mitigate project GHG emissions.  The Proponent is 

committed to environmental stewardship.  As design develops further, additional technologies may 

be adopted that will further decrease GHG emissions, but these are not yet ripe for selection.  The 

Proponent will encourage the continued evaluation of energy efficiency and renewable energy 

measures throughout the life of the project. 

The Proponent is committed to the following mitigation elements for the project: 

1. The installation of 1.9 MW of canopy solar PV to increase the site’s overall PV capacity to 

3.5 MW; Please note that this has now increased to a total of 4.7+ megawatts.  Refer to Figure 

2.11 for further detail. 

2. A 20% reduction over ASHRAE in lighting power density in the new buildings (glass 

handling, MSW tipping) and in the MSW processing area of the existing building; 

3. Air source heating (ASHP) for the Glass Bunker Building; 

4. High-efficiency mechanical equipment with variable frequency drives (VFDs) where 

appropriate; 

5. High-performance building envelopes; 

6. PV-Ready new construction; and  

7. Construction waste recycling. 

The proponent has included in the design of the project, all feasible GHG emissions mitigation to 

avoid, reduce, minimize, or mitigate damage to the environment.  

The proponent is committed to implementing the energy efficiency and GHG emission reduction 

measures presented in this analysis but must retain an amount of design flexibility to allow for changes 

that will inevitably occur as design progresses.  If, during project design, a specific combination of 

design strategies proves more advantageous from an engineering, economic, or space utilization 

perspective, the design of the project may vary from what has been described herein.  Energy 

performance minima and associated GHG emission reductions will be adhered to.  

As previously mentioned, the Proponent ’s goal is to preserve natural resources through recycling.  As 

part of the design, the facility will create a positive impact with respect to GHG reductions, not only 

through mitigation measures, but also through consolidation, recycling and transportation efficiencies.  

It should be noted that the materials being handled at this facility are already generated within the 

region and without this facility, materials would travel greater distances to be properly 

handled/recycled. 

Upon completion of the project, the Proponent will submit a self-certification to the MEPA Office, 

prepared in accordance with the GHG Policy.  This certification will identify the GHG mitigation 

measures incorporated into the project and will illustrate the degree of GHG reductions from a baseline 

case, as baseline is defined herein, and how such reductions are achieved.  
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8.0 Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings   

Pursuant to the FEIR Certificate, this section of the NPC-SFEIR contains a comprehensive list of all 

mitigation measures and draft Section 61 Findings for Phase 2, followed by detailed list summarizing 

all mitigation commitments being made by the Proponent. The sections that precede this one include 

additional analysis where required to support the draft Section 61 Findings. The draft Section 61 

Findings have been included to provide State Agencies assistance in the permitting process and 

issuance of final Section 61 Findings. 

8.1 Intent of Section 61 Findings 

This section was prepared to present the information required in Massachusetts General Law (MGL) 

Chapter 30, Section 61, the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) regulations (301 CMR 

11.00, section 11.12), and scope of the Final Environmental Impact Report required by the Secretary 

of Energy and Environmental Affairs. 

8.2 Regulatory Overview 

In accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, section 61, any Agency, that takes Agency Action on a Project for 

which the Secretary required an EIR, shall determine whether the Project is likely to, directly or 

indirectly, cause any Damage to the Environment and make a finding describing the Damage to the 

Environment and confirming that all feasible measures have been taken to avoid and minimize the 

Damage to the Environment. 

8.2.1 Contents of Section 61 Findings 

In all cases, the Agency shall base its Section 61 Findings on the EIR and shall specify in detail: 

all feasible measures to be taken by the Proponent, or any other Agency or Person, to avoid 

Damage to the Environment or, to the extent Damage to the Environment cannot be avoided, to 

minimize and mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent practicable. The NPC-

SFEIR is required as part of the Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

to include a separate section on mitigation measures associated with NPC-SFEIR and that this 

section also includes Draft Section 61 Findings for all state agency actions.  The Draft Section 61 

Findings shall contain a clear commitment to implement mitigation, an estimate of the individual 

costs of the proposed mitigation, identification of the parties responsible for implementing the 

mitigation, and a schedule for the implementation of mitigation.  In accordance with M.G.L. c. 

30, section 61, the reasonably foreseeable climate change impacts of a project, including its 

additional GHG emissions, and effects, such as predicted sea level rise shall be taken into 

consideration.  

8.2.2 Section 61 Findings and Agency Action 

Provided that mitigation measures are specified as conditions to or restrictions on the Agency 

Action, the Agency shall: 
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1. Make its Section 61 Findings part of the Permit, contract or other document allowing or 

approving the Agency Action, which may include additional conditions to or restrictions on 

the Project in accordance with other applicable statutes and regulations; or  

2. Refer in its Section 61 Findings to applicable sections of the relevant Permit, contract or 

other document approving or allowing the Agency Action. 

8.2.3 Proposed Section 61 Findings 

Proposed Section 61 Findings prepared by a Proponent in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07(6)(k) 

are intended to assist a Participating Agency in fulfilling its obligations in accordance with M.G.L. 

c. 30, section 61. The Proponent's preparation of Proposed Section 61 Findings shall not mean 

that a Participating Agency has made its own Section 61 Findings. Except in accordance with 301 

CMR 11.06(4) and 11.08(7), the Proponent's Proposed Section 61 Findings shall not limit an 

Agency's discretion in making its own Section 61 Findings. 

8.2.4 Filing and Distribution of Section 61 Findings 

The Proponent and a Participating Agency shall each file a copy of the Section 61 Findings with 

the Secretary, who shall publish notice of the availability of the Section 61 Findings in the next 

Environmental Monitor in accordance with 301 CMR 11.15(2), and shall each circulate copies of 

the Section 61 Findings to any Agency or Person upon request. 

8.2.5 Subject Matter Jurisdiction Limitations on Section 61 Findings: 

In the case of a Project undertaken by a Person that requires one or more Permits or a Land 

Transfer but does not involve Financial Assistance, any Participating Agency shall limit its 

Section 61 Findings, or any mitigation measures specified as conditions to or restrictions on the 

Agency Action, to those aspects of the Project that are within the subject matter of any required 

Permit or within the area subject to a Land Transfer. 

8.3 FEIR Section 61 Findings Requirements 

As stipulated by EOEEA, “The Supplemental FEIR should include a comprehensive list of all 

mitigation measures and draft Section 61 Findings that include a detailed list of all mitigation 

commitments…The Section 61 Findings should be provided to State Agencies to assist in the 

permitting process and issuance of final Section 61 Findings. The Proponent will provide a GHG self-

certification to the MEPA Office that is signed by an appropriate professional (e.g., engineer, 

architect, transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that all of the GHG mitigation 

measures, or equivalent measures that are designed to collectively achieve identified reductions in 

stationary source GHG emission and transportation-related measures, have been incorporated into the 

project. To the extent the project will take equivalent measures to achieve the identified reductions.” 

8.4 MA DEP Proposed Section 61 Findings (Draft Certification) 

Project Name: South Coast Renewables, LLC– Solid Waste Handling Facility 

Project Location: New Bedford, Massachusetts 
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Project Proponent: South Coast Renewables, LLC [SCR] 

EEA #: 15990 

Date Noticed in Environmental Monitor: ___________ 

The Proposed Section 61 Findings below and the subsequent sections contain commitments that the 

Proponent has made and will serve as a basis for the MassDEP’s Section 61 Findings. The mitigation 

measures include commitment to reduce impacts associated with: 

• Stormwater 

• Wetlands and riverfront areas 

• Transportation 

• Nuisance conditions (air, sound, etc.) 

• Greenhouse gas emissions 

• Endangered, Historic and Archaeological resources 

• Consistency with Regulations and Policy 

These Findings are for the SCR– Facility (EEA #15990) and have been prepared in accordance with 

the provisions of M.G.L. c. 30, Section 61 and 301 CMR 11.00. On [insert date] the Secretary of 

Energy and Environmental Affairs issued a Certificate stating that the Project’s Notice of Project 

Change Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Report (NPC-SFEIR), dated [insert date] 

adequately and properly complied with the MEPA statute and regulations. 

The facility will accept MSW for handling and/or processing and C&D for handling.  MSW will be 

processed in state-of-the-art separation equipment to extract recyclable material.  After processing, 

the non-recyclable fraction of the MSW will be loaded in to rail cars for shipment to out of state 

disposal facilities.  The facility will also accept C&D.  This waste is presently classified as Category 

2 waste by MassDEP.  Category 2 waste is C&D waste that has been processed by a C&D processing 

facility that has little or no recyclable value.  The processing facility will have removed all waste ban 

material and other recyclable material from the C&D material as deemed appropriate.  C&D accepted 

at the facility will likely be used as cover for baled MSW in the rail cars. The Proponent will be 

required to comply with existing Waste Ban requirements set forth in 310 CMR 19.017 as part of 

their operational requirements.   The facility will maintain and report all of their inbound and 

outbound statistics to the MassDEP on a quarterly and annual basis. 

Based upon its review of the MEPA documents, the permit applications submitted to date, and the 

Department’s regulations, the Department finds that the terms and conditions to be incorporated into 

the permit required for this Project will constitute all feasible measures to avoid damage to the 

environment, including consideration of the potential effects of climate change, and will minimize 

and mitigate such damage to the maximum extent practicable for those impacts subject to the 

Department’s authority (see Sections 8.6 and 8.7 for a comprehensive list of mitigation measures, 

associated costs, implementation schedules and identification of responsible parties). Implementation 
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of the mitigation measures will occur in accordance with the terms and conditions set forth in the 

permits. 

 

         ____________________________________________________________ 

          Department of Environmental Protection             By                           Date 

         

 ______________________________________________________________ 

         South Coast Renewables, LLC                               By                            Date 

 

8.5 State Agency Permitting Actions – MassDEP 

Pursuant to the FEIR Certificate Scope, the following is a list of the state permits/permitting actions 

that will be triggered as part of the proposed development:  

• 310 CMR 16.00 - Site Assignment for Solid Waste Facilities (BWP SW-01).  Application is in a 

“draft’ form and will be finalized and submitted to MassDEP upon acceptance of the Final EIR. 

• 310 CMR 19.000 – Solid Waste Regulations – Authorization to Construct (BWP SW-05).  

Anticipated to be submitted to MassDEP upon completion of the Site Assignment Hearings. 

• 310 CMR 19.000 – Solid Waste Regulations – Authorization to Operate (BWP SW-06) 

Anticipated to be submitted to MassDEP upon completion of project construction. 

• 310 CMR 10.00 – Wetlands Protection Act Regulations – Order of Conditions.  Notice of Intent 

in accordance with the wetlands protection act prior to submission of an Authorization to 

Construct (ATC) application.   

• 310 CMR 27.00 - Underground Injection Control.  A permit application will be submitted prior 

to construction to infiltrate the stormwater from the associated roof runoff. Will be submitted to 

MassDEP prior to submission of an ATO application.   

• 310 CMR 7.00 – Air Quality Control - Limited Plan Approval – At this point in time it is 

anticipated that emissions will be considered de minimus with no permit requirement(s). 

8.6 Area of Concern, Mitigation, Cost, Implementation Schedule and Responsibilities 

The following is a comprehensive synopsis of mitigation measures the Proponent is committing to, a 

schedule for implementation, estimated cost associated with the mitigation, and identification of the 

responsible party to ensure the mitigation measures are implemented. 

The FEIR Certificate identified the following as areas of concern. 

8.6.1 Greenhouse Gas 

Potential Impact:  The Facility could yield adverse impacts to the atmosphere through the use of 

energy, fossil fuels and during construction if it is not properly planned and operated in such a way 

so as to minimize GHG emissions. 



 

146 

 

Mitigation Measures:  

• Conditioned spaces will meet or exceed mandatory and prescriptive requirements of the 

energy code; 

• PV-ready new construction with installation of 3.2 MW of solar PV (canopy and roof 

mounted) to increase the site’s overall PV capacity to 4.7+ MW;  

• A 20% reduction over ASHRAE in lighting power density in the new buildings (glass 

handling, MSW tipping) and in the MSW processing area of the existing building; 

• High efficiency air source heat pumps (ASHP) for the Glass Bunker Building; 

• High-efficiency mechanical equipment with variable frequency drives (VFDs) for greater 

energy efficiency, where appropriate; 

• High-performance building envelopes; 

• Electrically powered processing line (MSW & Baler); 

• Construction waste recycling;  

• Utilization of rail transport to reduce GHG by 60% when compared with transportation by 

truck; and 

• Utilization of an electrically powered rail car mover to eliminate emissions. 

• Note that the Proponent has not accounted for the GHG offsets associated with the on-site recycling 

activities.  As such, all calculations associated with GHG reduction measures are very conservative. 

 

Schedule:  Mitigation measures will be incorporated into final project design and specifications.  

Design including mitigation measures will be included in ATC application and once installed and/or 

instituted will occur throughout the life of the project. 

Cost:  $2,000,000+  

Responsible Party/Parties for Implementation:  Project Architect / The Proponent 

Additional Information:  The Proponent has included in the design of the project, all feasible GHG 

emissions mitigation to avoid, reduce, minimize, or mitigate damage to the environment. As part of 

the design, the Facility will create a positive impact with respect to GHG reductions not only through 

mitigation measures listed above but also through consolidation, recycling, and transportation 

efficiencies, all of which are proposed by the Proponent with an understanding of the need to reduce 

carbon emissions. Please see Section 7.0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions for more information. 
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8.6.2 Wetlands & Riverfront Areas 

Potential Impact:  The Facility could yield adverse impacts to wetlands & riverfront areas given the 

Facility is located in close proximity to both. 

Mitigation Measures:  

• The facility has been designed to minimize impacts to wetlands and riverfront areas by 

maximizing the use of preexisting infrastructure on-site;   

• Impacts to wetlands and riverfront areas are limited to 4,095 ft2. Those 4,095 ft2 of impacted 

wetlands will be replicated with 6,700 ft2 of new wetlands at a ratio of 4,095 ft2 impacted to 

6,700 ft2 replicated (1:1.64);   

• Phase 2 construction is designed to require minimal activity within the wetland buffer zone. 

A Notice of Intent will be filed prior to this activity;   

• MSW processing will be performed on impervious concrete floors within proposed buildings 

with trench drains at all truck door entrances to prevent contact water on the handling floors 

from leaving the buildings; 

• Conduct regular sweeping of outdoor paved surfaces to minimize potential sediment 

migration during storm events; 

• Utilize stormwater controls and BMPs throughout construction and ongoing operations; 

• Development and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP); 

• Install a bridge for the rail crossing over an existing drainage swale to minimize any impact 

on the drainage swale; 

• Install rail crossing retaining walls to minimize wetlands disturbance to provide additional 

wetlands protection 

• Modify the existing stormwater management system on-site as required to maintain 

compliance with the Massachusetts Stormwater Management Policy.  

Schedule:  Mitigation measures for Phase 1 activity have been included in the NOI submitted to the 

Conservation Commission.  Phase 2 designs will be included in the MassDEP ATC application. 

Cost:  $3.2MM+ (including bridge) 

Responsible Party/Parties for Implementation:   

Phase 1: Site Design Engineer/Contractor/The Proponent 

Phase 2: Site Design Engineer /Contractor/The Proponent 

8.6.3 Air Quality 

Potential Impact:  The Facility could yield adverse impacts to air quality. 

Mitigation Measures:  

• Performing solid waste processing and handling operations indoors: 
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• Locating doorways to the west, away from the easterly abutters to minimize potential noise, 

dust, or odor nuisance conditions; 

• Construction of an addition to the glass building to enclose the rail where railcars are being 

loaded; 

• Design and reduction of openings of the solid waste handling facility to reduce wind tunnel 

effects and potential for dust and odors;  

• Design of ventilation systems to exhaust through elevated stacks to promote dispersion of 

exhaust air; 

• Use of electrically powered equipment; 

• Use of an atomized water mist at multiple locations and a water spray when necessary to 

control dust and odor for MSW operations; 

• Installation of pavement on all surfaces that are associated with facility operations; 

• Regularly sweeping outdoor paved surfaces;  

• Use of an electrically powered rail car mover; and 

• Implementation of a complaint log for the Proponent to respond to public comments regarding 

any nuisance condition generated by the facility. 

Schedule:  Design mitigation measures will be included in ATC application.  Mitigation measures 

will commence once controls are installed and/or instituted throughout the life of the project. 

Cost:  $250,000 

Responsible Party/Parties for Implementation:   

Mitigation measures design by architect/engineers and the Proponent 

Operational requirements will be followed by the Proponent 

Additional Information:  The predicted air pollutant and odor concentrations are shown to comply 

with the applicable national and Massachusetts standards, and protective odor concentration criteria 

at residences, using the USEPA AERMOD model.  This modeling demonstrates that the proposed 

project as designed does not cause or contribute to a condition of air pollution.   

The design features identified above were included in an odor modeling study conducted to ensure 

that odor will not present a nuisance condition for abutters to the project.  The odor study is described 

in more detail in the DEIR.  The odor study is not included in the NPC-SFEIR as the Secretaries 

Certificate on the DEIR and FEIR did not include any requirements for revisions to the odor study 

presented in the DEIR. 

8.6.4 Nuisance Conditions – Sound, Litter, Dust 

Potential Impact:  The Facility could present nuisance conditions if not properly planned and/or 

operated, specifically sound, litter, and/or dust. 

Mitigation Measures: 
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Sound 11 

• All waste handling to be conducted within enclosed buildings; 

• Addition to the glass building to enclose the rail where railcars are being loaded; 

• Rail track constructed to the west side of the building, opposite side of the building from 

residents to the east for noise attenuation; 

• Rail track constructed without at-grade crossings, eliminating the need for the use of bells, 

horns, or whistles on locomotives; 

• Tipping / delivery doors away from surrounding receptors; 

• Glass unloading designed as a “drive forward” delivery system, eliminating backup alarms as 

a noise source at that location; 

• Use of an Electric rail car mover; 

• Air handling units and fans to be low noise units, fitted with silencers, or be placed within 

rooftop barriers for sound attenuation; 

• Acoustic louvered air intakes to provide baffling for noise attenuation; and  

Litter 

• All waste handling to be conducted within enclosed buildings;  

• Tractor trailer entrance and exit doors in the closed position when not in use; 

• Covering the all trailers and containers after bulk loading and before leaving the building; and 

• Implementing a daily inspection program as a part of the Operations & Maintenance Program. 

Dust 12 

• All waste handling to be conducted within enclosed buildings;  

• Minimizing door openings within the proposed buildings; 

• Minimizing cross-ventilation of air through the building by having the tipping door openings 

all on one side of the building; 

• Maintaining equipment on-site that will remove the materials from the tipping floor for 

subsequent processing; 

• Requiring all waste delivery vehicles to be covered; 

• Regular sweeping of the paved areas outside and inside; 

• Use of an atomized water mist at multiple locations and a water spray when necessary to 

control dust and odor for MSW operations; and 

• Implementation of a complaint log for Proponent to respond to public comments regarding 

any nuisance condition generated by the facility. 

 
11 Please refer to the Revised Noise Analysis in Section 6.0 and the noise section of the DEIR for more information. 

12 Mitigation measures to be taken for potential fugitive dust emissions are also included in Section 8.6.3.  
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Schedule:  Mitigation measures will be included as part of ATC application.  Operation of mitigation 

measures during the project will commence once installed and/or instituted throughout the life of the 

project. 

Cost:  $250,000 (Sound and Litter Mitigation) 

 $100,000 (Dust Mitigation) 

Responsible Party/Parties for Implementation:   

Mitigation measures design by architect/engineers and the Proponent 

Operational requirements will be followed by the Proponent 

Additional Information:  A revised noise analysis documenting how the project's noise impacts will 

be mitigated to the maximum extent practical is included in Section 6.0.  The revised noise analysis 

addresses the specific points addressed in the Secretaries Certificate on the FEIR (Exhibit 4) and is 

consistent with MassDEP’s comment letter (Exhibit 10). 

In addition to summarizing and updating information provided in prior MEPA filings, the revised 

noise analysis addresses the noise level impacts associated with project changes since submittal of 

the FEIR. The evaluation includes a full set of potential noise control measures and provides greater 

detail as to how the Proponent will adopt all mitigation measures that are technologically and 

economically feasible.  

8.6.5 Traffic Generation 

Potential Impact:  Potential adverse impact to roadways due to the additional traffic to and from the 

Facility.  

Mitigation Measures:  

• Proposed installation of traffic signal at intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore 

Rice Boulevard (City approval pending) 

• Donation of $5,000 for a truck exclusion zone study  

• Opportunities for employees to participate in transit subsidy or reimbursement programs  

• Coordination with SRTA to request revising existing transit service to better service the 

project site  

• Informing employees of nearby transit stops and bicycle and pedestrian amenities  

• Provide incentives to encourage bicycle ridership to the site, such as bike racks and other 

storage facilities onsite 

• Implementation of a carpool system among employees 

• Provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools 

• Paperless, direct deposit offered to employees 

• Provide striped bicycle lanes along Duchaine Boulevard and shared bicycle markings along 

Theodore Rice Boulevard to provide connectivity to the existing bicycle amenities along 

Braley Road. This is contingent upon City approval. 
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Schedule:  Mitigation measures will be instituted during construction and will be on-going throughout 

the life of the facility. 

Cost:  $300,000 

Responsible Party/Parties for Implementation:   

Mitigation measure through design or coordinated by architect/engineers and the Proponent 

Ongoing mitigation efforts are the responsibility of the Proponent 

Additional Information:  Additional traffic analysis to support the Proponent’s conclusion that the 

traffic impacts associated with the facility will not constitute a danger to public health or safety or the 

environment with consideration to traffic congestion, pedestrian and vehicular safety, and roadway 

configuration. The NPC-SFEIR provides additional traffic analysis that addresses MassDEP’s 

comments (Exhibit 10) pursuant to the Secretaries Certificate on the FEIR (Exhibit 4). 

The traffic studies performed to date conclude that the traffic impacts of the proposed development 

of the proposed solid waste facility at 100 Duchaine Boulevard do not constitute a danger to public 

health, safety or the environment with consideration to traffic congestion, pedestrian and vehicular 

safety, and roadway configuration. 

However, based on the traffic signal warrant analysis, the installation of a traffic signal at the 

intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard is warranted under 2021 

Existing traffic volumes independent of the project, as a result of existing development in the area. 

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent proposes to fund the construction of 

a fully actuated traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard to mitigate congestion experienced under existing conditions. With the installation of a 

traffic signal, overall intersection operations are projected to improve from LOS F to LOS C during 

the weekday morning peak hour, from LOS F to LOS D during the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak hour, and from LOS E to LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour.  

In addition, the Proponent will consider Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures and 

will allocate up to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial Vehicle Exclusion study for Phillips Road 

from Route 140 to Braley Road should the City of New Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE through 

MassDOT. 

The additional traffic analysis discussion is included in Section 5.0 of the NPC-SFEIR. 

8.6.6 Threatened or Endangered Species 

Potential Impact:  The facility could impact threatened and/or endangered species. 

Assessment:  According to MassGIS there is Priority Habitat of Rare Species and an Estimated 

Habitat of Rare Wildlife located approximately 1500 feet south of the site.  These areas are separated 

from the site by the existing rail line.  The siting of the Facility will not have an adverse impact on 

Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern Species listed by the NHESP; therefore, this is not 

applicable. 
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8.6.7 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Potential Impact:  The facility could impact an Area of Critical Environmental Concern; however, no 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) were identified within one half mile of the site. 

Assessment:  According to MassGIS there is Priority Habitat of Rare Species and an Estimated 

Habitat of Rare Wildlife located approximately 1500 feet south of the site.  These areas are separated 

from the site by the existing rail line.  The siting of the Facility will not have an adverse impact on 

Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern Species listed by the NHESP; therefore, this is not 

applicable. 

8.6.8 Historic or Archaeological Resources 

Potential Impact:  The facility could be sited in an area of historical or archaeological significance. 

Assessment:  No historical or archaeological sites of significance were identified on-site or in close 

proximity to the site; therefore, this is not applicable. 

8.6.9 Build & Alternatives 

A project alternatives analysis was prepared to provide an overview as to why the proposed site was 

the optimal choice for the proposed project.  A suitable site for the proposed project must be located 

adjacent to an active rail line and must meet all of the siting requirements of 310 CMR 16.00.  This 

criteria limits the number of sites that are suitable for the proposed project.   

Three sites were selected for comparison.  Two of the sites were rejected due to the size of the site in 

one instance and traffic considerations for the other site.  The selected site satisfied all the required 

site selection criteria.   

The project alternatives analysis is included in the FEIR in Section 2.6 and in this NPC-SFEIR in 

Section 2.8. 

8.6.10 No Build Alternatives 

Not building the proposed facility could result in greater environmental benefits. Should the facility 

“NOT” be constructed, it is estimated that the following impacts could occur: 

• Increased regional traffic counts (total mileage driven) 

• Increased emissions associated vehicular emissions (more distant facilities) 

• Potentially less recycling 

• Increased greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

The project alternatives analysis is included in the FEIR in Section 2.6 and in this NPC-SFEIR in 

Section 2.8. 

8.6.11 Construction Mitigation Measures 

Potential Impact:  During construction, the site could present impacts to the surrounding receptors 

and/or roadway networks. 
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Mitigation Measures: The facility will be developed following controlled “construction” requirements 

and oversight.  The facility shall take the following steps to mitigate impacts: 

• Develop a SWPPP in association with the Order of Conditions. 

• Make sure inbound and outbound vehicles utilize the major roadway networks surrounding the 

facility. 

• Park all vehicles on-site during construction phases. 

• Wet surfaces that may create nuisance dust conditions. 

• Perform construction activities following local zoning ordinances and MA State Building code. 

• Maintain proper on-site safety measures compliant with OSHA.   

Schedule:  Phase 1 construction is in progress, and Phase 2 construction will follow the receipt of the 

ATC permit. 

Cost:  $40,000 

Responsible Party/Parties for Implementation:  Construction Contractor/ The Proponent 
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8.7 Mitigation Summary 

Pursuant to the FEIR Certificate Scope, the following is a comprehensive list of all mitigation 

measures the Proponent has committed to as part of the Project: 

• Development of an industrially-zoned site utilizing pre-existing impermeable surfaces to the 

maximum extent possible to minimize environmental impacts related to land development 

• PV-ready new construction with installation of 3.2 MW of solar PV to increase the site’s 

overall PV capacity to 4.7+ MW.  Note this is an increase from the originally proposed 3.5 

MW 

• A 20% reduction over ASHRAE in lighting power density in the new buildings (glass 

handling, MSW tipping) and in the MSW processing area of the existing building  

• High efficiency air source heat pumps (ASHP) for the Glass Bunker Building  

• High-efficiency mechanical equipment with variable frequency drives (VFDs) for greater 

energy efficiency, where appropriate  

• High-performance building envelopes  

• Electrically powered processing line (MSW & Baler)  

• Air handling units and fans to be low noise units, fitted with silencers, or be placed within 

rooftop barriers for sound attenuation  

• Acoustic louvered air intakes to provide baffling for noise attenuation  

• Glass unloading designed as a “drive forward” delivery system, eliminating backup alarms as 

a noise source at that location  

• All waste handling activities to be conducted within the confines of the buildings  

• Doorways are located west, away from the easterly abutters to minimize potential noise, dust, 

or odor nuisance conditions  

• Doorway openings of the solid waste handling facility are on one side to reduce wind tunnel 

effects and potential for dust and odors  

• MSW processing to be performed on impervious concrete floors within proposed buildings 

with trench drains at all truck door entrances to prevent water on the handling floors from 

leaving the buildings 

• Building addition (the enclosure for the rail to connect to the glass building)  

• Indoor controls such as an atomizing dust and odor suppression system  

• Impervious pavement on all surfaces that are associated with facility operations to control dust 

and capture floor washdown wastewater for proper disposal 

• Regular sweeping of outdoor paved surfaces to control dust and minimize potential sediment 

migration during storm events 

• Utilize stormwater controls and BMPs throughout construction and ongoing operations 

• Development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

• Implementation of on-going operations & maintenance (O&M) and inspection procedures 

• Implementation of a complaint log for Proponent to respond to public comments regarding 

any nuisance condition generated by the facility (ex: noise, odor, dust) 
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• Proposed installation of traffic signal at intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore 

Rice Boulevard (City approval pending)  

• Donation of $5,000 for a truck exclusion zone study 

• Rail transport to reduce GHG by 60% when compared with transportation by truck 

• Expansion of the rail sidetrack constructed in Phase 1 to allow for handling additional rail cars 

• Rail track constructed to the west side of the building, opposite side of the building from 

residents to the east for noise attenuation 

• Rail track constructed without at-grade crossings, eliminating the need for the use of bells, 

horns, or whistles on locomotives 

• An electrically powered rail car mover to eliminate emissions and lower noise—operating and 

railcar coupling 

• Bridge for the rail crossing over an existing drainage swale to minimize any impact on the 

drainage swale 

• Rail crossing retaining walls to minimize wetlands disturbance to provide additional wetlands 

protection  

• Impacted wetlands replication 

• Opportunities for employees to participate in transit subsidy or reimbursement programs  

• Coordination with SRTA to request revising existing transit service to better service the 

project site  

• Informing employees of nearby transit stops and bicycle and pedestrian amenities  

• Provide incentives to encourage bicycle ridership to the site, such as bike racks and other 

storage facilities onsite  

• Provide striped bicycle lanes along Duchaine Boulevard and shared bicycle markings along 

Theodore Rice Boulevard to provide connectivity to the existing bicycle amenities along 

Braley Road. This is contingent upon City approval 

• Implementation of a carpool system among employees  

• Provide preferential parking for carpools and vanpools  

• Paperless, direct deposit offered to employees  

Please note that while Section 8.6 includes cost estimates associated with mitigation measures for the 

proposed project, the project is expected to cost approximately $50,000,000 +/- to design and develop.   
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9.0 Response to Comments  

Introduction 

This section of the NPC-SFEIR provides individual and grouped responses to comment letters 

submitted during the comment period for the FEIR.  Comment letters from individuals, 

municipalities, organizations and regulatory agencies are addressed within this section.   

Based on the fact that many of the comments received address similar issues, a response to each 

individual letter at times would be redundant.  Therefore, each section below includes a brief synopsis 

of each person’s and/or group’s similar comments followed by a response.  Comment responses are 

intended to directly address Commentor comments.   Each section includes an index identifying the 

comment letter, the page where the comment is located, the Commenter’s name, and the location 

where the comment is addressed in each subpart of this section of the NPC-SFEIR.   

A copy of each comment letter is included in Exhibit 10.  Please note that a large number of form 

letters were received commenting on the project. One copy of each form letter that was received has 

also been included in Exhibit 10, where all the form letters are identical to one of the three presented.   

In addition, individual responses are provided for four (4) of the letters received.  These are letters 

numbered 26 through 29 and consist of letters from the Conservation Law Foundation (Letter no. 26), 

KP Law on behalf of the City of New Bedford (Letter no. 27), MassDEP - Southeast Regional Office 

(Letter no. 28), and the Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (Letter no. 29).  Individual 

responses are provided for these letters within this section.  It should be noted that a matrix has been 

prepared directing the reader to the sections within the main body of the NPC-SFEIR for responses 

to the MassDEP and MassDOER comment letters.  According to the Scope “The Supplemental FEIR 

should address, in a detailed and comprehensive manner, issues raised in comment letters 

submitted by MassDEP and DOER, which are incorporated by reference herein. In general, 

information and analyses provided in response to these comment letters should be incorporated 

into the main body of the Supplemental FEIR rather than provided solely in the Response to 

Comments section.”  
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Letter # Letter Submitted by (Commenter) 

1 Form Letter Opposed (335) 

2 Form Letter in Support (74) 

3 Form Letter Opposed (9) 

4 Ron Cabral (email) 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 

6 Sherry Hanlon (email) 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley (email) 

8 Diane Fine (email) 

9 Sabine Von Mering (email) 

10 John Dufresne (email) 

11 Representative Paul Schmid 

12 Carol Strupczewski 

13 Andrea Stone (email) 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 

15 Senator Mark Montigny 

16 Elizabeth Saulnier (email) 

17 Jacob Chin (email) 

18 Karen Chin (email) 

19 Linda Morad 

20 Brad Markey 

21 Wendy Graca 

22 Zeb Arruda (email) 

23 Tracy Wallace (email) 

24 Elizabeth Swible (EEA Public Comments Portal) 

25 Irene Duprey-Gutierrez (email) 

26 Conservation Law Foundation  

27 KP Law – City of New Bedford 

28 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

29 Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

       *A summary of the comments included in the comment letters and responses to the comments follows.   
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9.1 Traffic 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to traffic. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments. 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

4 Ron Cabral 9.1A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.1A, 9.1C 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.1A, 9.1C 

8 Diane Fine 9.1A, 9.1C 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.1A, 9.1C 

11 Representative Paul Schmid 9.1A 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.1A 

13 Andrea Stone 9.1C 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 9.1A, 9.1B 

16 Elizabeth Saulnier 9.1A, (9.1E) 

17 Jacob Chin 9.1A, 9.1C, 9.1D 

18 Karen Chin 9.1A, 9.1C, 9.1D, 9.1E 

19 Linda Morad 9.1A 

20 Brad Markey 9.1A 

21 Wendy Graca 9.1A, 9.1C 

22 Zeb Arruda 9.1A 

23 Tracy Wallace  9.1A, 9.1B, 9.1F, 9.1G, 9.1H 

24 Elizabeth Swible 9.1A 

25 Irene Duprey-Gutierrez 9.1A 

 

Comment 9.1A – Several Commenters noted ongoing traffic congestion, and related safety concerns. 

Specifically mentioned was a concern with increased traffic congestion at the Route 140 off-ramps 

as they’re heading into the Industrial Park.  These comments include a concern regarding the dangers 

associated with both nearby Route 140 exits, general concerns regarding truck routes and concern 

regarding possible diversions in areas where schools and other vulnerable populations dwell at 

various times of the day coupled with a general concern over the increased truck traffic and how the 

increased truck traffic will affect ongoing traffic congestion. [Please note truck noise comments are 

included in Section 9.3 Noise.] 

Response to Comment 9.1A – The truck route to and from the proposed facility is the most direct 

route between the New Bedford Business Park and Route 140, which is typically used by businesses 

within the Business Park. No project trips are generated adjacent to the Casimir Pulaski Elementary 

School, which is located east of  Braley Road at Route 140 interchange, and the school zone for 

Casimir Pulaski Elementary School begins approximately 650 feet east of the Route 140 northbound 

on- and off-ramps. Projected future No-Build and Build queue lengths along the truck route are 

depicted in Figures 5-19A through 5-19L of the January 2022 Updated Traffic Impact Study (Updated 

TIS) presented in Section 5.0 of this report. The 95th percentile queue length along the Route 140 
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northbound off-ramp is projected to increase by 60 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one 

transfer trailer) during the weekday morning peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19A, by 72 feet 

(approximately two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) during the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19E, and by 33 feet (approximately one packer truck) during 

the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19I. The 95th percentile queue 

length is projected to increase by 2 feet during the weekday morning peak hour and weekday 

afternoon school dismissal peak hour as shown in Figures 5-19B and 5-19F, respectively, and by 3 

feet during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour as shown in Figure 5-19I. 

Comment 9.1B – Commenters requested a plan mitigating / minimizing traffic congestion 

specifically related to the Route 140 ramp congestion issue discussed in Comment 9.1A above. 

Response to Comment 9.1B – Based on the MUTCD traffic signal warrant analysis presented in 

Section 5.7, the installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard is warranted under 2021 Existing traffic volumes independent of the 

project, as a result of existing development in the area. Subject to approval by the City of New 

Bedford, the Proponent proposes to construct a fully actuated traffic signal at the intersection of 

Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard to mitigate congestion experienced under 

existing conditions. As the incremental impact on the Route 140 ramps due to the proposed project is 

minimal and the installation of traffic signals at the intersections of Braley Road with the Route 140 

ramps would adversely impact currently uncontrolled traffic on the eastbound and westbound Braley 

Road approaches, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce project generated impacts at the Route 140 

ramp intersections.  

Comment 9.1C – Several Commenters noted concern that increased truck traffic will further damage 

roadways already in poor condition. 

Response to Comment 9.1C – The estimated trip generation for Phase 2 incorporated several 

assumptions to present a conservative analysis, including no reduction in trips for backhauls or 

outbound material being transported by rail. In addition, the traffic associated with the previously 

proposed biosolids facility has remained in this study although the biosolids component is no longer 

being proposed. While these conservative assumptions are incorporated into the traffic analysis, the 

planned use of backhauls and rail service and the removal of the biosolids facility will mitigate the 

project’s trip generation and subsequent impacts on roadway conditions.  

Comment 9.1D – Commenters asked, “Has MEPA conducted an independent traffic study?” and 

“Does MEPA plan to have an independent traffic study?” 

Response to Comment 9.1D – The Updated Traffic Impact Study for the proposed project will be 

reviewed by MEPA and MassDEP. The Updated TIS, included within the body of this report in 

Section 5.0 and as Exhibit 12, will also be reviewed by the City of New Bedford and its peer review 

consultant as the process moves forward.  

Comment 9.1E – A Commenter asked, “What is the impact on the residential community with the 

trucks (400 per day) and traffic (also being in a school district)?” 
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Response to Comment 9.1E – The assigned truck route for project-generated truck trips is the most 

direct route from the New Bedford Business Park and the Route 140 at Braley Road interchange, via 

Duchaine Boulevard, Theodore Rice Boulevard, and Braley Road. The truck route does not pass 

through residential neighborhoods along Braley Road east of Route 140 or along Phillips Road south 

of Braley Road, and the School Zone for the Casimir Pulaski Elementary School begins 

approximately 650 feet east of the Braley Road at Route 140 Northbound Ramps intersection. To 

reduce the impact of existing truck traffic along Phillips Road generated by other businesses in the 

New Bedford Business Park, the Proponent will allocate up to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial 

Vehicle Exclusion study for Phillips Road from Route 140 to Braley Road should the City of New 

Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE through MassDOT, as discussed in Section 5.7. 

Comment 9.1F – A Commenter noted, “The certificate of the DEIR stated that the FEIR ‘should 

include revised mobile-source estimate as necessary if estimate of truck trips increase.’ The company 

does not address a possible increase... Further explanation of how an increase in truck trips is 

requested.” 

Response to Comment 9.1F – The project net increase in daily truck trips increased by 5 round trips, 

from 150 round trips in the DEIR (Table 2, p. 18 of the September 2019 TIS) to 155 under the revised 

estimate in this NPC-SFEIR (Table 5-5, Section 5.5). However, as noted in the January 2022 TIS, the 

traffic study includes the net increase in trucks due to the previously proposed biosolids operation, 

which has been removed from the proposed project, to conservatively assess traffic operations with 

the proposed project. The removal of biosolids from the proposed project would result in a reduction 

in the estimated trip generation of 25 daily truck round trips (23 inbound and 2 outbound). The total 

truck trip generation with biosolids removed under the FEIR trip generation assumptions would be 

130 round trips per day, compared with 150 round trips in the DEIR analysis. As a result, the mobile-

source estimate in the DEIR is overly conservative and a revised estimate is not required. 

Comment 9.1G – A Commenter requested the traffic study provided in the FEIR include a complete 

breakdown of weekend traffic counts in this NPC-SFEIR. 

Response to Comment 9.1G – New manual turning movement counts were collected for the Updated 

TIS on Saturday, April 10, 2021 and Tuesday, April 13, 2021. As shown in the table below and in 

Table 5-5, Section 5.4, Saturday traffic volumes on Braley Road between Phillips Road and Route 

140 were found to be significantly lower than weekday peak hour and daily traffic volumes. As the 

weekday peak hour analysis presents an assessment of traffic conditions under more conservative 

baseline volumes, a Saturday peak hour traffic analysis is not required. 
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Weekday vs. Saturday Traffic Volumes 

 Saturday, April 10, 2021  Tuesday, April 13, 2021 

Peak Hour Midday Morning 

Afternoon 

School 

Afternoon 

Commuter 

Peak Hour Traffic Volume 658 886 1,066 969 

Daily Traffic Volume 5,543 10,082 

 

Comment 9.1H – A Commenter requested confirmation the traffic study provided in the FEIR 

included truck traffic data related to all operations on-site, current and proposed.  

Response to Comment 9.1H – The trip generation estimates in the FEIR include existing operations 

on-site under Existing and future No Build conditions, and both existing operations and the additional 

trips estimated to be generated by the proposed facility expansion under future Build conditions. Daily 

and weekday peak hour employee and truck trip generation for the existing facility is summarized in 

Table 5-3, Section 5.4. Estimated future daily and peak hour employee and truck trip generation for 

the proposed facility expansion is summarized in Table 5-5, Section 5.5, and the estimated maximum 

total daily one-way truck trips with existing and proposed operations are summarized in Table 5-6, 

Section 5.5. 

9.2 Odor 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to odor. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments. Please note the 

Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed biosolids drying facility. As a result, odor concerns 

specific to biosolids processing are no longer applicable. 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

4 Ron Cabral 9.2A 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.2A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.2A 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.2A 

8 Diane Fine 9.2A 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.2A 

11 Representative Paul Schmid 9.2A 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 9.2A 

15 Senator Mark Montigny 9.2A 

17 Jacob Chin 9.2A 

19 Linda Morad 9.2A 

21 Wendy Graca 9.2A 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.2B, 9.2C 

24 Elizabeth Swible 9.2D 
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Comment 9.2A – Several Commenters noted concerns with potential odor issues resulting from the 

proposed expansion. As noted above, the Proponent has withdrawn the proposed biosolids drying 

facility, which could yield the greatest potential for nuisance odor conditions. The following response 

specifically addresses general concerns related to the proposed municipal solid waste (MSW) 

handling and processing facility. 

Response to Comment 9.2A – As stated in Section 2.11.2 of the DEIR, the facility has been designed 

to include multiple features to ensure that the facility operation doesn’t result in nuisance odors to 

abutters.  It should be noted that all odor modeling was conservative and results were below the 5 

dilution to threshold (D/T), 5 minute average draft MassDEP policy. The design features identified 

were included in an odor modeling study conducted to ensure that facility odor will not present a 

nuisance condition for abutters to the project.  The odor study is described in more detail in the DEIR 

(Attachment 14, Section 6.4).  

For MSW handling and processing: all tipping, processing and loading into rail cars operations are 

conducted within an enclosed building; the tipping and loadout building will be equipped with a 

misting system with the ability to introduce odor counteractants; building ventilation systems exhaust 

through elevated stacks to promote dispersion of exhaust air; doorways are located west and away 

from the easterly abutters and doorway openings are on one side to reduce wind tunnel effects; and 

the facility will establish Operation & Maintenance/Best Management Practices (O&M/BMPs) such 

as first in/first out procedures, routine sweeping and cleaning, and door opening and closing protocols 

as part of the operational procedures that will be prepared during the MassDEP permitting phases. 

Comment 9.2B – A Commenter noted a concern regarding C&D Waste producing Hydrogen Sulfide 

and a resulting rotten egg smell.  

Response to Comment 9.2B – It is the opinion of GSE and the Proponent that the production of 

hydrogen sulfide gas (H2S) will not be a cause of concern.  H2S is produced in instances when sulphur 

compounds decompose in the presence of moisture and absence of oxygen (anaerobic conditions).  A 

principal source of H2S at this facility would be gypsum, the primary component of drywall materials 

in C&D debris.  However, there are three protocols that will mitigate the creation of H2S at the facility.  

They are: 

1. Following a first in/first out protocol that will decrease residency time on-site (the shorter the 

residency, the lower the ability for a stockpile to become anaerobic) 

2. Keeping the material under cover.  By keeping the material under cover, precipitation or other 

contact water will not infiltrate the material.  Note that the misting system used to control dust 

and odor does not saturate the waste materials.   

3. The Proponent will have the ability to perform pile management activities, which can include 

turning any of the on-site stockpiles over.  By turning the stockpiles over, it will oxygenate 

the pile, thus significantly reducing the potential for anaerobic conditions to occur. 
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Comment 9.2C – A Commenter noted biosolids are capable of producing methane and that the 

potential for methane production was not properly addressed in the FEIR. As noted above, the 

Proponent has withdrawn the proposed biosolids drying facility. 

Response to Comment 9.2C – Following the Proponent’s withdrawal of the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility, concern of methane production from biosolids processing is no longer 

applicable. 

Comment 9.2D – A Commenter asked, "Will the Proponent pay for a thorough odor audit?" 

Response to Comment 9.2D – It is assumed that both the MassDEP as well as the New Bedford 

Board of Heath will both require unannounced periodic inspections by a 3rd party inspector (note the 

BOH and MassDEP will also have conditions that allow for rights of entry at any given time).  As 

part of these inspections, the facility will be inspected for nuisance conditions to include odors. 

9.3 Noise 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to noise. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments. 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.3A 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.3A 

8 Diane Fine 9.3A 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.3A 

11 Representative Paul Schmid 9.3D, 9.3E 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.3B, 9.3C 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 9.3D, 9.3E 

15 Senator Mark Montigny 9.3A 

19 Linda Morad 9.3A 

20 Brad Markey 9.3A 

21 Wendy Graca 9.3A 

22 Zeb Arruda 9.3F 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.3G, 9.3H 

24 Elizabeth Swible 9.3I 

25 Irene Duprey-Gutierrez 9.3A 

 

Comment 9.3A – Several Commenters noted a general concern with noise related to operations at 

the facility.  

Response to Comment 9.3A – As stated in Section 6.0 of this NPC-SFEIR, the resulting noise from 

operation of the proposed project has the potential to cause a nuisance sound conditions. Therefore, 

a thorough noise modeling study was conducted to determine what the noise levels might be and what 

mitigation steps would be necessary to reduce on-site related noise impacts. Details of the sound 
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modeling methodology are described in Section 6.5 of the NPC-SFEIR. In consideration of 

commenters’ concerns about noise, multiple noise sources have since been withdrawn from the FEIR 

including the biosolids rooftop fans, biofilter fan, biofilter stack, and cooling towers. As a result of 

the study, the following design elements will be included in the final project: an electronic rail car 

mover as opposed to diesel-powered, an acoustic louvre for the ventilation opening for the baghouse 

system, and building enclosures around facility operations that can cause noise (tipping, loading, 

handling), and electrically powered processing equipment. Additionally, “tipping hours” have been 

reduced so that the proposed Project would accept truck deliveries between 6 AM until 7 PM Monday 

through Friday and from 7 AM to 4 PM on Saturdays. Very little to no outdoor activity will occur 

during the nighttime. 

Comment 9.3B – A Commenter noted, “Parallel is operating 24/7 daily and noise is occurring 

throughout the evening.” 

Response to Comment 9.3B –The Proponent has incorporated the following changes with respect to 

the hours of operation (this will hold true for both the glass operation as well as the solid waste 

handling facility): 

1. Reduce tipping hours to 6AM to 7PM Monday through Friday  

2. Reduce tipping hours to 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays 

3. Remove tipping operations entirely on Sundays  

In addition to the proposed changes with respect to tipping hours, the Proponent also proposes to 

enclose all areas where solid waste unloading, processing, and loading operations will occur in order 

to minimize the possibility for several potential nuisance conditions including noise.  The Proponent 

specifically proposes to perform these activities inside the enclosed buildings 24/7, while limiting 

truck traffic to the tipping hours noted above.  

Should any receptors experience nuisance noise conditions in the future, our neighbors are 

encouraged to notify the Proponent through the complaint reporting system described in Section 3.3 

of this report. Complaints may be submitted anonymously and all complaints will be investigated and 

taken seriously. 

Comment 9.3C – A Commenter noted, “Presently, Parallel Products is making loud noise with trucks 

backing up after 11 p.m.” 

Response to Comment 9.3C –Please see Response to Comment 9.3B (above) for more information 

on steps the Proponent is proposing to address this concern. 

Comment 9.3D – A Commenter noted, “As I'm sure you know, additional sound and noise is of great 

concern with the neighbors. According to the certificate, there will be an expected increase of 2 to 3 

decibels (dB) for the four residential areas in the daytime; while nighttime sound levels, unfortunately, 

will be increased 6 to 8 dB. Given the inadequate sound analysis conducted by Parallel Products, 

these figures, in reality, will be much higher. As such, it is imperative that the Final Environmental 

Impact Report (FEIR) reflect accurate noise data/measurements.” 
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Response to Comment 9.3D – The analysis reflects the removal of the biosolids facility from the 

project, and the associated revisions to the site plans.  The increase in ambient sound was modeled to 

be between 3-7 dBA at night and 1-3 dBA during daytime. At night, the total ambient noise (including 

the proposed project) will be between 35-37 dBA while daytime levels will be 39-40 dBA. As 

observed in the Figure 6-2 of the SFEIR, the ambient nighttime level of 35-37 dBA is about equivalent 

to the level of noise heard in a library.  

Please see Section 6.0 and the Response to Comment 9.3B (above) for more information. 

Comment 9.3E – a Commenter noted, “The certificate issued by Secretary Theoharides noted that 

the delivering of waste and biosolids will occur from 5 AM to 9 PM, Monday through Saturday, and 

6 AM to 6 PM on Sundays. The certificate also states that the sound analysis conducted by Parallel 

Products "did not analyze all noise sources," noting the research did not consider "waste delivery 

trucks, processing equipment, tipping and loading of biosolids and gas, loading and movement of rail 

cars and short duration sounds like back up alarms." If parallel products did not consider these noise 

factors, what did they analyze?” 

Response to Comment 9.3E – Since submittal of the NPC-FEIR, all biosolids processes have been 

removed from the project proposal. As seen in Section 6.0 of the NPC-SFEIR, the modeled noise 

components are the seven (7) rooftop exhaust fans, three (3) open loading bays on the west side of 

the MSW building, one (1) baghouse intake ventilation opening, two (2) fans of the baghouse exhaust, 

idling rail locomotive at a location closest to residences, truck backup alarm at the west side of the 

MSW building, railcar pusher, railcar coupling, truck traffic, and other facility noise. The MSW 

unloading site has been located to the west side of the project to minimize impact on residences on 

the eastern side. The glass unloading was designed as a “drive forward” delivery system, eliminating 

backup alarms as a noise source at that location. An electric railcar pusher will replace the traditional 

diesel-powered pusher, eliminating engine noise. Additionally, the Proponent’s proposed electric 

railcar mover has the ability to: 

1. Couple railcars at a very slow speed to reduce coupling sound impacts 

2. Stage and couple railcars together to reduce on-site locomotive time 

3. Stage and couple railcars together to increase the distance between the locomotive and the 

residential receptors 

Presently, locomotives will have restricted idling hours between 5:00 AM and 9:00 PM. Tipping 

hours will be restricted as detailed below:  

1. Reduce tipping hours to 6AM to 7PM M-F  

2. Reduce tipping hours on Saturdays from 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays 

3. Remove tipping operations entirely on Sundays  

4. Allow for indoor operations (e.g., processing, loading, maintenance, etc.) to occur 24/7 

Please see Section 6.0 and the Response to Comment 9.3B (above) for more information. 
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Comment 9.3F – A Commenter noted that truck sounds could be clearly heard from their residence. 

Response to Comment 9.3F – Section 8.0 of Attachment 13 to the DEIR presented the results of 

truck activity modeling and concluded that the project-related truck impacts would not exceed 

relevant standards using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM).  

To minimize impacts, the Proponent is proposing a reduction in “tipping hours” to accept truck 

deliveries only from 6AM until 7PM Monday through Friday and from 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays. 

The Proponent is no longer proposing truck delivers on Sundays. 

Please see Section 6.0 and the Response to Comment 9.3B (above) for more information. 

Comment 9.3G – A Commenter noted, “Within the FEIR, it states there are no local quantitative 

noise regulations applicable to this project. However, there is a city noise ordinance that addresses 

noises at commercial establishments. It states 'all noises at commercial establishments located in 

principally residential neighborhoods that menace the health, interrupt or disturb sleep of residents 

between the hours of 10:00pm and 7:00am are hereby prohibited; and, without limiting the generality 

of the foregoing, it is hereby intended that ‘noises’ as used in this section, shall include the loading 

or unloading of motor vehicles, those sounds emitted by all types of mechanical devices, including 

motor vehicles, and those by animals and birds.’” “...The company also intends to operate 24 hours a 

day 7 days a week, and the city ordinance would prohibit those intended operations between 10pm 

and 7am.” 

Response to Comment 9.3G – The proposed project is located in an industrial park zoned for 

industrial use and regulated by the applicable City ordinance. That noted, the Proponent is seeking to 

minimize any inadvertent detrimental impacts to our neighbors as they relate to our operations. As 

evidence, the proposed hours of tipping have been reduced as noted in Section 6.0 and in the Response 

to Comment 9.3B (above). Tipping is only proposed to occur between 6AM to 7PM Monday thru 

Friday, 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays, and not on Sundays. Indoor operations will continue 24/7, but all 

solid waste operations are proposed to occur within enclosed buildings. Please see Section 6.0 and 

the Response to Comment 9.3B (above) for more information. 

Comment 9.3H – A Commenter noted, “A full revision of the revised noise analysis required for the 

FEIR is requested. Public commenter stated the revised noise analysis, ‘is insufficient and 

incomplete.’ The noise analysis was conducted between June 26th and July 3rd, 2018, a course of 

one week over the summer and inclusive of a holiday. This is not representative of a normal week 

where peak activity would be occurring. It is also two years out of date and prior to the movement of 

their current operations from Shawmut Ave. Figure 6.3 only indicates two continuous measurement 

locations, one completely opposite of any residential area, and the other on the border of the property 

and the two residential houses the Proponent bought. Figure 6.3 also only indicate two short-term 

measurement locations. No sound monitoring was done within the neighborhood directly across the 

street from the facility. Sound travels and effects could be reached further outside their locus of 

measurement.” Commenter requests “A comprehensive new analysis of overall noise levels ... for an 

accurate depiction to be addressed and continuous measurement needs to be analyzed within local 

neighborhoods.” 
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Response to Comment 9.3H – The background (ambient) noise monitoring was conducted between 

June 26th and July 3rd in 2018. The purpose of this monitoring was to establish existing background 

(ambient) sound levels in the vicinity of the Project. The MassDEP Noise Policy presents sound level 

limits based upon the existing sound levels (10 dBA over ambient). The comment suggests that the 

monitoring was not representative of peak activity, however, the intent of these measurements was to 

determine the quietest time periods, and therefore by avoiding peak conditions they are conservative. 

A one-week long monitoring program goes beyond standard practice used to determine background 

sound levels for comparison to the MassDEP Noise Policy. For the analysis, only data from the long-

term locations has been utilized. The data from the short-term locations was used to confirm that 

sound levels are similar at other nearby offsite locations.  

The monitoring locations were chosen to be representative of the “worst case” areas – i.e., the 

residences closest to the project, but furthest from the highway (Route 140). Impacts further from the 

project will be lower than what has been presented in the noise analysis. 

Comment 9.3I – A Commenter asked, “Noise has been an issue since the Proponent has moved into 

the business park. This is a proposed 24-hour, 7-day functioning facility. Will the Proponent provide 

this community with a thorough noise study?” 

Response to Comment 9.3I – Section 6.0 of the NPC-SFEIR and the Noise Impacts section of the 

DEIR on page 93 describes the sound modeling study to document sound levels and identify feasible 

mitigation measures. While operations inside enclosed buildings will continue 24/7, the trucks, 

railcars, and tipping activity will have limited operating schedules. Locomotives will have restricted 

idling hours between 5AM and 9PM, and, following a proposed reduction in operating hours, the 

Facility is now only expected to accept truck deliveries from 6AM until 7PM Monday through Friday 

and from 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays, and not on Sundays. Please see Section 6.0 and the Response 

to Comment 9.3B (above) for more information. 

9.4 Emissions / Air Quality 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to emissions / air quality. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.4A 

15 Senator Mark Montigny 9.4B 

17 Jacob Chin 9.4B, 9.4C, 9.4D 

18 Karen Chin 9.4E 

20 Brad Markey 9.4B 

21 Wendy Graca 9.4B, 9.4F 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.4G, 9.4H 

24 Elizabeth Swible 9.4B, 9.4I 
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Comment 9.4A – A Commenter wrote: “Parallel proposes erecting, I believe, 19 stacks 70 feet high 

for, I believe, the processing of bio-solids. What toxins will be emitted into the air from this process? 

How will that impact our air quality? What testing will be done and when?” 

Response to Comment 9.4A – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing, wastewater 

generation, and related are no longer applicable to this application.  

Currently proposed air emissions sources will not create conditions of unhealthy air. As described in 

Table 12 on page 113 of the DEIR, the four (4) stacks on the tipping building will release at 70 ft, the 

one (1) glass processing boiler stack will release at 40 ft, three (3) processing building vents will 

release at 70 ft. An Air analysis was conducted by Epsilon Associates using a USEPA approved air 

dispersion modeling program called AERMOD. The model generates estimates of pollutant 

concentrations using stack data, terrain data, and building dimensions. Epsilon created a grid of 

thousands of receptor locations, with the most receptors nearest the facility. The model uses emission 

rates, exhaust parameters (release height, velocity, and temperature) and five years of hourly weather 

data to predict ambient air concentrations under a large comprehensive sample of weather conditions. 

Model results are compared to USEPA and Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

(MassDEP) health protective criteria. The proposed project would emit sulfur dioxide, particular 

matter, nitrogen dioxide, and carbon monoxide. Table 13 on page 117 of the DEIR summarizes the 

pollutants and chemicals and compliance with standards that will not cause a hazard to health. In 

summary, the condition of air quality created by the proposed project will comply with all applicable 

air quality standards. These include the USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 

the Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality Standards (MAAQS), and the health-based Ambient Air 

Limits (AALs) and Threshold Exposure Limits (TELs). 

The proposed project falls below the 1 ton per year (TPY) emissions threshold for stationary sources 

to trigger the need to apply for an air permit. The Proponent does plan to record its air emissions using 

a tracking workbook that will calculate emissions based on emission factors (mass pollutant emitted 

per unit processed) and activity rates (tons of material processed) for Particulate Matter of 10 microns 

or less. The tracking workbook will be retained on-site for inspection by MassDEP.  If MassDEP 

requests a copy of the up-to-date workbook at any time, the Proponent will provide a copy to the 

MassDEP.  The Proponent will also make the tracking workbook available to the public on the 

Proponent’s website. For more details about the air emissions tracking, please refer to section 3.4 of 

the NPC-SFEIR on page 50. 

Comment 9.4B – General concern expansion of the facility could create increased air pollution for 

people living and working in the vicinity of the Proponent facility as a result of expanded operations 

and increased truck traffic. 

Response to Comment 9.4B – As documented in the Air and Odor Impacts section of the DEIR 

(Attachment 14), the proposed project impacts, which include stationary sources, mobile diesel 

equipment, and dust from material handling, will not create conditions of unhealthy air. Air pollutants 

were modeled using a USEPA approved air dispersion modeling program called AERMOD. The 
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condition of air quality created by the proposed project will comply with all applicable air quality 

standards. These include the USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the 

Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality Standards (MAAQS), and the health-based Ambient Air Limits 

(AALs) and Threshold Exposure Limits (TELs).  

Comment 9.4C – A Commenter wrote the following: “The proposed project is planned to have 19 

stacks. How far will the smoke from the stacks reach? What is the impact on the quality of air? Does 

MEPA know the height of all stacks (factoring in the levels of the project site)? What is the height 

relationship to the stacks and the nearby homes and businesses?”  

Response to Comment 9.4C – The proposed project after removal of the biosolids processes now 

proposes 8 of the 19 stacks, used to disperse combustion products and controlled ventilation exhaust 

(no smoke will be generated). As described in Table 12 on page 113 of the DEIR, the four (4) stacks 

on the tipping building will release at 70 ft, the one (1) glass processing boiler stack will release at 40 

ft, three (3) processing building stacks will release at 70 ft. Emissions from all the sources mentioned 

here (and the rest shown in Table 12) were modeled using a USEPA recommended air dispersion 

modeling program called AERMOD. AERMOD takes into account the surrounding terrain, elevation, 

and height of each of the stacks and receptors in the modeling process. The model results document 

that all pollutants emitted by the proposed project are in compliance with all relevant health-based 

standards. 

Comment 9.4D – A Commenter wrote the following: “What will be the impact to the other businesses 

in the park, and surrounding neighborhood? Will they have to install air filtration systems? If so, who 

will pay? What will be the impact to Pulaski school and any other childcare centers? Will schools and 

child centers need to install/upgrade air filtration systems? If so, who will pay?” 

Response to Comment 9.4D – Ambient air standards are set by the USEPA and Massachusetts 

Department of Environmental Protection to provide public health protection, including protection of 

sensitive populations. As described in the Air Quality section of the DEIR, the proposed facility 

complies with these air standards for all pollutants emitted when taking into consideration existing 

air quality. Surrounding terrain is taken into consideration in the air quality model. Also, as described 

in the Air Quality section of the DEIR (Attachment 14), air emissions are controlled at the source 

using clean fuels, filters, and combustion controls. 

Comment 9.4E – Similar to Comment 9.4B, a Commenter wrote, “The Proponent has planned for 

19 stacks (with some being 70 feet high) to service their facility. How will the smoke from these 

stacks affect the community, how far will the smoke reach, has wind direction been taken in 

consideration? What is the impact on the quality of air? Has MEPA done a study on what these 19 

stacks will affect the residential homes and businesses it borders?” 

Response to Comment 9.4E – Please refer to responses to Comments 9.4D and 9.4C. The USEPA-

approved air dispersion modeling program AERMOD was used to model emissions from the stacks 

and their impact on ambient air quality. This model uses the most recent five years of meteorological 

data, which includes wind speeds. The condition of air quality created by the proposed project will 
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comply with all applicable air quality standards that are protective of health. These include the 

USEPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (MAAQS), and the health-based Ambient Air Limits (AALs) and Threshold Exposure 

Limits (TELs).  It should be noted that these stacks are not “smoke stacks” that would emit fugitive 

emission due to an on-site combustion process. 

Comment 9.4F – A Commenter wrote, “Construction of this facility would entail the excavation of 

a site that is contaminated (and not remediated) by the previous occupant, Polariod. This will 

undoubtedly stir, kick up and circulate toxics from the contaminated soil, exposing people to 

dangerous chemicals, all of which will cause health issues for citizens living and working nearby and 

children attending the local elementary school.” 

Response to Comment 9.4F – GSE and the Proponent are not aware that there is any residual 

contamination on-site in concentrations above present regulatory standards.  In addition to Phase 1 

investigation that was performed on-site, additional environmental investigation/reporting was 

performed by Sage Environmental in 2014 and 2016 (two Phase I reports and a Limited Subsurface 

Investigation [LSI]).  Presently there is no evidence that would indicate on-site contamination or a 

release of PFAS related compounds to the environment.  It should also be noted that LSI reviewed 

the collected data (soil and groundwater) with comparison to current Massachusetts Contingency Plan 

(MCP) standards for other compounds outside of PFAS.  Lastly, based on current regulation and as 

recommended by Sage & MassDEP, the Proponent may need to characterize soils during the 

construction phases of the project and manage soils appropriately.  Below is an excerpt from the 

MassDEP FEIR comment letter. 

“The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the 

implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 

CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) should 

be retained to determine if notification is required and, if need be, to render appropriate opinions.  

The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are necessary if contamination is present.  

The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding cleanup” 

Comment 9.4G – A Commenter wrote, “Idling locomotives, deliveries of live load trucks... Several 

locomotives will be loaded and moved throughout the facility what emissions will that create? Trucks 

take two hours to live load drop, are these trucks idling while they deliver their live loads? 

Response to Comment 9.4G – Truck emissions include products of fuel combustion; a complete list 

of the project’s anticipated emissions can be found in Table 13 on pages 117 & 118 of the DEIR.  

Dust emissions from trucks driving on paved roads are calculated using USEPA emission factors; 

please refer to Section 4.7.1 of the Air Quality report in Attachment 14 of the DEIR. All emissions 

from trucks were modeled in the AERMOD dispersion analysis as volume and line sources. Contrary 

to what this Commenter wrote, a live truck will take 10 minutes or less to discharge its load, not two 

hours. Idling trucks will be turned off and the Proponent plans to strictly enforce the state mandated 

5-minute idling limitation. The electric railcar mover also eliminates diesel emissions from a 

traditional diesel railcar mover.  A single locomotive will be briefly on site daily and during that time 
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will contribute minimal emissions.  The condition of air quality created by truck traffic in the proposed 

project will comply with all applicable air quality standards that are protective of health. 

A single locomotive will be on site briefly once per day to drop empty cars and pick up loaded cars.  

Locomotive emissions from this transient daily site visit will be minimal. 

Comment 9.4H – A Commenter wrote: “The methodology of recording and tracking ‘monthly mass 

rates of air emissions for the preceding month, by the 15th of each month, by populating a 12-month 

rolling tracking Excel workbook with the operational activity rates (tons per month of glass processed, 

MSW tipped and processed, and biosolids processed)’ is impractical.” 

Response to Comment 9.4H – The practice of recording 12-month rolling averages of operational 

activity is a standard industry practice and frequently used by regulators and developers to document 

ongoing compliance with annual thresholds.  Monthly tracking and automated 12-month calculations 

are standard practice. 

Comment 9.4I – A Commenter wrote: "Odor emitted from this facility is a serious concern along 

with the chemicals that will be added and dispersed into the environment in any attempt to mask foul 

odors. How is this company going to mitigate air quality and odor as many factors including wind 

and temperature impact the air quality?" 

Response to Comment 9.4I – MSW operations have the potential to emit odors which could result 

in a nuisance condition.  The facility has been designed to include multiple design features to ensure 

that the facility operation doesn’t result in nuisance odors to abutters.  It should be noted that all odor 

modeling was conservative and below the 5 dilution to threshold (D/T) policy. The design features 

identified below were included in an odor modeling study conducted to ensure that odor will not 

present a nuisance condition for abutters to the project.  The odor study is described in more detail in 

the DEIR.  The odor study is not included in the NPC-SFEIR as the Secretaries Certificate on the 

DEIR and FEIR did not include any requirements for revisions to the odor study presented in the 

DEIR.  The design features related to odor mitigation for the MSW processing and transfer are listed 

below.   

MSW Processing and Transfer 

• All tipping, processing and loading into rail cars operations are done within an enclosed 

building. 

• The tipping and loadout building will be equipped with a misting system with the ability to 

introduce odor counteractants.  

• Building ventilation systems exhaust through elevated stacks to promote dispersion of 

exhaust air. 

• Doorways are located west and away from the easterly abutters and doorway opening are 

on one side to reduce wind tunnel effects. 
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• The facility will establish O&M/BMPs such as first in/first out procedures, routine 

sweeping and cleaning, and door opening and closing protocols as part of the operational 

procedures that will be prepared during the MassDEP permitting phases. 

• Added rail connection from MSW to the proposed Glass Building Extension to allow rail 

cars to be loaded inside the Glass Bunker Building. 

Additionally, the misting system that will be used to control dust inside the building will be fitted 

with a venturi pump that will allow the facility to meter in odor controlling counteractants.  This 

material is non-hazardous and non-toxic and can be properly used as a means to further control 

nuisance odors.  A copy of a sample odor neutralizing agent product literature is presented in Exhibit 

14.   

9.5 Vectors 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to vectors. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments. Note that a 

“vector” is defined in 310 CMR 19.006 as “an organism that is capable of transmitting a pathogen 

from one organism to another including, but not limited to, flies and other insects, rodents, birds, and 

vermin.” 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

4 Ron Cabral 9A 

17 Jacob Chin 9A 

18 Karen Chin 9A, 9B 

21 Wendy Graca 9A 

 

Comment 9.5A – A general concern regarding the potential vectors was noted by all listed 

Commenters. A Commenter asked the Proponent to address what they would be doing in preventing 

vectors, specifically noting rodents, from affecting the surrounding community?  

Response to Comment 9.5A –The Proponent will implement mitigation measures to ensure that 

vectors do not pose a nuisance condition.  The following measures will be incorporated into the 

Proponent’s Operation and Maintenance Plan that will be developed as part of the Authorization to 

Construct phase to further describe and illustrate the processes and procedures for the control of 

nuisance conditions.  Proposed measures include, but are not limited to, the following, subject to 

revision as operations are finalized and during subsequent operational permitting with MassDEP:  

• Removing waste following a first in/first out procedure 

• Contracting with a vector control management firm. 

• Installing rodent traps/bait stations within and around the interior and exterior of the buildings. 

• Minimizing door openings within the proposed building. 

• Conducting all waste handling activities indoors. 
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• Maintaining equipment on-site that will remove the materials from the tipping floor for 

subsequent handling. 

• Covering the containers and trailers prior to leaving the waste handling building. 

• Sweeping the paved areas and the interior of the building (as needed) at regular intervals. 

• Instituting a daily inspection program for vectors following the Operations and Maintenance 

Plan that will be prepared for the proposed Facility. 

Comment 9.5B – A Commentator asked if the Proponent would be responsible for pest control?  

Response to Comment 9.5B –The Proponent will be responsible for pest control.  A 3rd party pest 

control management firm will be retained throughout the life of this facility.  The 3rd party 

management firm will be responsible for inspections, pest management and providing written reports 

of their findings and recommendations. 
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9.6 Hours of Operation  

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to hours of operation. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.6A 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.6A 

8 Diane Fine 9.6A 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.6A 

19 Linda Morad 9.6B 

22 Zeb Arruda 9.6C 

 

Comment 9.6A – Several commenters noted the hours of operation present, “A disruption to our 

quality of life from the planned 24/7 hours and nature of the operations.” 

Response to Comment 9.6A – Based on public input and Proponent’s decision to remove of the 

biosolids operations from the proposed development, the following changes are being proposed 

with respect to hours of operation: 

1. Reduce tipping hours to 6AM to 7PM Monday through Friday  

2. Reduce tipping hours to 7AM to 4PM on Saturdays 

3. Remove tipping operations entirely on Sundays  

In addition to the proposed changes with respect to hours of tipping operation, the Proponent is also 

proposing to enclose all areas where solid waste processing operations will occur in order to minimize 

the possibility for several potential nuisance conditions, noise being one.  The Proponent proposes to 

perform processing, loading, maintenance, etc. inside the enclosed buildings 24/7, while truck traffic 

will be limited to the tipping hours noted above.  

Comment 9.6B – A commenter wrote, “Several years ago the area residents supported the 

development of the New Bedford Business Park, which provided manufacturing and service-related 

businesses the opportunity to expand and offer good paying jobs to residents of the City and the 

surrounding communities. None of these companies are engaged in the type of industry that is 

currently under consideration with this permit, nor do they operate on a twenty-four hour / seven day 

a week schedule that is certain to be totally disruptive to the peacefulness of the surrounding 

community.” The same Commenter later added, “I can assure you that no one who purchased a 

property in this area assumed that their home life would be subjected to an industrial project operating 

twenty-four hours a day / seven days a week.” 

Response to Comment 9.6B – The proposed hours of operation have been changed as identified in 

the response to comment 9.6.A. Additionally, the Proponent is proposing a facility design that 

encloses all areas where solid waste processing operations will occur including the portion of railway 

where loading takes place, a separation from the closest residence (a.k.a. “receptor”) that is 
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significantly greater than the regulatory requirement, and several additional environmental controls 

proposed to reduce and mitigate impacts to surrounding receptors such as dust and odor suppression, 

ventilation, use of an electric railcar mover, etc.  Please note that the closest tipping door as currently 

proposed is greater than 1,400 feet from nearest residential receptor.  

Comment 9.6C – A Commenter noted a concern over 24/7 operations stating that, "The city has a 

Wastewater Treatment Plant that does not allow truck trucks before 7:00 am nor after 7:00 pm. Why 

are we being treated differently in our neighborhood?" 

Response to Comment 9.6C – The proposed hours have been changed as described above in 

comment 9.6A.   The 6AM start time is important for this industry so that the first deliveries are 

outside of morning peak hour traffic. 

9.7 Environmental Justice 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to environmental justice. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.6A 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.6A 

8 Diane Fine 9.6A 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.6A 

13 Andrea Stone 9.6B, 9.6C, 9.6D, 9.6E 

15 Senator Mark Montigny 9.6A 

17 Jacob Chin 9.6B 

18 Karen Chin 9.6C 

21 Wendy Graca 9.6A 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.6A 

24 Elizabeth Swible 9.6A 

 

Comment 9.7A – Several Commenters noted that the site is located in an environmental justice 

community with an unfortunate history of environmental damage. Commenters noted concern that 

Proponent is seeking to further exploit an environmental justice community. 

Response to Comment 9.7A –The Proponent is not only committed to be an excellent environmental 

steward but has also taken a considerable amount of time to educate the community about their 

proposed plans.  It should be noted that this site has been a “heavy” industrial property for many years 

and the Proponent’s plans are to repurpose the site.  As a brief history, the Proponent submitted a 

Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) on January 21, 2021, notice of which was published in 

The Standard Times, El Planeta, and the Portuguese Times. On April 2, 2021.  As identified in the 

NPC-SFEIR, the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs issued a FEIR Certificate, which 

requested the preparation of an NPC-SFEIR. 
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To date, the Proponent has worked diligently to educate the community on plans for the Proponent’s 

proposed solid waste handling facility, a 71-acre site at 100 Duchaine Boulevard in the New Bedford 

Business Park.  The Proponent has conducted an extensive community outreach campaign that is 

ongoing. The Proponent’s community outreach team has knocked on 1,390 doors, providing residents 

with fact sheets and comment cards and promoted the public to ask questions and provide feedback 

on the project. Additionally, the Proponent representatives have made 21,571 personal phone calls to 

identify potential concerns and share details with the community; organized and held 24 meetings 

with key business stakeholders in the community and local vendors; and hosted three open houses, 

two public meetings, as well as virtual meetings.  

As part of the notification and outreach process, the Proponent has notified the following agencies 

during the ENF, DEIR and FEIR process: 

• Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

• DEP / Southeast Regional Office 

• Massachusetts Department of Transportation 

• Massachusetts DOT District #5 Office 

• Massachusetts Historical Commission 

• Southeastern Regional Planning and Economic Development District 

• City of New Bedford 

• New Bedford City Council 

• New Bedford Department of Planning, Housing and Community Development 

• New Bedford Conservation Commission 

• City of New Bedford Health Department 

• Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

• Department of Public Health 

• Energy Facilities Sitting Board 

• Department of Energy Resources 

• Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 

• Superintendent of Wastewater 

The Proponentlso notified the following representatives of environmental justice groups as 

recommended by MEPA and/or as required based on the fact that comments were received during the 

MEPA processes: 

• Coalition for Social Justice, Deb Faustino 

• Coalition for Social Justice, Marlene Pollock 

• Hands Across the River Coalition, Karen Vilandry 

• Old Bedford Village, John “Buddy” Andrade 

• Alternative for Community & Environment, Dwaign Tyndal 

• Toxics Action Center, Sylvia Broude, executive director 
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• Environment Massachusetts, Ben Hellerstein 

• Clean Water Action, Cindy Luppi 

• Sierra Club MA, Deb Pasternak 

• Neighbor to Neighbor, Elvis Mendez 

• Appalachian Mountain Club, Heather Clish 

• Mass Audubon, Heidi Ricci 

• Mass Rivers Alliance, Julia Blatt 

• The Trust for Public Land, Kelly Boling 

• Browning the Green Space, Kerry Bowie 

• Environmental League of MA, Nancy Goodman 

• E4TheFuture, Pat Stanton 

• Ocean River Institute, Rob Moir 

• Mass Land Trust Coalition, Robb Johnson 

• Mass Climate Action Network (MCAN), Sarah Dooling 

• Conservation Law Foundation, Amy Laura Cahn, senior attorney 

• Conservation Law Foundation, Staci Rubin, senior attorney 

• Community Action Works, Sylvia Broude 

• Unitarian Universalist Mass Action Network, Tali Smookler 

• Healthcare without Harm, Winston Vaughan 

The Proponent prioritizes being a good neighbor and has gone door-to-door with fact sheets and 

comment cards with pre-paid postage to receive community input on the proposed site.  The 

Proponent’s community outreach team has personally knocked on a total of 1,390 doors.  Residents 

were offered/provided a comment card and a project fact sheet - and have been given opportunities 

to learn more about the project. The Pine Hill Acres neighborhood, which consists of 360 homes, 

received a second visit from the Proponent representatives, as it is closest to the new site. The 

Proponent representatives also have visited the 75 closest homes to their former site at 969 Shawmut 

Avenue and an additional 54 homes throughout New Bedford to educate the community about their 

plans for 100 Duchaine Boulevard and assess if the neighbors have had any complaints over the past 

11 years at their former location. 

Comment 9.7B – Several Commenters shared concern that the proposed facility expansion will be 

located in proximity to a predominantly minority community, noting specifically Lord Phillips; 

Satellite Village; and Dottin place. Directly related comments include, “What outreach has been done 

by MEPA or the Proponent to these communities?” and, “What studies has MEPA done to ensure the 

safety and wellbeing of poor and communities of color?” 

Response to Comment 9.7B – It is the Proponent’s and GSE’s opinion that this has been answered 

in Comment 9.7A.  As for studies, the Proponent and their experts have performed multiple studies 

on air (greenhouse gasses and emission), sound, odor, traffic, etc.  From these studies and 
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recommendations by the experts, the site, its environmental controls, and layout has been developed 

to ensure the safety of the surrounding receptors. 

Comment 9.7C – Related to Comment 9.6B, Commenters asked, “Does MEPA consider 

environmental racism when making decisions?” and, “Does MEPA have to use explicit consideration 

of disproportionate impact on low-income communities and communities of color?” 

Response to Comment 9.7C – Although this question is directed to MEPA, the Proponent has taken 

considerable steps to work with the community on this project. 

To date, the Proponent has worked diligently to educate the community on plans for the Proponent’s 

proposed solid waste handling facility, a 71-acre site at 100 Duchaine Boulevard in the New Bedford 

Business Park.  The Proponent has conducted an extensive community outreach campaign that is 

ongoing.  

As part of the notification and outreach process, the Proponent has notified the following agencies 

during the ENF, DEIR and FEIR process: 

• Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

• DEP / Southeast Regional Office 

• Massachusetts Department of Transportation 

• Massachusetts DOT District #5 Office 

• Massachusetts Historical Commission 

• Southeastern Regional Planning and Economic Development District 

• City of New Bedford 

• New Bedford City Council 

• New Bedford Department of Planning, Housing and Community Development 

• New Bedford Conservation Commission 

• City of New Bedford Health Department 

• Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

• Department of Public Health 

• Energy Facilities Sitting Board 

• Department of Energy Resources 

• Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 

• Superintendent of Wastewater 

The Proponent also notified the following representatives of environmental justice groups as 

recommended by MEPA and/or as required based on the fact that comments were received during the 

MEPA processes: 

• Coalition for Social Justice, Deb Faustino 

• Coalition for Social Justice, Marlene Pollock 

• Hands Across the River Coalition, Karen Vilandry 
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• Old Bedford Village, John “Buddy” Andrade 

• Alternative for Community & Environment, Dwaign Tyndal 

• Toxics Action Center, Sylvia Broude, executive director 

• Environment Massachusetts, Ben Hellerstein 

• Clean Water Action, Cindy Luppi 

• Sierra Club MA, Deb Pasternak 

• Neighbor to Neighbor, Elvis Mendez 

• Appalachian Mountain Club, Heather Clish 

• Mass Audubon, Heidi Ricci 

• Mass Rivers Alliance, Julia Blatt 

• The Trust for Public Land, Kelly Boling 

• Browning the Green Space, Kerry Bowie 

• Environmental League of MA, Nancy Goodman 

• E4TheFuture, Pat Stanton 

• Ocean River Institute, Rob Moir 

• Mass Land Trust Coalition, Robb Johnson 

• Mass Climate Action Network (MCAN), Sarah Dooling 

• Conservation Law Foundation, Amy Laura Cahn, senior attorney 

• Conservation Law Foundation, Staci Rubin, senior attorney 

• Community Action Works, Sylvia Broude 

• Unitarian Universalist Mass Action Network, Tali Smookler 

• Healthcare without Harm, Winston Vaughan 

The Proponent prioritizes being a good neighbor and has gone door-to-door with fact sheets and 

comment cards with pre-paid postage to receive community input on the proposed site.  The 

Proponent’s community outreach team has personally knocked on a total of 1,390 doors.  Residents 

were offered/provided a comment card and a project fact sheet - and have been given opportunities 

to learn more about the project. The Pine Hill Acres neighborhood, which consists of 360 homes, 

received a second visit from the Proponent representatives, as it is closest to the new site. The 

Proponent representatives also have visited the 75 closest homes to their former site at 969 Shawmut 

Avenue and an additional 54 homes throughout New Bedford to educate the community about their 

plans for 100 Duchaine Boulevard and assess if the neighbors have had any complaints over the past 

11 years at their former location. 

To this date, the Proponent has received 14 comment cards concerning the project and responded to 

all that had an address listed for return. 

The Proponent works diligently with residents who have doubts or concerns about the project by 

providing educational materials and making representatives available to discuss any questions. The 

Proponent’s community outreach team met many residents at their door and addressed 

misinformation and technical questions about the project. The Proponent also updates the project 
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website to provide additional information, including PowerPoint presentations, site renderings, site 

plans, state filings, and contact information to learn more. 

Comment 9.7D – A Commenter noted, “The City of New Bedford is rated the 6th most overburdened 

city in the state of Massachusetts in consideration of ecological hazards.” Same Commenter asked, 

“Does MEPA decline projects that will contribute more pollution to already overburdened towns and 

cities?” and, “Does MEPA offer increased protections to overburdened communities?” 

Response to Comment 9.7D – The project team has thoroughly investigated all potential 

environmental impacts including wetlands, stormwater, noise, air, odor, and water/wastewater, as 

required by MassDEP and MEPA. A full list of mitigation measures, designed to minimize adverse 

environmental impacts to the community, is included in Section 8.0 of this NPC-FEIR, –Mitigation 

and Draft Section 61 Findings. Epsilon notes that the mitigation measures listed here must be included 

in the final Permit or approval of Agency Action. In other words, these actions are nonoptional and 

the Proponent commits to taking these steps.  

While not comprehensive, key mitigation measures are listed below:  

• Greenhouse gas emissions 

o Air-conditioned spaces will meet mandatory and prescriptive requirements of the 

energy code 

o PV-ready new construction with installation of solar PV arrays 

o High-efficiency mechanical equipment 

o Construction waste recycling 

o Use of rail 

o Electrically powered equipment 

• Water: 

o Permitting for Phase 1 construction to minimize impacts on wetlands and riverfront 

areas 

o Update of the existing stormwater management system to maintain compliance with 

the MA Stormwater Management Policy 

• Air quality: 

o Use electrically powered processing equipment (minimal local air emissions) 

o Control of dust with an atomized water mist and water spray at multiple locations 

o Regular sweeping outdoors to minimize dust.  

o Paving all surfaces associated with facility operations to minimize dust 

o Use of an electrically powered rail car mover and equipment 

• Noise: 

o Operations (waste handling) conducted within enclosed building. 

o Tipping/delivery doors located away from receptors. 

o Electric rail car mover, which creates less noise than a diesel mover 

o On-site truck noise was modeled and determined to be below FHWA criteria for 

residences 
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• Traffic: 

o Educate employees of public transit, bicycle, and pedestrian transportation routes 

o Provide opportunities for employees to engage in transit subsidy or reimbursement 

programs 

o Incentivize alternative transport with reimbursements, direct deposit, bicycle parking, 

storage racks, and preferential parking for carpools and vanpools  

o Provide striped bicycle lanes along Duchaine Boulevard for connectivity (contingent 

upon City approval) 

o Funding a new traffic signal 

Comment 9.7E – A Commenter asked, “Does MEPA use the ‘precautionary principle’ when 

addressing and analyzing potential environmental issues in overburdened communities?” (The 

“precautionary principle” was explained in the letter to include consideration of precautions when a 

strong possibility of harm (instead of a scientifically proven certainty of harm) to human health or the 

environment from a substance or activity is possible.) 

Response to Comment 9.7E – Although this question is directed to MEPA, the Proponent believe 

that many of the expert studies have taken into consideration conservative “precautionary principals” 

when assessing and designing this proposed Facility. Please note that traffic, noise, air quality, and 

odor modeling use conservative assumptions whenever possible.   

9.8 Environmental Justice – Greenhouse Gas 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to environmental justice – greenhouse gas. The table includes the location of the responses to 

the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.8A, 9.8B 

 

Comment 9.8A – A Commenter noted the FEIR did not address Greenhouse Gases sufficiently. The 

Commenter also noted the facility will have 19 stacks all emitting substances, specifically identifying 

methane. The concern shared includes a description of the immediate topography, indicating the 

facility is located at an elevation below that of nearby residences sharing the concern the stacks are 

not of sufficient height for emissions to clear residential neighborhoods.  

Response to Comment 9.8A – The proposed project, after removal of the biosolids processes, now 

proposes 8 of the 19 stacks. Emissions from the stack were modeled using an EPA recommended air 

dispersion modeling program called AERMOD. This program takes into account the surrounding 

terrain, elevation, and height of each of the stacks in the modeling process. In other words, the 

different ground level elevations of the stacks and the elevation of the receptors (residential 

neighborhoods) is factored into the model. All pollutants emitted by the proposed project are in 

compliance with the NAAQS, MAAQS, TELs and AALs and will not create a health hazard. 



 

182 

 

Comment 9.8B – Another Commenter wrote, “Trucks will be taking the processed biosolids to the 

MSW building for loading onto rail cars, how is that factored into GHG emissions?” 

Response to Comment 9.8B – As noted in the response to Comment 9.8A, the Proponent has 

withdrawn the previously proposed biosolids drying facility.   
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9.9    Biosolids Processing and Wastewater Generation 

Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed biosolids drying facility. As a 

result, the questions and comments related to biosolids processing and associated wastewater 

generation are no longer applicable to this application. However, out of courtesy, Commenters with 

related comments are listed below. Please see the referenced letters for the actual comments, as this 

section is no longer applicable to the NPC-SFEIR. 

Letter # Commenter 

12 Carol Strupczewski 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 

16 Elizabeth Saulnier 

17 Jacob Chin 

18 Karen Chin 

23 Tracy Wallace 

24 Elizabeth Swible 

 

9.10  PFAS  

For background, the US EPA describes PFAS as, “Per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) … 

manufactured and used in a variety of industries around the globe, including in the United States 

since the 1940s. [PFAS compounds] are very persistent in the environment and in the human body – 

meaning they don’t break down and they can accumulate over time. There is evidence that exposure 

to PFAS can lead to adverse human health effects.” Additional information on PFAS can be obtained 

from the US EPA at the following web address: https://www.epa.gov/pfas/basic-information-pfas. 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to PFAS concerns. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 9.10A 

21 Wendy Graca 9.10A 

 

Comment 9.10A – A Commenter noted the release of PFAS in this proposed expansion would be 

unavoidable and that the Proponent has done little to explain how the Proponent will mitigate the 

levels of PFAS into New Bedford's sewers and water supplies, noting the estimated 113,750 gallons 

of wastewater produced per day need safeguards to ensure no unsafe levels of PFAS. 

Response to Comment 9.10A – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing, wastewater 

generation, and related are no longer applicable to this application. 

 

  

https://www.epa.gov/pfas/basic-information-pfas
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9.11 Siting Concerns 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to siting concerns. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments. 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.11A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.11B 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.11B 

8 Diane Fine 9.11B 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.11B 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.11C 

13 Andrea Stone 9.11B 

15 Senator Mark Montigny 9.11B 

19 Linda Morad 9.11B 

20 Brad Markey 9.11B 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.11B, 9.11D 

24 Elizabeth Swible 9.11B 

 

Comment 9.11A – a Commenter wrote, “...setback from residences has been subverted: 310 CMR 

16.40 requires 500 feet. To date the owner and the reviewing agencies have not documented a 

property boundary of their site to the property boundary to the adjacent residences as evidence in their 

filings of meeting this requirement. When this criteria is applied it is clear that about 2 dozen houses 

are within the 500'” 

Response to Comment 9.11A – Current regulations require that the “waste handling area” of a large 

solid waste handling facility cannot be within 500-feet of an occupied residential dwelling, a prison, 

health care facility, elementary school, middle school or high school, children's preschool, licensed 

day care center, or senior center or youth center, excluding equipment storage or maintenance 

structures.  A “waste handling area” is defined as “an area used for the processing, storage, transfer 

or treatment of solid waste, excluding weigh stations or access roads”.  The facility has been designed 

so that solid waste processing areas will be over 1,000 feet from the closest receptors and railcar 

storage, at its closest point, will be greater than 500 feet away from the closest receptors.  These 

proposed distances, based on the design, proposed controls, nature or operation, etc. provide for the 

proper distancing to protect surrounding receptors.  

Comment 9.11B – Several Commenters noted that the proposed facility expansion is located too 

close to a residential neighborhood to be an appropriate location for the proposed facility operations. 

A couple of commenters further added concern over the location of the proposed facility in proximity 

to area daycare facilities and elementary schools. 

Response to Comment 9.11B – Current regulations require that the “waste handling area” of a large 

solid waste handling facility cannot be withing 500-feet of an occupied residential dwelling, a prison, 
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health care facility, elementary school, middle school or high school, children's preschool, licensed 

day care center, or senior center or youth center, excluding equipment storage or maintenance 

structures.  A “waste handling area” is defined as “an area used for the processing, storage, transfer 

or treatment of solid waste, excluding weigh stations or access roads”.  The facility has been designed 

to so that solid waste processing areas will be over 1,000 feet from the closest receptors and railcar 

storage, at its closest point, will be greater than 500 feet away from the closest receptors.  These 

proposed distances, based on the design, proposed controls, nature or operation, etc. provide for the 

proper distancing to protect surrounding receptors. 

Comment 9.11C – A Commenter noted, “Parallel is located close to hundreds of residential homes, 

more than 200 in Pine Hill and at least 12 homes bordering its own property with just a split rail fence 

and bales of hay separating Parallel's land from those 12 homeowners land.” 

Response to Comment 9.11C – As mentioned in the two preceding responses, the facility location 

relative to the distances from the residential receptors provide for the proper distancing to protect 

surrounding receptors.  The facility has committed to an enhanced design and environmental controls 

to mitigate the potential for off-site nuisance conditions and/or other impacts.  

Comment 9.11D – A Commenter noted, “Within the Project description, the FEIR only indicates that 

the property is zoned industrial C. That statement is false as the property is zoned mixed business B 

and residential A as well as industrial C…It has been the company's argument that the facility will 

not be using any of the property zoned mixed business or residential, however within Appendix 4 on 

page 331 it shows the road within the property going through the mixed business and residential 

portion of the facility. Utilization of the portion puts the company in violation of the 500 ft buffer 

zone. Figure 2.1 is out of date; it does not include the newly built homes on the same side of Philips 

Rd.” Commenter requests the above be addressed in the NPC-SFEIR. 

Response to Comment 9.11D – GSE and the Proponent acknowledge the statement that the existing 

“ring road” which is utilized by all business within the property traverses through the Business B 

zoned portion of the parcel.  However, the subject development, including the glass processing facility 

that is presently in operation, and the area to be “site assigned” is entirely within the Industrial C 

zone.  The 500-foot setback requirement is related to the correlation between the proposed “waste 

handling areas” and setback to receptors, which has been achieved by great margin. 

9.12  Health & Safety Concerns (General) 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to health & safety concerns (general). The table includes the location of the responses to the 

comments. 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.12A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.12B 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.12B 

8 Diane Fine 9.12B 
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9 Sabine Von Mering 9.12B 

10 John Dufresne 9.12C 

17 Jacob Chin 9.12D, 9.12E 

19 Linda Morad 9.12F 

20 Brad Markey 9.12F 

 

Comment 9.12A – A Commenter noted a concern that potential toxic compounds in the residuals 

and emissions from processing operations have the potential to enter the sanitary sewer system, the 

air, and area wetlands. 

Response to Comment 9.12A – GSE is unsure specifically if this comment was referring solely to 

the biosolids operations, which has been eliminated from the proposed design plans.  Additionally, 

there are controls in place at the proposed solid waste handling facility to protect the surrounding 

environment. Controls include a fully enclosed building for handling waste from initial receipt to 

outbound loading.  Other controls also include odor and dust suppression systems, handling on 

impervious surfaces, wastewater collection, use of renewable energy, and use of electrically powered 

equipment 

Comment 9.12B – Several Commenters noted, “We will be exposed to chemical pollutants from 

waste, volatile organic compounds and PFAS associated with the operation.” 

Response to Comment 9.12B – Emissions from stationary sources are below permitting thresholds, 

and total emissions are less than one-tenth of one percent of county-wide emissions. 

The Proponent MEPA filings included an analysis of the potential impacts of the air emissions.  

Emissions from the Proponent project were analyzed using an Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA)-approved computer model to show what the air impacts could be from the Project under any 

weather condition and taking into consideration the surrounding topography.   

Air modeling results are compared to EPA and Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection (MassDEP) health-protective standards.  For odor, model results are compared to a 

threshold/concentration that is unlikely to cause an off-site nuisance odor condition.  The predicted 

air pollutant and odor concentrations have been shown to comply with the EPA and Massachusetts 

standards, and to comply with the protective odor dilution threshold at the off-site residential 

receptors.   

As a comparison for perspective, the additional particulate matter (dust) from year-long exposure to 

the worst-case impact would be equivalent to spending an additional 90 minutes in highway traffic, 

or 30 minutes in a kitchen cooking with a gas stove.  Impacts at the nearest home will be much lower 

and would be equivalent to spending 20 minutes in highway traffic or 7 minutes in a kitchen cooking 

with a gas stove.   

Comment 9.12C – A Commenter wrote the following: “Is it safe for the air and water quality of the 

citizens of New Bedford and the area around it? Is there a report by experts that confirms that the 

proposed facility will not harm the air and water quality of the citizens of New Bedford and the area 
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around it - by comparison with this type of facility somewhere else in the United States? Is this report 

accessible to the public? If so, then where can I obtain this?” 

Response to Comment 9.12C – This NPC-SFEIR as well as the past MEPA submittals (ENF, D-

EIR and F-EIR) all provided data and documentation prepared by experts, that show that the impacts 

associated with the facility are de minimus in nature.  GSE and the Proponent are not sure what other 

reports for similar facilities exist outside of Massachusetts.  However, the EOEEA has a significant 

repository of past submittals for many solid waste facilities that have received their final MEPA 

certificates.  The facility as presently proposed, is not significantly different than other large solid 

waste handling facilities in the Commonwealth that are either fully operational and have satisfied the 

MEPA requirements (e.g., Wilbraham, Taunton, Millbury, Leominster, etc.).  Additionally, the 

Proponent’s setbacks to receptors are greater than the facilities presented above. 

Comment 9.12D – A Commenter asked, “The nearest hospital is St. Luke's in New Bedford about 

15 minutes away without traffic. What studies have been conducted to assess the impact of the 

Proponent on emergency needs of the community?” 

Response to Comment 9.12D – St. Luke’s Hospital is most directly accessed from the Braley Road 

corridor via Route 140 southbound. The traffic analysis presented in the Updated TIS in Section 5.0 

shows insignificant project-related impacts on the uncontrolled eastbound and westbound Braley 

Road approaches at the ramp intersections with Route 140 northbound and southbound, which would 

be used by emergency vehicles in route to St. Luke’s Hospital from the neighborhood. 

Comment 9.12E – A Commenter asked, “What impact will the Proponent have on vulnerable 

populations like elderly, medically fragile, and people without transportation?” 

Response to Comment 9.12E – Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent 

proposes to construct a fully-actuated traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road with Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard, which would reduce existing congestion at that intersection and 

reduce delays along the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard and westbound Braley Road approaches 

used by Southeastern Regional Transit Authority (SRTA) buses. In addition, the proposed signal 

would include a pedestrian phase, crosswalks, and reconstructed wheelchair ramps, improving 

pedestrian access to the New Bedford Business Park, including the New England Farms convenience 

store at the northwest corner of the intersection. 

Comment 9.12F – One Commenter noted concern regarding a potential increase in danger for 

elementary school students who walk to school in this already high traffic area, and another noted 

general overall concern for neighborhood safety in proximity to the facility. (Comment not included 

in Section 9.1 Traffic as specifically noting a health and safety concern.) 

Response to Comment 9.12F – The assigned truck route for project-generated truck trips, via 

Duchaine Boulevard, Theodore Rice Boulevard, and Braley Road to the Route 140 at Braley Road 

interchange, is the most direct route from the project site to the regional roadway network. The truck 

route does not travel through residential neighborhoods along Braley Road east of Route 140 or along 

Phillips Road south of Braley Road, and the School Zone for the Casimir Pulaski Elementary School 
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begins approximately 650 feet east of the Braley Road at Route 140 Northbound Ramps intersection. 

Although project-generated traffic will have minimal impact on pedestrians in the study area and will 

provide improved pedestrian facilities at the Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard 

intersection, students in residential areas west of Route 140 typically travel to and from Casimir 

Pulaski Elementary School via school bus routes #20 and #26. No project-generated trips are 

anticipated east of Route 140, where school walk trips would occur. 

9.13  Health Issues (Biosolids Specific) 

Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed biosolids drying facility. As a 

result, the questions and comments related to health issues (biosolids specific) are no longer 

applicable to this application. However, out of courtesy, Commenters with related comments are 

listed below. Please see the referenced letters for the actual comments, as this section is no longer 

applicable to the NPC-SFEIR. 

Letter # Commenter 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 

13 Andrea Stone 

 

9.14  Impacts to the Environment and Wildlife 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to potential impacts to the environment and wildlife. The table includes the location of the 

responses to the comments. Please note several Commenters noted general concerns related to 

potential impacts to the environment and/or wildlife, but where no specific comment or question 

accompanied the noted concern, no response has been provided. 

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.14A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.14B 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.14B 

8 Diane Fine 9.14B 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.14B 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.14C 

13 Andrea Stone 9.14D 

17 Jacob Chin 9.14E, 9.14F 

20 Brad Markey 9.14G 

21 Wendy Graca 9.14H 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.14I 

 

Comment 9.14A – A Commenter noted, “…consider the gravity and impact of a decision to allow a 

nuisance waste processing facility, adjacent to a multi-hundred residential community, located in a 

swampy wetland to proceed.” 
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Response to Comment 9.14A – The facility will be designed and permitted to meet and/or exceed 

all state, local and federal standards as it relates to the protection of the environment.  This will include 

designs to meet stringent stormwater, wetlands, and air quality regulations.  It should also be noted 

that a majority of the project is being developed in areas that were previously developed in the past. 

With respect to wetland impacts, the proposed rail sidetrack must cross a drainage swale and a 

bordering vegetated wetland to access the site.  The variations on rail alignment are limited by the 

design restrictions (radius of curves, slope, etc.) associated with rail development.  The design of the 

rail sidetrack has been designed to minimize the impacts to wetlands to the greatest extent feasible.   

At the crossing of the drainage swale, the crossing point selected is an area where the track is 

approximately perpendicular to the swale, minimizing the area of the swale and riverfront area that is 

impacted.  Also, the crossing point selected is the location of an existing abandoned bridge over the 

swale. The existing bridge will be removed as part of the development activities.    

Alternatives evaluated included a three-sided box culvert, a four-sided box culvert and a bridge.  

Initially, the Proponent selected a three-sided box culvert as the preferred alternative for the swale 

crossing.  The box culvert alternative was presented in the Notice of Intent filed with the Conservation 

Commission.  During review of the Notice of Intent, the Conservation Commission preferred a bridge 

for the swale crossing.  The project plans have been revised to include a bridge for this crossing. 

The project is not located within Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife or Priority Habitat.  The EENF 

included correspondence from the Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program of the 

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife stating that the project is not located within 

Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife or Priority Habitats and therefore is not subject to compliance 

with the rare wildlife species section of the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act.  

The route chosen for the rail sidetrack was selected to minimize the impact to bordering vegetated 

wetlands.  The size of the area impacted was further minimized by using block retaining walls on 

each side of the track to minimize the width of the sidetrack cross section, thereby minimizing the 

extent of wetland impacts.   

The Proponent filed a Notice of Intent, dated October 2, 2019, with the New Bedford Conservation 

Commission.  The Commission issued an Order of Conditions on July 30, 2020.  The Order of 

Conditions is included as Exhibit 9.  This Order of Conditions is applicable to all construction 

proposed in Phase 1 and includes a stormwater management plan that complies with the 

Massachusetts Stormwater Policy.  Based on the engineered plans, there will be approximately 4,095 

sq/ft of wetland impacts (based on holding a 1-foot disturbance line from the bottom of the wall).  

Should the contractors hold a 3-foot disturbance line from the bottom of the wall, there could be 4,916 

sq/ft of wetland disturbance.  In both instances, disturbance in under 5,000 sq/ft and permanent 

disturbance is 3,696 sq/ft.  It should also be noted that the Order of Conditions requires the Proponent 

to construct a 6,700 sq/ft wetland replication area. 
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Phase 2 construction will not impact any wetlands.  A Notice of Intent will be filed with the New 

Bedford Conservation Commission as some construction activity will be within the buffer zone and 

primarily on previously developed surfaces 

Comment 9.14B – Several Commenters noted, “The proposed facility will place further burden on a 

city already impacted by pollution. New Bedford has been working for years to remediate the 

environmental damage created in its industrial past.”  

Response to Comment 9.14B – The facility will be designed and permitted to meet and/or exceed 

all state, local and federal standards as it relates to the protection of the environment.  The Proponent 

is designed to meet stringent stormwater, wetland, air quality regulations.   

Comment 9.14C – A Commenter asked what would happen if a rail car or rail cars overturned and 

spilled materials into the wetlands? Same Commenter also asked what would happen if there were a 

trucking accident and materials spilled onto streets and impacted homeowners' property and public 

lands? Commenter further asked who would be responsible for the cleanup, regardless of the volume 

or severity of the possible spill? 

Response to Comment 9.14C – With respect to liabilities, there are several variables associated with 

these particular scenarios.  The primary variables have to do with “control” and “proximate cause”.  

Control (e.g., who has control of the material at the time of the event) and proximate cause (what the 

factor is that caused the event) are both be driving factors as the where clean-up and liability related 

responsibilities lie.  As such, liabilities could be the Proponent’s responsibility, the waste carrier’s 

(either trucking company and/or rail) or some other 3rd party depending upon the event.  Although 

there could be multiple liable parties, the Proponent will be committed to gather the facts and 

coordinate getting information to the general public (likely through the Proponent’s website). 

Comment 9.14D – A Commenter asked, “What research has been done (and if so, what were the 

results) to determine the effects that municipal solid waste (MSW- that can contain dangerous 

substances, such as volatile organic compounds, polychlorinated biphenyls, heavy metals, radioactive 

materials, and pharmaceuticals) will have on Sassaquin Pond, located one mile from this proposed 

site?” 

Response to Comment 9.14D – The facility is proposing to accept municipal solid (everyday 

household and commercially generated) waste and post processed C&D waste.  Although limited 

quantities of household hazards wastes could arrive within the MSW, the facility will take the 

following precautions. 

1. Having trained staff on-site 

2. Have an on-site tipping floor inspector that watches the waste being tipped 

3. Allow for manned qa/qc stations located on the MSW processing line. 

4. Handling all materials (tipping, processing, outbound loading) indoors. 
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5. Allowing liquid waste to be collected into a tight tank (also could be connected to the New 

Bedford sewer pending perming/approval 

It should be noted that “solid waste” does not include hazardous waste, radioactive materials, PCB’s 

or heavy metal in hazardous concentrations.  Based on the design of the facility (e.g., separation from 

the outdoor environment such as stormwater contact), an internal inspection/reject protocols, ensuring 

that the facility has properly trained staff, the facility will be able to operate in a safe and effective 

manner. 

Comment 9.14E – A Commenter asked, “What studies have been conducted to the current land of 

the business park to test for the environmental impact already existing?” 

Response to Comment 9.14E – GSE and the Proponent are not aware that there is any residual 

contamination on-site in concentrations above present regulatory standards.  In addition to Phase 1 

investigation that was performed on-site, additional environmental investigation/reporting was 

performed by Sage Environmental in 2014 and 2016 (two Phase I reports and a Limited Subsurface 

Investigation [LSI]).  Presently there is no evidence that would indicate on-site contamination or a 

release of PFAS related compounds to the environment.  It should also be noted that LSI reviewed 

the collected data (soil and groundwater) with comparison to current Massachusetts Contingency Plan 

(MCP) standards for other compounds outside of PFAS.  Lastly, based on current regulation and as 

recommended by Sage & MassDEP, the Proponent may need to characterize soils during the 

construction phases of the project and manage soils appropriately.  Below is an excerpt from the 

MassDEP FEIR comment letter. 

“The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the 

implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 

CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) should 

be retained to determine if notification is required and, if need be, to render appropriate opinions.  

The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are necessary if contamination is present.  

The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding cleanup” 

Comment 9.14F – A Commenter asked, “What studies have been done to test the impact of the 

Proponent to the proposed site and surrounding wetlands and environmentally protected lands?” 

Response to Comment 9.14F – The site has been designed to create a separation between the 

“facility” and the surrounding environment.  All of the proposed stormwater controls will meet or 

exceed the MA Stormwater Policy for proper treatment.  The proposed design of the facility allows 

for all solid waste handling activities to be conducted indoors (from initial tipping to final railcar 

loading).  The design of the facility provides the highest amount of protection to the surrounding 

environment.   

Comment 9.14G – A Commenter noted, “There are many concerns with the processing of MSW and 

biosolids at this facility, health concerns of toxins being emitted into the air and ground, odor, as well 

as issues with the proximity to wetlands causing environmental concerns.” 
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Response to Comment 9.14G – The site has been designed to create a separation between the 

“facility” and the surrounding environment.  All of the proposed stormwater controls will meet or 

exceed the MA Stormwater Policy for proper treatment.  The proposed design of the facility allows 

for all solid waste handling activities to be conducted indoors (from initial tipping to final railcar 

loading).  The design of the facility provides the highest amount of protection to the surrounding 

environment include the control of odors, protection of ground and surface waters and other 

emissions. 

Operation of the Proponent project will release some limited amounts of air pollution from its 

proposed operations (primarily dust and exhaust emissions).   

The processing of MSW and handling of C&D can release dust, odor, and air pollution from the 

equipment used to process the material.  An example would be the use of equipment such as front-

end loaders. 

Emissions from stationary sources are below permitting thresholds, and total emissions are less than 

one-tenth of one percent of county-wide emissions. 

The Proponent MEPA filings includes an analysis of the potential impacts of the air emissions.  

Emissions from the Proponent project were analyzed using an Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA)-approved computer model to show what the air impacts could be from the Project under any 

weather condition and taking into consideration the surrounding topography.   

Air modeling results are compared to EPA and Massachusetts Department of Environmental 

Protection (MassDEP) health-protective standards.  For odor, model results are compared to a 

threshold/concentration that is unlikely to cause an off-site nuisance odor condition.  The predicted air 

pollutant and odor concentrations have been shown to comply with the EPA and Massachusetts 

standards, and to comply with the protective odor dilution threshold at the off-site residential receptors.  

As a comparison for perspective, the additional particulate matter (dust) from year-long exposure to 

the worst-case impact would be equivalent to spending an additional 90 minutes in highway traffic, or 

30 minutes in a kitchen cooking with a gas stove.  Impacts at the nearest home will be much lower and 

would be equivalent to spending 20 minutes in highway traffic or 7 minutes in a kitchen cooking with 

a gas stove.   

Comment 9.14H – A Commenter noted, “As I understand it, as part of the daily business operations, 

this facility will produce wastewater that will be discharged into the City of New Bedford's sewage 

system, which already has problems with overflow during certain times of year and weather. This 

places the local water ways and resources at risk.” 

Response to Comment 9.14H – Wastewater from employee sanitary and washing use is estimated 

at 15 gpd per employee per 310 CMR 15.00 (2,250 gpd).  As construction of the formerly proposed 

biosolids building and associated biosolids drying operations are no longer being proposed, all 

wastewater generation associated with the biosolids facility has been removed.  As such, wastewater 

generated at the facility will be reduced from a previously estimated 113,750 gpd to 2,250 gpd, and 
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500 gpd of washdown water. Based on the changes to the facility design, specifically removing the 

proposed biosolids facility, wastewater generation is fairly low. 

Comment 9.14I – A Commenter noted, “Within the FEIR it is stated that ‘a Phase 1 Environmental 

Site Assessment and Limited Subsurface Investigation was conducted at the subject site .... As such 

SAGE is of the opinion that further actions are not warranted at this time.’ However, in analysis of 

the site by Weston & Sampson, who specialize in engineering and environmental services, it has been 

noted that ‘the latest data associated with the site petroleum release was collected during the 1990s.[‘] 

Based on the continued industrial nature of the site, use as a recycling facility, and duration of time 

(i.e. approximately 20 years) without a comprehensive subsurface investigation or collection of 

additional information, the possibility exists that additional undocumented releases of oil or 

hazardous materials have occurred at the site. This lack of current soil and groundwater information 

represents a data gap with respect to existing site conditions…” Commenter requests assessment to 

establish a current baseline and to evaluate emerging contaminants of concern, specifically noting 

PFAS.  

Response to Comment 9.14I – GSE and the Proponent acknowledge the Weston and Sampson’s 

comments in their 2020 memorandum.  However, what was not mentioned by Weston and Sampson 

is that additional environmental reports were prepared by Sage Environmental in 2014 and 2016 (two 

Phase I reports and a Limited Subsurface Investigation [LSI]).  We make note of this as the City’s 

letter only refers to a Phase I prepared by Sage and not the additional Phase I and LSI.  Presently there 

is no evidence that would indicate a release of PFAS related compounds to the environment.  It should 

also be noted that LSI reviewed the collected data (soil and groundwater) and compared the results to 

current MCP standards for other compounds outside of PFAS.  Lastly, based on current regulation, 

MassDEP comments and as recommended by Sage, the Proponent may need to characterize soils 

during the construction phases of the project if there is off-site disposal of soils. 

9.15  Compliance Concerns 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to compliance concerns. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.15A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.15B, 9.15C 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.15B, 9.15C 

8 Diane Fine 9.15B, 9.15C 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.15B, 9.15C 

13 Andrea Stone 9.15D, 9.15E 

16 Elizabeth Saulnier 9.15B 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.15F 

 



 

194 

 

Comment 9.15A – A Commenter asked the following questions: “Are the nuisance residual 

unprocessed waste streams and emissions produced at the site, going to be continuously monitored at 

the adjacent residences to insure compliance? With enforcement provisions to allow stoppage of 

processing operations upon noncompliance until the occurrence has been remedied that caused it?”  

Response to Comment 9.15A – It is the opinion of GSE and the Proponent that the facility will not 

only need to self-monitor, but 3rd party MassDEP approved inspectors will need to perform periodic 

inspections.  Additionally, the MassDEP and New Bedford Board of Health will have the ability to 

perform unannounced inspections and have full rights of entry/access.  On-site personnel and 3rd party 

inspectors will observe the facility for nuisances such as sound, dust, odor; stormwater controls; 

volumes of waste within the buildings; building integrity; etc.  Both the MassDEP and local BOH 

have the ability to enforce and control the facility with respect to preventing off-site nuisance 

conditions.  As such, these regulatory bodies have the ability to take and/or require measures, 

including having the facility cease operations, until nuisance conditions as mitigated. 

Comment 9.15B – Several Commenters stated, “The Proponent has a poor track record of being a 

“good neighbor” and already has been caught dumping materials in a protected area on the site.” In a 

related Comment, someone noted, “Order of Conditions approved plans specifically state the area is 

to be used for the parking of tractor trailers. The glass covers two of the catch basins which discharge 

into Bordering Vegetated wetland. It is unknown if these catch basins are covered to prevent glass 

from entering them". This occurred during the time that Parallel Products was trying to get permitted.” 

Commenter indicated information regarding the citation could be found at: “the City of New Bedford 

website, environmental Stewardship, Conservation Commission, then Conservation Commission 

Notes 5-21-19 notes.” 

Response to Comment 9.15B – Although GSE cannot attest to past actions by the facility, it appears 

that any previous matters and/or complaint associated with the aforementioned statements have been 

resolved.   

Comment 9.15C – Several Commenters noted, “The proposed facility is in direct contradiction to 

the goals of the Climate Action and Resilience Plan recently adopted by the City of New Bedford.” 

Response to Comment 9.15C – It is GSE’s and the Proponent’s opinions that this facility 

complements the Climate Action and Resilience Plan in a number of areas and include the following: 

1. Using renewable resources (the facility will ultimately have of 4.7+ MW of solar pending 

utility approvals) 

2. Reduction of greenhouse gases through consolidation of waste, use of rail and recycling.  Note 

this will be the first facility in MA to process MSW to extract further recyclables. 

3. Protection of natural resources by developing a previously developed industrial property and 

developing stormwater controls that meet or exceed current policy. 
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Comment 9.15D – A Commenter asked, “Does MEPA have to consider protected lands, wetlands, 

and designated sensitive areas when making the ultimate decision on whether to approve this 

proposed project?” 

Response to Comment 9.15D – Both EOEEA and, during future permitting phases, the MassDEP, 

take into consideration the protection of natural resources.  Since this property was previously 

developed by the Polaroid Corporation, almost all of the proposed development will occur on 

previously developed land.  The facility has taken into consideration, based on the design, proposed 

layout and engineered controls the surrounding environment including wetland and protected lands. 

As noted elsewhere in this report, project construction will include wetlands replication in areas 

approved by the New Bedford Conservation Commission.  Presently, as approved in the New Bedford 

Conservation Commission – Order of Conditions (Exhibit 8), there are 4,095 sq/ft of wetland 

alterations (permanent and temporary combined).  As a result, there will be 6,700 sq/ft of wetland 

replication.   

Comment 9.15E – A Commenter noted the following: “How can this project get pushed through 

different phases during a global pandemic? The mailings we received were nondescript and vague, 

definitely not something your average citizen would understand. We were also supposed to attend in-

person meetings to voice our opinions? This entire process has felt predatory and lacking any sort of 

due-diligence. So, while the MEPA office is working from home, we are supposed to expose 

ourselves to gain information? How are the citizens supposed to effectively organize our efforts to 

spread knowledge about this facility when people are afraid to leave their homes?” 

Response to Comment 9.15E – Section 3.0 provides an outline of what the Proponent had done to 

date to reach out to the public including residents, local and state agencies, EJ groups and other 

stakeholders. 

The Proponent plans to host additional public meetings with interpreter services over the next several 

months into the new year. Everyone in attendance at community meetings will receive information 

sheets and comment cards with pre-paid postage, and the meetings will be advertised on the radio, 

social media, and in multiple newspapers, including The Standard Times and Portuguese Times. 

Contact information will be given to all in attendance so that residents may look through the 

Proponent’s project website or call or mail the Proponent’s office with concerns. Comments from 

residents will be included in a summary along with associated responses to comments. These 

summaries will be made available to MEPA and MassDEP. 

The Proponent plans to continue outreach to the recommended environmental justice leaders, 

community leaders, and municipal officials. Project-related information, including air pollution and 

environmental impact information, will be available to anyone who requests it and is summarized in 

this section of the NPC-SFEIR as well. 

As future meetings are scheduled, the Proponent will follow CDC guidance on COVID-19 protocols 

and will weigh how a virtual format could impact public participation with additional consideration to 

residents who may not have access to a computer or broadband internet.  While COVID-19 makes 
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communicating face to face more difficult, the Proponent has outlined a strategy to continue to provide 

regular project updates and information about the site. 

In the future, the Proponent will engage with residents via direct mail. Additionally, all past 

respondents (primarily form letters) with be notified as part of the NPC-SFEIR MEPA process.  Based 

on studies conducted during COVID-19, individuals are paying more attention to their mail and 

consider it the most reliable source of information. The Proponent may send photographs, the website, 

information sheets, and other key details to keep neighbors informed of project updates. 

The Proponent will also utilize a phone program to stay in touch with and educate the community. 

Calls can include providing information about upcoming virtual, or in-person community meetings, or 

to answer questions individuals may have about the project after receiving an informational mail piece. 

Residents may also call 1 (508)-884-5100 to ask questions about the project. 

Comment 9.15F – A Commenter noted, “With respect to impervious concrete, concrete is inherently 

porous, although a sealer can be added to the concrete surface to prevent water penetration.” 

Commenter requested the Proponent address how the concrete within their buildings will be 

impervious, what sealant will be used, the potential toxicity of sealant during installation, and how 

run off (i.e. leachate) will be handled and processed? Commenter also asked, “Will that [leachate] be 

directed to the city sewer system and what would those affects be?” 

Response to Comment 9.15F – The permeability of cured, good-quality concrete is estimated to be 

approximately 1x10-10 centimeters per second (cm/sec, where industry publications range from 

1.7x10-9 to 3.5x10-13 cm/sec). While thickness of the floor may increase in portions of the facility 

during future design phases, the Proponent is proposing a minimum 6-inch-thick, high quality, high 

compressive strength (4,000 to 5,000 pounds per square inch) concrete floor.  Given an industry 

accepted standard permeability of 1x10-10 cm/sec and the thickness of the proposed concrete floor 

being a minimum of 15.24 cm (converted from inches), water in contact with solid waste (i.e. 

“leachate”) on the tipping floor, if constantly present, would take an estimated 1.52x1011 seconds or 

4,829 years to permeate a standard 6-inch-thick concrete floor.  Porosity or permeability will be 

further reduced by sloped drainage to floor drains, thus reducing contact time, and the use of a 

Portland cement mix which contains a higher percentage of slag cement in order to increase the 

strength of the proposed concrete floor. The additional slag cement mixture further reduces the 

permeability of concrete, making the above calculation a highly conservative estimate on the 

permeability of the proposed concrete floor. Thus, despite a correct assumption by the Commentor 

that concrete is technically porous in nature, cured, good-quality concrete is commonly considered 

impervious.  

Regarding the suggestion of a sealant, no sealant is proposed for the reasons the Commentor noted 

and others.  

As noted above, management of leachate on the concrete floor will be achieved by having the floors 

sloped toward floor drains. Once captured in the floor drains, the leachate will be containerized in a 
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tank that can be routinely pumped out and hauled to a permitted wastewater treatment plant for 

processing/treatment. 

9.16  Operational Concerns 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to operational concerns. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.16A 

10 John Dufresne 9.16B 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.16C 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 9.16C 

21 Wendy Graca 9.16D 

 

Comment 9.16A – A Commenter noted the following: “I have not seen a requirement imposed on 

the unnamed suppliers of the waste streams that specify what will or will not be accepted. Will PPL 

accept any and all of it? If not, will any inspections be done before it is discharged into the processing 

facility? And how can you predict or calculate what the output waste and nuisance streams will be? 

And how can you be in compliance with the environmental requirements should egregious toxic 

PFAS or industrial wastes be mixed in with the expected waste streams supplied?” 

Response to Comment 9.16A – The facility is proposing to accept municipal solid (everyday 

household and commercially generated) waste and post processed C&D waste.   All suppliers will 

need to comply with the Proponent’s standards without deviation. Although limited quantities of 

household hazards wastes could arrive within the MSW, the facility will take the following 

precautions. 

1. Having trained staff on-site 

2. Have an on-site tipping floor inspector that watches the waste being tipped 

3. Allow for manned qa/qc stations located on the MSW processing line. 

4. Handling all materials (tipping, processing, outbound loading) indoors. 

5. Allowing and liquid waste to be collected into a tight tank (also could be connected 

to the New Bedford sewer pending perming/approval 

Comment 9.16B – A Commenter asked, “Can you explain where the products of this facility are 

stored, sent and delivered?” 

Response to Comment 9.16B – The solid waste (MSW and C&D residuals) will be delivered to the 

site and tipped/dumped within the building by utilizing the westernmost doors (refer to plan), the 

closest of which is approximately 1,450 feet from the closest residential receptor.  The materials will 

be inspected as they are being discharged from the vehicles by the tipping floor inspector(s).  Once 

inspected, the MSW pushed to an indoor consolidation point where the material can be loaded into 
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the infeed of the MSW processing line.  The waste will travel through the MSW processing line where 

recyclable fractions will be removed.  At the end of the line, the materials will be discharged (north 

central portion of the building).  From there, the material will be baled and/or loaded loose into CSX 

approved railcars.  The materials loaded within the railcars will be serviced daily and shipped to a 

landfill for disposal.  The recyclables that were extracted will either be transported via rail or truck to 

an off-site recycler. Under all operating conditions (from initial tipping to rail car or truck loading) 

the waste materials will be handled under cover within the on-site building(s).   

Comment 9.16C – A couple Commenters asked about water usage, one of whom specifically asked, 

“How much water is the company consuming? How will this impact the pressure in the fire hydrants?” 

Response to Comment 9.16C –Proponent expects to have 150 employees at the site.  This includes 

the 75 employees previously relocated to 100 Duchaine Boulevard from the Proponent’s former 

location at 969 Shawmut Avenue.  Water use for employees is estimated at 15 gallons per day (gpd) 

per employee based on 310 CMR 15.00 (2,250 gpd).  Water will also be required for the misting 

system proposed for the MSW tipping building.  Water use for the misting system is estimated to be 

10 gpm or 14,400 gpd.  No wastewater will be generated from the misting system.  The water will 

either be evaporated and/or absorbed by the waste.  Hose bibs will be provided in the tipping building 

and MSW processing building as part of facility cleanup and maintenance activities.  Washdown 

water use is estimated at 500 gallons per day.  All water usage previously associated with the biosolids 

building will not be necessary, reducing the Proponent’s proposed water use by approximately 50,500 

gpd.  With the elimination of the previously proposed biosolids building, total water use is expected 

to be approximately 19,650 gpd.  Based on the described waste consumption, there will be no impacts 

to the City’s potable water system, including fire hydrants.   

Comment 9.16D – A Commenter noted, “The company was also asked what "cutting edge" 

technology will they be utilizing to remove the toxins from their byproduct, but they had no answer 

for that question.”  

Response to Comment 9.16D – The proposed technology at the facility is a MSW processing line 

that will allow recyclable material to be extracted from the waste stream.  There recyclables can 

consist of cellulous based materials (paper, press and cardboard), glass, ferrous and non-ferrous 

materials, plastics, etc. The remaining material will be sent off site for disposal.  The Proponent will 

have to meet secondary market specifications for their extracted recyclables, which will be dictated 

by the end user(s). This could include cleanliness, off-spec contamination, etc.,   The material being 

accepted at the facility is “household” waste (MSW).  The Proponent does not purport to have or use 

a technology that removes toxins but rather extracts materials that can be reused. 

9.17  Recycling Efficiency 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to recycling efficiency. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

18 Karen Chin 9.17A 
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23 Tracy Wallace 9.17B, 9.17C 

 

Comment 9.17A – A Commenter asked, “Is Parallel Products capable of doing more recycling and 

if so how is MEPA going to ensure the best outcomes?” 

Response to Comment 9.17A – One of the 2030 Solid Master Plan goals for 2030 is to reduce 

disposal by 1.7 million tons annually from a 2018 baseline of 5.7 million tons to 4.0 million tons by 

2030, a 30 percent reduction in tons disposed. It is expected that this reduction will eventually happen 

through a combination of source reduction, material reuse, recycling, composting and using source 

separated materials as fuels or other beneficial uses.  Construction of a state-of-the-art MSW 

processing facility will increase recycling by allowing the removal of recyclable material from MSW 

that would otherwise be sent out for disposal to be managed here.  This is one of the first facilities to 

attempt this in Massachusetts.  The percentage of recyclable that can be extracted from the MSW will 

likely be proportional to the amount of recycles that are left in the waste by the generator.  That is to 

say, if the generator does a poor job of recycling, then the Proponent’s recycling rate will be higher.  

Since this is the first facility of its kind in MA, the Proponent can only estimate the percentages to be 

extracted.   

Comment 9.17B – A Commenter noted, “Diagrams and specifics of BHS equipment is included 

within Exhibit 5 [resubmitted as Exhibit 9 in this document], yet there is no explanation of how this 

will yield them a 20% return, nor an explanation of how this is more efficient than current technology 

being used.” 

Response to Comment 9.17B – Given that the facility is investing 25MM+ on the processing line 

alone, there are considerable expectations by the Proponent that the processing line will yield a 20%+ 

extraction rate.  It must also be noted that the MEPA process is a very preliminary step in the overall 

facility design (+/- 25%).  During other permitting phases (e.g. MassDEP permitting), these designs 

will be further refined.  The Proponent also acknowledges that as the design progresses, there may be 

more efficient technologies that can be incorporated into the overall design.  

Comment 9.17C – A Commenter noted, “The MSW processing section of the FEIR states that the 

facility is not a "dirty MRF" yet when questioned at the company's open house, the vice president of 

the Proponent did confirm that the facility is a "dirty MRF" and would be operating as such. However, 

their practices would guarantee 20% recyclable materials from their MSW processing. The FEIR 

indicates that this 20% will be sold to recycling markets. What are those markets? Does the company 

have contracts in place?” 

Response to Comment 9.17C – The Proponent facility will receive MSW that has had recyclable 

materials (e.g. cans, bottles, glass containers, etc.) removed by the waste generator as required under 

the Solid Waste Regulations [310 CMR 19.017].  This is material, such as curbside household MSW, 

that currently goes to combustion facilities or to landfills for disposal.  The processing equipment will 

be utilized by the Proponent to extract additional recyclable materials from the MSW that was not 

removed by the waste generator.  The Proponent is not advocating for recyclables to be combined 

with the MSW and supports the existing MA Waste Ban requirements.  This facility is the first facility 
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that will help the Commonwealth reduce MSW that has been collected and destined for landfills 

and/or incineration by processing and separating additional recoverable recyclables.  The on-site 

processing proposed by the Proponent will allow for further extraction of recyclable materials in 

addition to traditional recycling/separation activities that are performed by the waste generator.  This 

is different from a typical “dirty MRF” which accepts MSW without the removal of recyclable 

material and then removes recyclables from the MSW.  As for market for these materials, they do 

exist.  The economics for these extracted recyclables will vary based on volume, off-spec 

contamination, economic conditions, etc.  Presently no contracts have been executed.  However, the 

Proponent has strong ties with many recyclers/end users and will be able to secure outlet well before 

they are actually needed. 
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9.18  Energy Efficiency 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to energy efficiency. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.18A 

 

Comment 9.18A – A Commenter noted the following: “The company calls this project its "green 

energy project" and its "sustainability project", yet is requesting a waiver of building code for its glass 

processing building, via not having to install r-11 insulation for that building, a direct violation of 

building code compliance. The Proponent is justifying that waiver and noncompliance by stating the 

emissions savings is minimal. Yet wouldn't any decrease in emissions be advantageous especially if 

it were green energy and sustainable? The company states that the buildings are less than 100,000 

square feet and therefore not subject to the Stretch Energy Code. For new buildings between 5,001 

and 99,999 square feet there is an option to follow a prescriptive base code, however it is unclear to 

whether that option is available to the builder or the municipality. The option to follow base code 

does not mean they are not subject to follow stretch code, clarification needs to be submitted as to 

whether the city needs to allow them that option. The City of New Bedford has adopted that appendix 

to the Massachusetts Building Code, therefore the company should address this especially if it is a 

green energy center. Compliance with the stretch energy code provides energy efficiency and long 

term savings in energy costs that will offset initial compliance costs.” 

Response to Comment 9.18A – The Glass Processing Section was constructed without the code-

required R-11 liner system. The Proponent has committed to adding the liner system to the completed 

roof. The request for a waiver has been dropped. The Bunker Building Section will also include this 

liner system. All buildings will be constructed to comply with applicable building codes.   

Buildings less than 100,000 sf are not subject to the Stretch Energy Code. In other words, Buildings 

less than 100,000 sf are not required to achieve a 10% improvement in energy performance over an 

ASHRAE 2013 baseline.  The buildings are still subject to the State Building Code and the State 

Energy Code.  All of these applicable code requirements are being met. Including the energy offset 

due to on-site solar panels, the proposed project will achieve an 84% improvement in energy 

performance over baseline. 

9.19  Imported Waste 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding comments that have been received 

related to imported waste. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  
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Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

5 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 9.19A 

6 Sherry Hanlon 9.19B 

7 Robert Michael Pittsley 9.19B 

8 Diane Fine 9.19B 

9 Sabine Von Mering 9.19B 

12 Carol Strupczewski 9.19C 

16 Elizabeth Saulnier 9.19D 

 

Comment 9.19A – A Commenter noted, “to accept these waste streams from outside the area from 

unnamed sources and locations, and to then rail or truck them offsite. ...The proposed facility has now 

become a regional waste processor...The City of New Bedford has no plans to utilize this proposed 

now regional facility” 

Response to Comment 9.19A – The facility plans to accept waste from the “region”.  It should also 

be noted that the Crapo Hill Landfill operated by the Greater New Bedford Regional Refuse 

Management District has a potential closing date of 2027 (based ed on their website).  At some point 

in time, the City of New Bedford will need to find a new outlet for waste, which could potentially 

mean the Proponent. 

Comment 9.19B – Four Commenters commented, “The Proponent is claiming that they are helping 

to solve the city’s “waste problems” although they will be accepting waste from OTHER cities.” 

Response to Comment 9.19B – The facility plans to accept waste from the “region”.  It should also 

be noted that the Crapo Hill Landfill operated by the Greater New Bedford Regional Refuse 

Management District has a potential closing date of 2027 (based ed on their website).  At some point 

in time, the City of New Bedford will need to find a new outlet for waste, which could potentially 

mean the Proponent. 

Comment 9.19C – A Commenter asked, “Will the rail cars be bringing in raw materials to be 

processed and from where?”  

Response to Comment 9.19C – The facility will not import waste or materials via railcar.  The use 

of railcars is to create a significant transportation efficiency that will allow waste to be economically 

shipped to outlets at greater distances.   

Comment 9.19D – A Commenter noted the following: “They [The Proponent] plan to accept 1/10 of 

the state's waste, estimated to be about 5 million tons of trash per year. That trash and the biosolids 

will arrive in trucks estimated to be at least 75 trucks in and 75 trucks out for a total of 150 daily trips. 

The estimates range from a low of 150 truck trips per day to as many as 400 trips per day.” 

Response to Comment 9.19D – The table presented below was taken from the 2030 Massachusetts 

Solid Waste Master Plan (page 30).  This table identifies the disposal capacity shortfall that exists 

and will exist in the Commonwealth.  The Proponent will not only reduce the disposal capacity needs 

through recycling, but will also allow for waste to effectively be transferred out of state to disposal 
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outlet.  The Proponent and GSE are presently unaware of any plans in Massachusetts to increase or 

expand either landfill or incinerator capacities. It should also be noted that many transfer facilities do 

not meet their capacity on a daily basis.  That is to say, if a facility has a 1,500 ton per day capacity 

and only accepts 1,000 tons, the remaining ton capacity is lost.   

 

9.20  Miscellaneous Comments 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding miscellaneous comments that have 

been received. The table includes the location of the responses to the comments.  

Letter # Commenter Comment and Response to Comment 

14 Representative Christopher Hendricks 9.20A 

16 Elizabeth Saulnier 9.20A 

21 Wendy Graca 9.20B 

23 Tracy Wallace 9.20C 

 

Comment 9.20A – A Commenter noted, “Yet another piece of the certificate we found troubling was 

that it acknowledges there will be a total of 19 new smoke stacks due to this expansion (7 seventy-

foot smoke stacks on the MSW tipping and processing buildings and 12 forty-foot smoke stacks on 

the biosolids building). In every single one of the renderings we have seen, none of them include 

depictions of these smoke stacks. While we understand that this has no impact on the air quality 

analysis itself, we feel it is an unfortunate reflection on how unforthcoming Parallel Products has been 

with the community.” A second Commenter noted, “Parallel Products plans to build 19 smokestacks 

for their expansion ranging in height from 70 feet to 40 feet. I don't think there are 19 smokestacks in 

the whole greater New Bedford area.” 
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Response to Comment 9.20A – The proposed project, after removal of the biosolids processes, now 

proposes 8 of the 19 stacks. As described in Table 12 on page 113 of the DEIR, the four (4) stacks on 

the tipping building will release at 70 ft, the one (1) glass processing boiler stack will release at 40 ft, 

three (3) processing building vents will release at 70 ft.  The vent locations and dimensions are 

described in DEIR at Attachment A of Attachment 14, and are in-keeping with the industrially zoned 

site.  The air dispersion modeling completed for this proposed project shows that the worst case, or 

maximum concentrations of pollutants during 5 years of modeled weather data at 6,500 receptors, are 

protective of national and state air quality standards. 

Comment 9.20B – A Commenter noted, “During previous public information sessions, the Proponent 

representatives were asked questions by the community about this project, including whether or not 

they had an emergency evacuation plan. When asked this question, the representative for Parallel said 

that they did not have an emergency evacuation plan in place.” 

Response to Comment 9.20B – As required by OSHA, the facility “does” have an emergency 

evacuation plan, which includes a common on-site meeting point for all on-site employees.  All 

employees are trained with respect to on-site emergency procedures/protocols. 

Comment 9.20C – A Commenter noted, “While doing a better job than in the DEIR, the FEIR still 

does not fully comply with the SCOPE. The SCOPE states "supporting information should not be 

presented only in the appendices." Yet, in several areas of the FEIR that is the case, still only referring 

to the corresponding appendix, as well as some sections referring to appendices in the DEIR. 

Response to Comment 9.20C – The Supplemental FEIR / NPC-SFEIR follows the scope as 

prescribed in the FEIR certificate. 

9.21  Conservation Law Foundation (Letter No. 26) 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding the Conservation Law Foundation 

comments that have been received. The table includes the location of the comments in the letter and 

the location of comments and responses to the comments within this Section. 

Comment Location (in Letter) Comment and Response to Comment Location (in S FEIR) 

Page 5 9.21A 

Pages 6 and 7 9.21B 

Page 8 9.21C 

Page 9 9.21D 

Page 10 9.21E 

Pages 10 and 11 9.21F 

Page 12 9.21G 

 

Comment 9.21A – The Proponent failed to address any of these concerns in the FEIR. The Proposed 

Facility would not enable or encourage the Commonwealth to reduce, reuse, recycle or compost our 

trash, obviating the need for disposal. 
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Response to Comment 9.21A – This facility is the first and ONLY facility that will help the 

Commonwealth reduce MSW that has been collected and destined for landfills and/or incineration by 

processing and separating recoverable recyclables.  This facility fully supports the Massachusetts 

Solid Waste Master Plan and will operate in accordance with the Solid Waste minimum performance 

standards, and likely will exceed minimum performance standards when deemed applicable.  It should 

be noted that CLF’s comments are flawed based on the fact that there will always be solid waste 

generation regardless of the final locations of disposal. Zero Waste is a great concept that we should 

strive for, but to reduce waste, we need to reduce production and consumption and disposal products 

that become waste. Additionally, we are a small state and interstate commerce regulations will play 

a role in how waste is handled.  Having a higher tipping fee in MA will only make generators seek 

outlets that are farther away based on economics.  As such, a MSW recycling facility coupled with 

the use of rail is an acceptable approach for resolving a disposal issue in an environmentally sound 

manner.  According to the Massachusetts 2030 Solid Waste Master Plan reports: 

• Landfill capacity for municipal solid waste and construction and demolition debris (C&D) is 

projected to decline to virtually zero by the end of the next decade.  

• Massachusetts has extensive waste transfer capacity; however, most waste transfer facilities 

do not increase overall waste management capacity because they are not able to deliver waste 

beyond Massachusetts and our neighboring states, where disposal capacity is also limited. 

Some facilities are investing in capacity to transfer waste out of 4 the region by rail, though 

those facilities face logistical challenges arranging rail shipments and ensuring an adequate 

supply of the right type of railcars. 

Comment 9.21B – Against this backdrop, the idea that Proponent will be able to extract usable 

recyclables with any value from a Dirty MRF is ludicrous. 

The Proposed Facility would do nothing but ensure that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

continued shipping trash, at least 450,000 tons a year, out of state for the indefinite future. 

Response to Comment 9.21B – The Proponent is very optimistic about the probability of success of 

the proposed endeavor.  Their optimism is further solidified with the significant investment they are 

making for the MSW recycling component that will cost upwards of $25M.   

It is estimated that the facility will recover/recycle 20% of the inbound MSW.  This 20% is based on 

what has always been stated in the MEPA filings, which is 20% of the inbound MSW less baled MSW 

and C&D.  The Facility will provide infrastructure to receive, separate, and rail- haul marketable 

materials in addition to remaining waste to any outlet, whether in state or out-of-state. 

Comment 9.21C – The Proposed Dirty MRF is a highly optimistic, inefficient, misguided, and 

polluting concept. 

Response to Comment 9.21C –The Proponent agrees with CLF that if generators performed more 

recycling and separation, we would garner more and potentially cleaner recyclable commodities.  

Maybe someday, many years from now, every Massachusetts resident will be separating out more 
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recyclables, which would make this Facility’s processing system obsolete.  However, this is presently 

not the case and even then, all those future recyclables would still need to be collected, consolidated, 

and sent to market for recycling via a transfer station. 

MassDEP understands that there is presently and likely will continue to be a disposal capacity 

shortage in the Commonwealth regardless of the goals to reduce, reuse, and recycle.  The Proponent 

is not the “generator” of the MSW.  Additionally, if MSW generated in the Commonwealth is shipped 

for disposal other than to the Proponent’s facility, it will not realize the benefits of “reduction” and 

“recycling” which is a key component to this facility. 

The Proponent facility will receive MSW that has had recyclable materials (e.g. cans, bottles, glass 

containers, etc.) removed by the waste generator as required under the Solid Waste Regulations [310 

CMR 19.017].  This is material, such as curbside household MSW, that currently goes to combustion 

facilities or to landfills for disposal.  The processing equipment will be utilized by the Proponent to 

extract additional recyclable materials from the MSW that was not removed by the waste generator.  

The Proponent is not advocating for recyclables to be combined with the MSW and supports the 

existing MA Waste Ban requirements.  This facility is the first facility that will help the 

Commonwealth reduce MSW that has been collected and destined for landfills and/or incineration by 

processing and separating additional recoverable recyclables.  The on-site processing proposed by the 

Proponent will allow for further extraction of recyclable materials in addition to traditional 

recycling/separation activities that are performed by the waste generator.  This is different from a 

typical “dirty MRF” which accepts MSW without the removal of recyclable material and then 

removes recyclables from the MSW.   

Comment 9.21D – The undersigned request that the Secretary require the Proponent submit a 

supplemental EIR to address this what marketable materials they will remove from the trash to 

achieve 20%, especially considering that much of the waste they accept will be transferred without 

extracting any recyclables. 

Response to Comment 9.21D – As previously mentioned, the Proponent is committing $25M 

towards recycling infrastructure.  A business plan for the marketability of their extracted commodities 

should not be a key component of MEPA’s review as this report focuses on addressing 

“environmental consequences.”   Additionally, as we have seen with China several years ago, 

markets, quality, and economics will ebb and flow.  It is the Proponent’s opinion that the commitment 

of $25M+ towards recycling infrastructure presents the confidence that this technology will work as 

intended and that there will be markets for the extracted commodities.  To achieve a suitable return 

on the capital investment for this processing capability, marketable recyclables need to be recovered.  

The project must accomplish this to achieve sustainable economic returns. 

Comment 9.21E – Today, the Governor of Massachusetts is signing An Act Creating a Next-

Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, which includes significant environmental 

justice provisions, specifically the consideration of “cumulative impacts” from new projects. For 

communities like New Bedford, this new standard is, as it should be, a game changer. 
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Response to Comment 9.21E – Based on the extended/enhanced public participation that has been 

ongoing over the past two years coupled with the extensive technical reports prepared and committed 

mitigation as part of the MEPA process, the Proponent has satisfied the spirit and intent of this new 

policy.  However, this policy should not be a factor in MEPA’s current review.  It should also be 

noted the Proponent is committed to continued outreach through future permitting processes as 

outlined within this NPC-SFEIR. 

Comment 9.21F – Given this, the leachate at the Proposed Facility should be tested and treated prior 

to sending it into a wastewater treatment plant, and the Secretary should require that a supplemental 

Environmental Impact Report detail how the leachate would be tested and handled.  

Response to Comment 9.21F –The Proponent’s agrees that characterization of “leachate” will occur 

although an in-depth analysis and/or description was not part of the scope.  This type of 

characterization is commonplace and performed by many solid waste facilities presently.  Generally, 

POTW’s regulate any industrial discharge via a wastewater discharge permit which typically requires 

pre-characterization or on-going periodic sampling or using automated composite sampler 

methodologies.  If the leachate is collected in a tight tank, a similar pre-disposal sampling program is 

implemented (e.g., baler and/or low flow sampling pump).  To request supplemental information at 

this point in time is not warranted as it will be completely addressed during future permitting phases 

and dictated in permit approvals associate with this project. 

Comment 9.21G – Within the report, CLF referred to a report that was prepared by Weston and 

Sampson.  CLF stated and/or paraphrased that there were data gaps in the environmental history of 

the site.   

Response to Comment 9.21G – GSE and the Proponent acknowledge the Weston and Sampson 

Report.  However, what was not mentioned by Weston and Sampson is that additional environmental 

assessments were conducted by Sage Environmental in 2014 and 2016 (two Phase I reports and a 

Limited Subsurface Investigation [LSI]).  Presently there is no evidence that would indicate a release 

of PFAS-related compounds to the environment.  It should also be noted that Sage reviewed the 

collected data against current standards for other compounds outside of PFAS.  Lastly, based on 

current regulations, if excess soils are generated during construction and require off-site disposal, the 

proponent would need to characterize soils prior to removal which will provide additional 

environmental control during construction.  Additionally, in the MassDEP response letter to the FEIR, 

stated the following (page 2 of MassDEP letter)… “The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or 

hazardous material are identified during the implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to 

the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  

A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) should be retained to determine if notification is required and, if 

need be, to render appropriate opinions.  The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are 

necessary if contamination is present.  The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise 

regarding cleanup” 

 



 

208 

 

9.22  K P Law - City of New Bedford (Letter No. 27) 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding the K P Law - City of New 

Bedford comments that have been received. The table includes the location of the comments in the 

letter and the location of comments and responses to the comments within this Section.  

Comment Location (in Letter) Comment and Response to Comment Location (in S FEIR) 

Page 1 9.22A 

Page 1 9.22B 

Pages 2 & 3 9.22C 

Page 6 9.22D 

Page 5 9.22E 

Page 5 9.22F 

Pages 6 & 7 9.22G 

Page 8 9.22H 

Page 8 9.22I 

Page 8 9.22J 

Page 8 9.22K 

Page 9 9.22L 

Page 9 9.22M 

Page 9 9.22N 

Page 10 9.22O 

Page 10 9.22P 

Page 10 9.22Q 

Page 11 9.22R 

Page 11 9.22S 

Page 12 9.22T 

Page 12 9.22U 

Page 13 9.22V 

Page 13 9.22W 

Page 13 9.22X 

Page 13 9.22Y 

Page 14 9.22Z 

Page 14 9.22AA 

Page 14 9.22BB 

Page 15 9.22CC 

Page 15 9.22DD 

Page 15 9.22EE 

Page 15 9.22FF 

Page 15 9.22GG 

Page 15 9.22HH 

Page 15 9.22II 
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Comment 9.22A – To date, the Proponent has not conducted meaningful outreach with the City or 

its residents to address how the Proponent’s proposed regional services will address local concerns, 

specifically how the burden the project will impose on the local community will be satisfactorily 

mitigated. 

Response to Comment 9.22A – To date, the Proponent has worked diligently to educate the 

community on plans for the Proponent’s proposed solid waste handling facility, a 71-acre site at 100 

Duchaine Boulevard in the New Bedford Business Park.  The Proponent has conducted an extensive 

community outreach campaign that is ongoing. The Proponent’s community outreach team has 

knocked on 1,390 doors, providing residents with fact sheets and comment cards and promoted the 

public to ask questions and provide feedback on the project. Additionally, the Proponent 

representatives have made 21,571 personal phone calls to identify potential concerns and share details 

with the community; organized and held 24 meetings with key business stakeholders in the 

community and local vendors; and hosted three open houses, two public meetings, as well as virtual 

meetings.  

As part of the notification and outreach process, the Proponent has notified the following agencies 

during the ENF, DEIR and FEIR process: 

• Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

• Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

• DEP / Southeast Regional Office 

• Massachusetts Department of Transportation 

• Massachusetts DOT District #5 Office 

• Massachusetts Historical Commission 

• Southeastern Regional Planning and Economic Development District 

• City of New Bedford 

• New Bedford City Council 

• New Bedford Department of Planning, Housing and Community Development 

• New Bedford Conservation Commission 

• City of New Bedford Health Department 

• Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program 

• Department of Public Health 

• Energy Facilities Sitting Board 

• Department of Energy Resources 

• Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority 

• Superintendent of Wastewater 

The Proponent also notified the following representatives of environmental justice groups as 

recommended by MEPA and/or as required based on the fact that comments were received during the 

MEPA processes: 

• Coalition for Social Justice, Deb Faustino 
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• Coalition for Social Justice, Marlene Pollock 

• Hands Across the River Coalition, Karen Vilandry 

• Old Bedford Village, John “Buddy” Andrade 

• Alternative for Community & Environment, Dwaign Tyndal 

• Toxics Action Center, Sylvia Broude, executive director 

• Environment Massachusetts, Ben Hellerstein 

• Clean Water Action, Cindy Luppi 

• Sierra Club MA, Deb Pasternak 

• Neighbor to Neighbor, Elvis Mendez 

• Appalachian Mountain Club, Heather Clish 

• Mass Audubon, Heidi Ricci 

• Mass Rivers Alliance, Julia Blatt 

• The Trust for Public Land, Kelly Boling 

• Browning the Green Space, Kerry Bowie 

• Environmental League of MA, Nancy Goodman 

• E4TheFuture, Pat Stanton 

• Ocean River Institute, Rob Moir 

• Mass Land Trust Coalition, Robb Johnson 

• Mass Climate Action Network (MCAN), Sarah Dooling 

• Conservation Law Foundation, Amy Laura Cahn, senior attorney 

• Conservation Law Foundation, Staci Rubin, senior attorney 

• Community Action Works, Sylvia Broude 

• Unitarian Universalist Mass Action Network, Tali Smookler 

• Healthcare without Harm, Winston Vaughan 

The Proponent prioritizes being a good neighbor and has gone door-to-door with fact sheets and 

comment cards with pre-paid postage to receive community input on the proposed site.  The 

Proponent’s community outreach team has personally knocked on a total of 1,390 doors.  Residents 

were offered/provided a comment card and a project fact sheet - and have been given opportunities 

to learn more about the project. The Pine Hill Acres neighborhood, which consists of 360 homes, 

received a second visit from the Proponent representatives, as it is closest to the new site. The 

Proponent representatives also have visited the 75 closest homes to their former site at 969 Shawmut 

Avenue and an additional 54 homes throughout New Bedford to educate the community about their 

plans for 100 Duchaine Boulevard and assess if the neighbors have had any complaints over the past 

11 years at their former location. 

To this date, the Proponent has received 14 comment cards concerning the project and responded to 

all that had an address listed for return. 

The Proponent works diligently with residents who have doubts or concerns about the project by 

providing educational materials and making representatives available to discuss any questions. The 
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Proponent’s community outreach team met many residents at their door and addressed 

misinformation and technical questions about the project. The Proponent also updates the project 

website to provide additional information, including PowerPoint presentations, site renderings, site 

plans, state filings, and contact information to learn more. 

Comment 9.22B – The studies segregate and thus underrepresent combined potential impacts related 

to air quality, noise, dust, and odor within each portion of the site from the dryer, the transfer station, 

the loading and unloading of materials, or mobile sources coming to and from the facility. 

Response to Comment 9.22B – Cumulative impacts have been assessed as part of the MEPA process 

and are described in detail in Section 4.2 page 56 of the FEIR. Cumulative impacts were assessed 

where possible. However, the Proponent notes that the BFI-Allied Waste Landfill in Fall River 14 

miles away, the Hanford Demolition Dump, the New Bedford Landfill and the Liberty Street Dump 

as well as Superfund Sites, Sullivans Ledge and New Bedford Harbor (PCB discharge) are all closed. 

As these facilities are closed and not operational, cumulative impacts of these facilities and the 

proposed transfer station cannot be compared and assessed for truck traffic, noise, dust, diesel 

emissions, safety concerns, or odors. The landfills and superfund sites where waste is actually buried 

on-site cannot be compared to a transfer station where waste is handled inside and removed from the 

site (no waste deposition occurs) in terms of landfill gas and contaminant migration. Impacts assessed 

are summarized below and are described in more detail in Section 4.2 of this NPC-SFEIR. 

Traffic 

Traffic studies conducted as part of the MEPA process use traffic counts and real data which factors 

in the cumulative impacts to traffic with both facilities operating. Projected traffic counts include 

trucks associated with the Crapo Hill Landfill and therefore overestimate traffic impacts once Crapo 

Hill Landfill closes. As the report states, mitigation measures are recommended to alleviate impacts 

from additional traffic. These mitigation measures will effectively negate cumulative impacts. 

Vehicles accessing the New Bedford City Transfer Station and New Bedford Waste Services Transfer 

Station will likely use similarly Rt. 140 but will not use the same exit off Route 140. Additionally, 

the vast majority of vehicles accessing the City transfer station will be local residents and not trucks.  

Noise 

Updates to the sound assessment performed following removal of the biosolids building and 

operations from the proposed project, show sounds from the Facility would raise sound levels at the 

nearest residential locations by 1-3 decibels (day) and 3-7 decibels (night), which is a decrease from 

previously projected sound level impacts. The Crapo Hill Landfill is over 1.5 miles away and the 

other transfer stations are 3.4 miles away and greater. If this distance and sound impact is applied 

from other solid waste facilities towards this facility, there are no cumulative impacts. Additionally, 

the sound study conducted included a real baseline assessment which would detect noise from these 

additional solid waste sources as well as other sources in the area and factors in cumulative impacts 

by design.  As the modeling results show, sound from the Facility is in compliance with standards 

and no cumulative sound impacts from other facilities occur due to distance. 
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Air, Dust, Odor Emissions 

Generally, nuisance dust is a localized condition if and when not controlled by on-site controls. Dust 

is controlled on-site by both physical measures and best management practices at the proposed project 

location. Such practices include sweeping paved surfaces, handling (unloading, consolidating, baling, 

and loading) materials inside the enclosed building, and covering trucks and rail cars following 

appropriate BMPs. The same measures are used at the NBWS transfer station 3.4-miles away and at 

the Crapo Hill Landfill 1.5 miles away. 

Odors are controlled on-site by the Facility misting system (with odor control) and operational best 

management practices (enclosed building, use of doors, moving materials in a timely manner). Of the 

nearby waste facilities and landfills (New Bedford City Transfer Station and The New Bedford 

Landfill), only the Crapo Hill Landfill is an active landfill nearby that accepts MSW and therefore 

can emit odors. The landfill maintains a 24/7 odor hotline, has numerous operational practices and 

mechanical treatment in place, and has taken additional measures to reduce and control odors. The 

landfill is 1.5 miles away and upwind of the proposed project. Potential odors emitted from the landfill 

will be carried by prevailing winds away from the Facility, and since any odors from the Facility will 

be controlled locally, there are no cumulative impacts from odor. 

Emissions from the Facility are reduced with the use of rail, as rail is 400% more efficient than 

trucking. By using rail and reducing the number of miles on the road, the total emissions generated 

by the trucks in the area are reduced, and therefore does not create cumulative impacts and could be 

considered an overall reduction in emission impacts in the area.  It should also be noted that the 

biosolids portion of the originally proposed project has since been eliminated. The biosolids project 

had the most calculated emissions and potential for nuisance odors. 

Air quality calculations performed for the Facility equates the annual addition of emissions at the 

nearest household to spending an additional 7 minutes (annually) in a kitchen cooking with a gas 

stove.  Calculations show air emissions of particulate matter will be less than 0.1 percent of county-

wide emissions, which is insignificant even if coupled with the same (although not calculated) 

emissions from other facilities in the region, using the assumption that similar facilities will have 

similar emissions. 

There are no cumulative impacts to air quality, noise, or traffic with the proposed Facility as compared 

to the other solid waste facilities in the Greater New Bedford Area.  Traffic at the Rt. 140 exit and 

Phillips Road will be mitigated for the period of overlap in which the Proponent will open to full 

permitted tonnage and the Crapo Hill Landfill will still be in operation and/or in closure construction. 

Comment 9.22C –Comments pertained to “need” and regional locations for siting such a facility. 

Response to Comment 9.22C – Alternatives to this location were evaluated and addressed.  The 

Proponent acknowledges that under the solid waste regulations that “preferential treatment” is not 

being sought due to existing facilities within the City.  However, “regionally”, it is the Proponent’s 

opinion that this location is optimal based on factors such as “waste shed generation”, availability of 

rail, industrial zoning, and parcel size so that appropriate buffers can be achieved and maintained. 
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Comment 9.22D – The MEPA Environmental Justice Policy Requires an Enhanced Analysis of 

Impacts. 

Response to Comment 9.22D – As required by the 2017 MEPA Environmental Justice policy, the 

Project did prepare an enhanced analysis of impacts.  An enhanced analysis of impacts and mitigation: 

may include analysis of multiple air impacts; data on baseline public health conditions within the 

affected EJ population; analysis of technological, site planning, and operational alternatives to 

reduce impacts; and proposed on-site and off-site mitigation measures to reduce multiple impacts 

and increase environmental and energy benefits for the affected EJ population.  The Environmental 

Justice Analysis report met the policy by including an analysis of air impacts, data on baseline public 

health conditions within the affected EJ population, and proposed on-site and off-site mitigation 

measures. 

The specific evaluations described by the City are not required or appropriate for an Environmental 

Justice enhanced analysis of impacts.  That being said, the Proponent has made commitments to 

Infiltration/Inflow reductions (FEIR Page 192) and to consult with the City during the design process 

to ensure the design complies with all existing and new design requirements (FEIR Page 216), 

meeting all applicable industrial pretreatment standards to avoid minimize and mitigate indirect harm 

to the environment. It should also be noted that since the preparation of the KP Law letter, the 

biosolids portion of the proposed development has been eliminated. 

Comment 9.22E – The FEIR review must be predicated upon the assumption there is contamination 

at the site given the known historical chemical usage by any camera and film producer. 

While a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was conducted by Sage Environmental, no favorable 

data or results were provided. 

Response to Comment 9.22E – GSE and the Proponent acknowledge the Weston and Sampson’s 

comments in their 2020 memorandum.  However, what was not mentioned by Weston and Sampson 

is that additional environmental reports were prepared by Sage Environmental in 2014 and 2016 (two 

Phase I reports and a Limited Subsurface Investigation [LSI]).  

GSE and the Proponent are not aware that there is any residual contamination on-site in concentrations 

above present regulatory standards.  Presently there is no evidence that would indicate on-site 

contamination or a release of PFAS related compounds to the environment.  It should also be noted 

that LSI reviewed the collected data (soil and groundwater) with comparison to current Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (MCP) standards for other compounds outside of PFAS.  Lastly, based on current 

regulation and as recommended by Sage & MassDEP, the Proponent may need to characterize soils 

during the construction phases of the project and manage soils appropriately.  Below is an excerpt 

from the MassDEP FEIR comment letter. 

“The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the 

implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 

CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) should 

be retained to determine if notification is required and, if need be, to render appropriate opinions.  
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The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are necessary if contamination is present.  

The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding cleanup” 

Comment 9.22F – Particularly, the Proponent will need to properly explore the combined impacts 

upon health, safety, and the environment from existing facilities throughout the City and these two 

new co-located facilities proposed on the project site. 

Response to Comment 9.22F – It is the opinion of the Proponent and the project team that the studies 

included within the ENF, DEIR, FEIR and NPC-SFEIR properly explored the impacts on health, 

safety, and the environment. Additional analysis is also provided within the body of this NPC-SFEIR. 

These analyses address the Project and its alternatives, and have assessed its potential environmental 

impacts and mitigation measures, in the context of other human activity, including existing 

background levels and cumulative effects where appropriate to the specific analysis. 

Comment 9.22G – PFAS comments (multiple) 

Response to Comment 9.22G –Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing, wastewater 

generation, PFAS emissions are no longer applicable to this submittal. 

Comment 9.22H – Without inclusion of loading and composition data or assumptions, and analyses 

of how this wastewater stream will not adversely impact the existing wastewater plant, the Proponent 

cannot assume that it can discharge into the City’s wastewater treatment plant. Further, since the 

traffic studies do not consider this waste stream being shipped elsewhere for treatment, this project 

cannot be approved as proposed. 

Response to Comment 9.22H – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, wastewater generation will be limited to sanitary facilities for 

employees and limited leachate if connected to the City’s wastewater treatment plant. 

With respect to leachate, POTW’s regulate any industrial discharge via a wastewater discharge permit 

which typically requires pre-characterization or on-going periodic sampling or using automated 

composite sampler methodologies.  If the leachate is collected in a tight tank, a similar pre-disposal 

sampling program is implemented (e.g., baler and/or low flow sampling pump).   

Comment 9.22I –The Proponent would be required to pay for the facility discharge into the City’s 

wastewater treatment plant in the same manner as any industrial operator.  However, the project 

cannot be deemed viable, and therefore cannot be approved or conditioned, without the proper 

wastewater treatment plant loading and impact assessment.  With little loading information provided 

to determine whether the Proponent would create EPA “Interference” or “Pass Through” concerns, it 

is impossible to know whether its discharge would create violations at the treatment plant. 

Response to Comment 9.22I – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, wastewater generation will be limited to sanitary facilities for 

employees and limited leachate. 
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Comment 9.22J – The City remains very concerned that the City and MEPA cannot fully understand 

the full scope and magnitude of the number of trucks, size of facility, and overall impacts with 

analyses and studies based upon dry tonnage. 

Response to Comment 9.22J – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. The removal of biosolids from the proposed project would result in a 

reduction in the estimated trip generation shown in Table 5-5, Section 5.5 of 25 daily truck round 

trips (23 inbound and 2 outbound), or 50 total one-way truck trips. However, to present a conservative 

analysis, traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids facility has remained in this study 

despite the biosolids component no longer being proposed. As detailed in Appendix H of the Updated 

TIS (Exhibit 12), trip generation for inbound wet biosolids is based on 400 tons per day (tpd), 

transported in a mixture of 8 large 28-ton trucks (220 tpd), 10 small 12-ton roll-off trucks (120 tpd), 

and 5 small 12-ton trucks (60 tpd), totaling 23 truck round trips (46 one-way truck trips) transporting 

inbound biosolids as shown in Table 5-5. For outbound biosolids, 50 tpd tons of dry material would 

be transported from the site daily, combined with 1,500 tpd of MSW and C&D, which would be 

transported in 28-ton transfer trailers. The amount of dry biosolids departing the site would account 

for 2 of the 56 daily truck round trips (4 of the 112 daily one-way truck trips) transporting outbound 

material shown in Table 5-5. The estimation of outbound truck trips is overly conservative, as it 

includes assumes that all trucks delivering inbound material would depart the facility empty, and all 

trucks transporting outbound material would arrive at the site empty, with no reduction in trips for 

backhauls. In addition, or the trip generation estimate assumes all outbound material would be 

transported by truck, with no reduction for outbound material being transported by rail.   

Comment 9.22K – The Default Traffic Impact Must be Considered Significant, Meaning Typical 

“Screening Thresholds” for Level of Service, Accidents, and Traffic Noises Cannot be Applied to 

Two Co-located Facilities of These Sizes. 

Response to Comment 9.22K –The Proponent currently restricts its truck deliveries to the truck 

route identified in previous submittals, via Theodore Rice Boulevard, Braley Road, and Route 140, 

and will continue to do so under the Phase 2 expansion. The newly prepared NPC-SFEIR Traffic 

Study analyzes all local roadway intersections between the facility and the Route 140 at Braley Road 

interchange, consistent with MassDOT’s Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines which are 

standard guidelines for assessing traffic impacts within an EIR. 

Comment 9.22L – Available Accident Data Indicating that the Baseline Accident Rate is Above 

Average is Ignored. 

Response to Comment 9.22L – In accordance with the MassDOT Traffic and Safety Engineering 

25% Design Submission Guidelines, the NPC-SFEIR analyzes the most recent 5 full years of crash 

data available from MassDOT at the time of filing (2013 to 2017). Detailed discussion of the crash 

data is included in Section 5.4. The only study area location where the crash rate exceeded the 

Statewide and MassDOT District 5 average of 0.57 crashes per million entering vehicles (C/MEV) 

was the intersection of Duchaine Boulevard at Theodore Rice Boulevard, with a crash rate of 1.01 

C/MEV. Eleven crashes were reported at this intersection over the five-year study period, or an 
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average of 2.2 crashes per year. Four of the eleven reported crashes were single vehicle collisions, 

one of which, in 2014, resulted in a fatality. Based on reports, speed was a prominent factor in this 

fatal crash. It is suspected that the operator of the vehicle was street racing, and the fatal crash was 

believed to be an isolated incident. Crash rates at all other locations in the study area were found to 

be below the Statewide and District 5 averages. 

Based on a March 30, 2021 review of the MassDOT Interactive Mapping Portal for Analysis and 

Crash Tracking (IMPACT) database, which is now current through 2018, two crashes were reported 

at the intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard in 2018, both in December: a 

truck struck a fixed object due to icy roadway conditions with no injury reported, and a passenger car 

struck a tree resulting a non-fatal injury. Updating the crash analysis for the most recent five years of 

data now available, seven crashes occurred at the intersection from 2014 to 2018. No pedestrian 

crashes were reported in the IMPACT database. The resulting crash rate of 0.71 C/MEV is lower than 

the previously reported crash rate of 1.01 C/MEV using 2013 to 2017 crash data, but is higher than 

the Statewide and District 5 average of 0.57 C/MEV for unsignalized intersections. The intersection 

is not a Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)-eligible location (i.e., is not identified as a 

High Crash Location, High Pedestrian Crash Cluster, or High Bicycle Crash Cluster by MassDOT).  

Comment 9.22M – Previously Expressed City Concerns and Readily Available Accident Data from 

Individual Crashes Are Ignored. 

Response to Comment 9.22M – In accordance with the MassDOT Traffic and Safety Engineering 

25% Design Submission Guidelines, the crash data analyzed in the FEIR was obtained from the 

MassDOT Traffic and Safety Engineering Section for each study area intersection, via its online 

Interactive Mapping Portal for Analysis and Crash Tracking (IMPACT) database. The City of New 

Bedford previously expressed concern with the crash rate at the intersection of Duchaine Boulevard 

at Theodore Rice Boulevard (comment letter from KP Law dated January 23, 2020). As noted in the 

response to Comment 9.22L above, the crash rate at the intersection of Duchaine Boulevard at 

Theodore Rice Boulevard was 1.01 C/MEV based on 2013 through 2017 crash data. Eleven crashes 

were reported at the intersection over the five-year study period, or an average of 2.2 crashes per year. 

Four of the eleven reported crashes were single vehicle collisions, one of which, in 2014, resulted in 

a fatality. Based on reports, speed was a prominent factor in this fatal crash. It is suspected that the 

operator of the vehicle was street racing, and the fatal crash was believed to be an isolated incident. 

Based on a March 30, 2021 review of the MassDOT Interactive Mapping Portal for Analysis and 

Crash Tracking (IMPACT) database, which is now current through 2018, two crashes were reported 

at the intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard in 2018, both in December: a 

truck struck a fixed object due to icy roadway conditions with no injury reported, and a passenger car 

struck a tree resulting a non-fatal injury. Updating the crash analysis for the most recent five years of 

data now available, seven crashes occurred at the intersection from 2014 to 2018. No pedestrian 

crashes were reported in the IMPACT database. The resulting crash rate of 0.71 C/MEV is lower than 

the previously reported crash rate of 1.01 C/MEV using 2013 to 2017 crash data, but is higher than 

the Statewide and District 5 average of 0.57 C/MEV for unsignalized intersections. The intersection 
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is not an HSIP-eligible location (i.e., is not identified as a High Crash Location, High Pedestrian 

Crash Cluster, or High Bicycle Crash Cluster by MassDOT). 

Comment 9.22N – Existing Traffic Assessment Demonstrates a Level of Service Fatal Flaw. 

Response to Comment 9.22N – As indicated in Table 5-7 of the Updated TIS presented in Section 

5.0 , several movements in the study area operate at LOS F under 2021 Existing conditions during 

one or more peak periods analyzed, including the northbound left-turn movement at the intersection 

of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound ramps during the weekday afternoon school dismissal 

peak hour; the southbound left-turn movement at the intersection of Braley Road at the Route 140 

Southbound ramps during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon school dismissal, and weekday 

afternoon commuter peak hours; the eastbound shared left-turn/through movement at the intersection 

of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard during the weekday afternoon commuter 

peak hour; and the westbound shared left-turn/through/right-turn movement at the intersection of 

Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard during the weekday morning, weekday 

afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours. 

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent proposes to fund a fully-actuated 

traffic signal to reduce congestion and improve operations at the intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard, which meets MUTCD traffic volume warrants under 

existing conditions due to activity from existing businesses in the New Bedford Business Park and 

the surrounding area. As shown in Table 5-9 of the Updated TIS, operations at the intersection of 

Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard would improve from an overall LOS F to 

LOS C during the weekday morning peak hour, from LOS F to LOS D during the weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour, and from LOS E to LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak 

hour with the addition of a fully-actuated traffic signal. 

As indicated in the Traffic Operations Analysis in Section 5.7, the addition of project generated trips 

at the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound and Southbound Ramps increases 

average vehicle delay and v/c ratios on the STOP-controlled ramp movements, which already operate 

at LOS F under existing conditions. The HCM unsignalized intersection analysis presents an overly 

conservative estimate of delay, which becomes unrealistically high during oversaturated conditions. 

The movements which are projected to experience unrealistically high delay under future No-Build 

and Build conditions are the left-turn movements from the Route 140 off-ramps. As the calculated 

delays are not reliable indicators of performance for these oversaturated movements, graphic queue 

figures are provided in Section 5.6 to compare operations under No-Build and Build conditions. 95th 

percentile queues on the Route 140 Northbound off-ramp during the weekday morning peak hour, 

weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour are 

shown in Section 5.6 on Figures 5-19A, 5-19E, and 5-19I, respectively, while 95th percentile queues 

on the Route 140 Southbound off-ramp during the weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour are shown on Figures 5-

19B, 5-19F, and 5-19J, respectively. As shown in the queue figures, 95th percentile queues on the 

ramps are projected to increase by a maximum of 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one 
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transfer trailer) on the Route 140 northbound ramp, and a maximum of 3 feet on the Route 140 

southbound ramp during peak periods with the addition of project generated trips. As the incremental 

impact on the Route 140 ramps due to the proposed project is minimal and the installation of traffic 

signals at the intersections of Braley Road with the Route 140 ramps would adversely impact currently 

uncontrolled traffic on the eastbound and westbound Braley Road approaches, there is no feasible 

mitigation to reduce project generated impacts at the Route 140 ramp intersections.    

Additionally, it should be noted that the estimated trip generation for Phase 2 used to develop the 

2028 Build conditions analysis in the Updated TIS incorporated several assumptions to present a 

conservative analysis, including no reduction in trips for backhauls or outbound material being 

transported by rail. In addition, the traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids facility 

has remained in this study although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed. While these 

conservative assumptions are incorporated into the traffic analysis, the planned use of backhauls and 

rail service and the removal of the biosolids facility will mitigate the project’s trip generation and 

subsequent impacts on roadway conditions. 

Comment 9.22O – Current Roadway Layout, Markings, and Signage is not Adequate for any 

Increased Traffic. 

Response to Comment 9.22O – Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford and New Bedford 

Business Park, the Proponent will provide improved pavement markings to better delineate travel 

paths at the intersection of Duchaine Boulevard with the site driveway. 

Comment 9.22P – Proposed Truck Routes and Actual Truck Routes May Differ; Combined Traffic 

Impacts Must be Properly Assessed. 

Response to Comment 9.22P – As stated in previous traffic reports and the traffic report proved in 

this NPC-SFEIR, the Proponent currently restricts its truck deliveries to the identified truck route via 

Theodore Rice Boulevard, Braley Road, and Route 140, and will continue to do so under the Phase 2 

expansion. 

It should be noted that all traffic impacts from the facility are were presented within the historically 

prepared traffic reports.  Existing traffic is part of the baseline. 

Comment 9.22Q – No Rational Basis has been Provided for Trucking Hours outside of Normal 

Weekday Business Hours, Which Operations Will Have a Disproportionate Impact on Local 

Residents. 

Response to Comment 9.22Q –The Proponent is reducing tipping hours at the facility.  The proposed 

hours for tipping waste will be from 6AM to 7PM Monday through Friday and from 7AM to 4PM on 

Saturdays.  No tipping will occur on Sundays. 

Comment 9.22R – Waste Handling Operations and Storage Quantities are not Adequately Defined 

to Prevent Adverse Operating Conditions. 

Response to Comment 9.22R – As committed to in the FEIR, all tipping, handling/processing, 

baling, loading, etc. will occur indoors.  Trucks arriving to or leaving the facility will be properly 
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covered/contained.  As part of the Site Suitability application narrative, interior layout/handling plans 

will be prepared.  Additionally, it is anticipated that the following will be addressed in the site 

Suitability/Site Assignment permitting process: 

1. Maximum storage volumes (in various stages such as on the tipping floor, baled, in railcars, 

etc.) 

2. Maximum storage hold times 

3. Putrescible waste protocols and mitigation 

4. Tipping door operations 

Comment 9.22S – The MEPA Process is Not the Proper Venue to Review the Complex Air Quality 

Impact Potential from a Combined Sludge Drier and Solid Waste Transfer Station. 

Response to Comment 9.22S – Stationary sources are below air plan approval thresholds, and 

MassDEP will regulate the sources either as de-minimis sources or by MassDEP exercising its 

authority to require a plan approval (DEIR, Attachment 14). Furthermore, MassDEP will evaluate air 

emissions as part of the site assignment process, documenting that the anticipated emissions will meet 

state and federal air quality standards and criteria and will not constitute a danger to the public health.  

The Air & Odor study that was submitted as part of the DEIR (Attachment 14) holistically assesses 

the Project’s potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures, and provides MassDEP with 

information to assist in using all feasible means to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the 

maximum extent practicable.  It should also be noted that the biosolids components of the proposed 

project has been eliminated. 

Comment 9.22T – All Studies or Evaluations Need to Consider Both Facilities, Stationary and 

Mobile Sources, and Non-Road and On-Road Sources. 

Response to Comment 9.22T – The Air & Odor Study in the DEIR, Attachment 14, holistically 

assesses the Project’s potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures.  DEIR Attachment 

14, pages 5-1 through 5-7, document that the Project is below each MassDEP air plan approval 

applicability threshold.  The air analyses supplied throughout the MEPA process, particularly DEIR 

Attachment 18, will serve to inform MassDEP to facilitate coordination of the environmental review 

and permitting processes.  Table 12 in the DEIR on page 110 also describes each point, non-point, 

line, and area sources that are stationary, mobile, road, and non-road. 

Comment 9.22U – The Odor Control Technology Discussion Does Not Justify the Atypically High 

Percentage Removals Provided. 

Response to Comment 9.22U – The odor study performed identifies the proposed odor control 

methodology and the data sources used.  The Proponent is proposing substantial odor control to 

minimize offsite impacts.  A comprehensive list of mitigation measures the Proponent is proposing 

can be found in Sec 8.7 of this report. However, as stated in the Draft Section 61 Findings (FEIR, 

Page 149), final design mitigation measures will be included in the MassDEP Authorization to 
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Construct (ATC) application (BWP SW-06).  Please note that the biosolids facility is no longer 

proposed, which had the highest potential for odor. 

Comment 9.22V – All Potential Waste Odor Sources are not included. 

Response to Comment 9.22V – The biosolids operations are no longer part of the proposed project 

and thus eliminate one potential source of odor. The remaining potential odor sources are from MSW 

processing and transfer. Design features related to odor mitigation for MSW processing and transfer 

are listed below: 

• All tipping, processing and loading into rail cars operations are done within an enclosed 

building 

• The tipping and loadout building will be equipped with a misting system with odor 

counteractant. 

• Building ventilation systems exhaust through elevated stacks to promote dispersion of exhaust 

air 

Odor modeling uses the most conservative industry standard approach 5*D/T. D/T is a dimensionless 

ratio defined as the volume of dilution air divided by the volume of odorous air, or commonly 

described as the number of equivalent volumes of clean air which must be added to an odorous volume 

such that the odor is undetectable to the average person. In addition, the facility was assumed to 

operate 8,750 hours per year for the odor modeling. The results of the odor analysis demonstrate that 

no predicted nuisance odor events occur at any of the 6,500 receptors in the 5 years of modeled 

weather data. 

The MSW odor will be managed by use of high dilution air flows and by stack designs and locations 

that enhance odor dispersion (clustered, tall stacks 30-feet above the MSW buildings). The proposed 

project has been specifically designed to avoid causation of odor “nuisance” conditions in the 

residential neighborhoods. 

Comment 9.22W – Improper Capture Assumptions Result in Underestimating Fugitive Odor and 

Dust Emissions. 

Response to Comment 9.22W – The biosolids operations are no longer part of the proposed project 

and thus eliminate the most significant potential source of odor. The capture calculations are provided 

in Attachment B to DEIR, Attachment 14.  As stated in the DEIR, the inflowing air velocity is 

sufficient to capture more than 90% of the PM and odor emissions originating inside the building.  

The calculations conservatively do not include the use of a fine atomized misting system within the 

MSW transfer building and processing building to effectively provide additional control of fugitive 

dust and odor in the building (FEIR Page 25).  A comprehensive list of mitigation measures the 

Proponent is proposing can be found in Sec 8.7 of this report. However, as stated in the Draft Section 

61 Findings (FEIR, Page 149), design mitigation measures will be included in the MassDEP 

Authorization to Construct (ATC) application (BWP SW-06).  Please note that the biosolids facility 

is no longer proposed, which had the highest potential for odor.  
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Regarding the possibility of underestimating fugitive odors, odor emissions were modeled 

conservatively (see Comment 9.22V for full explanation). Odor modeling used the most conservative 

industry standard approach 5*D/T. D/T is a dimensionless ratio defined as the volume of dilution air 

divided by the volume of odorous air, or commonly described as the number of equivalent volumes 

of clean air which must be added to an odorous volume such that the odor is undetectable to the 

average person. In addition, the facility was assumed to operate 8,750 hours per year for the odor 

modeling. The results of the odor analysis demonstrate that no predicted nuisance odor events occur 

at any of the 6,500 receptors in the 5 years of modeled weather data. 

Comment 9.22X – A Total Odor Assessment is Intended to Examine Combined Odor from Multiple 

Facilities. 

Response to Comment 9.22X –The Proponent stands by the odor control methodology and reasoning 

presented in the DEIR, Attachment 14, Pages 6-15 and the FEIR, Section 2.11.2, page 42.  The 

Proponent further notes that the comparison against thresholds is more stringent than available 

guidance and precedent, and that the evaluation sufficiently informs the MassDEP regarding the 

Project’s potential environmental impacts and mitigation measures specifically related to odor. Please 

note that in Section 4.2 Solid Waste Facility Cumulative Impacts there is an evaluation of area solid 

waste facilities with discussion of potential nuisance odor conditions and mitigation measures 

employed by those regional facilities. In addition, MassDEP’s site assignment review will include 

documentation supporting the conclusion that the Project will not result in nuisance odor conditions 

which would constitute a danger to the public health. In the event a nuisance condition is identified, 

the Proponent is proposing a complaint reporting system described in greater detail in Section 3.3 

Complaint Logs and Data Availability. 

Comment 9.22Y – Noise is Unwanted Sound and its Nuisance Potential can Only be Assessed by 

Exploring the Incremental Change in Total Combined Sound for all Sources. 

Response to Comment 9.22Y – The FEIR (Section 6.8, page 132) and the DEIR Noise Impacts 

Section (pages 102-103) both include analysis of the cumulative impacts of steady-state noise sources. 

Tables 7 and 8 on the referenced pages in the DEIR are shown below and summarize the existing, 

project only, future total sound, and incremental increase over background. In addition, Section 6.0 

Revised Noise Analysis includes supplemental information regarding the project, existing sound 

levels, future sound modeling methodology, sound source input information, and proposed mitigation 

measures. At all receptors studied, the sound modeled meets the MassDEP Noise Policy.  

Please note that the Proponent consulted with MassDEP regarding the topic of noise on February 24, 

2020 and June 11, 2020 (FEIR Page 170).  The Proponent was informed the noise evaluation 

presented sufficiently informed the MassDEP regarding the Project’s potential environmental impacts 

and mitigation measures.  Subsequently, the Proponent further investigated the potential for noise 

nuisance conditions, and Section 6.0 of this report includes a Revised Noise Analysis.  MassDEP’s 

site assignment review will include documentation that the Project is not expected to result in nuisance 

conditions which would constitute a danger to the public health.   
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Comment 9.22Z – The Background Sound Assumption Needs to be Protective of all Potential Time 

Periods. 
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Response to Comment 9.22Z – The methodology used for the ambient background was based on a 

very conservative interpretation of MassDEP’s noise policy.  The establishment of the appropriate 

background for analysis was discussed with MassDEP on February 24, 2020 and June 11, 2020, and 

the established approach is consistent with or more conservative than many approval precedents. 

Please see Section 6.0 Revised Noise Analysis for more information. 

Comment 9.22AA – Dust from all Sources Impact Should be Analyzed Cumulatively. 

Response to Comment 9.22AA – Generally, nuisance dust is a localized condition if and when not 

controlled by on-site controls. Dust is controlled on-site by both physical measures and best 

management practices at the proposed project location. Such practices include sweeping paved 

surfaces, handling (unloading, consolidating, baling, and loading) materials inside the enclosed 

building, and covering trucks and rail cars following appropriate BMPs. For further details, please 

refer to Section 4.2 of the SFEIR where dust cumulative impacts are discussed. 

Comment 9.22BB – Increased Rainfall Could Impact Stormwater Management. 

Response to Comment 9.22BB – The facility was designed for a 100-year stormwater event versus 

the 10-year event as prescribed in the MA Stormwater Policy. 

Comment 9.22CC – Wetlands Spatial Impact Area Triggers Other Permit Requirements. 

Response to Comment 9.22CC – According to Farland Corporation (preparer of the NOI and related 

construction plans), the final approved plans depict 4,095 sq/ft of disturbance in aggregate.  Therefore, 

the Army Corp and 401 Water Quality certification do not apply.  Additionally in the March 26, 2021 

MassDEP response letter to the FEIR, MassDEP stated that a Chapter 91 authorization is not required 

because the intermittent stream crossing is not considered a navigable waterway pursuant to the 

Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 9.04(1)(e). 

Comment 9.22DD – The New Substantial Wetland Crossing Structure Proposed Requires Public 

Input. 

Response to Comment 9.22DD – This is not a crossing that would require a Chapter 91 license.  This 

particular crossing (non-navigable waterway) was also discussed with Mr. Carlos Fragata at the 

MassDEP on Monday March 22, 2021.  In the MassDEP FEIR comment letter dated March 30, 2021, 

it was stated “Chapter 91 authorization is not required because the intermittent stream crossing is 

not considered a navigable waterway pursuant to the Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 

9.04(1)(e).” 

Comment 9.22EE – Sludge Drying Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) can be Reduced via Heat Recovery. 

Response to Comment 9.22EE – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing and associated 

emissions are no longer applicable to this application. 

Comment 9.22FF – Sludge Drying Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) can be Reduced via Gasification. 
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Response to Comment 9.22FF – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing and associated 

emissions are no longer applicable to this application. 

Comment 9.22GG – Sludge Drying is a Huge Contributor to Greenhouse Gases (GHGs). 

Response to Comment 9.22GG – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing and associated 

emissions are no longer applicable to this application. 

Comment 9.22HH – The City’s GHG Commitment to its Residents is Contradicted by this Proposed 

Facility. 

Response to Comment 9.22HH –The Proponent respectfully submits that the proposed project can 

be a key part of the City’s GHG reduction strategy, as the project is expected to reduce GHG by using 

freight rail to haul residuals from the processing of MSW, C&D waste, and glass to various facilities 

in the Eastern and Midwestern United States.  In any event, the GHG analysis addressed the 

requirements of the MEPA GHG Policy and Protocol, and was developed and refined using feedback 

from the MEPA Office and DOER. 

Comment 9.22II – Construction Impact Assessments are Missing so the Proposed Project Studies 

and Information Provided are Incomplete. 

Response to Comment 9.22II – The facility will be developed following controlled “construction” 

requirements and oversight.  The facility shall take the following steps to mitigate impacts: 

• Develop a SWPPP in association with the Order of Conditions. 

• Make sure inbound and outbound vehicles utilize the major roadway networks surrounding the 

facility (e.g., avoid Phillips Road). 

• Park all vehicles on-site during construction phases. 

• Installation of erosion control devices. 

• Wet surfaces that may create nuisance dust conditions. 

• Perform construction activities following local zoning ordinances and MA State Building code. 

• Maintain proper on-site safety measures compliant with OSHA. 

• Compliance with local sound ordinances (to include limitations on working hours). 

Although not specifically described this NPC-SFEIR, these are requirements that will be described in 

a higher detail prescribed in future permit approvals. It should be noted that full design plans are not 

completed as part of the MEPA process. 
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9.23  Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Letter No. 28) 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding the Massachusetts Department of 

Environmental Protection comment letter dated March 26, 2021. The table includes the location of 

the comments in the letter and the location of comments and responses to the comments within this 

Section.  

Comment Location (in Letter) Comment and Response to Comment Location (in S FEIR) 

Page 2 9.23A 

Page 4 9.23B 

Page 4 9.23C 

Page 4 9.23D 

Page 4 9.23E 

Pages 4 & 5 9.23F 

Page 6 9.23G 

Page 6 9.23H 

Page 6 9.23I 

Page 6 9.23J 

Page 6 9.23K 

Page 6 9.23L 

Pages 6 & 7 9.23M 

Pages 6 & 7 9.23N 

Page 7 9.23O 

Page 7 9.23P 

Page 7 9.23Q 

Page 7 9.23R 

Page 7 9.23S 

Page 7 9.23T 

Page 7 9.23U 

Page 8 9.23V 

Page 8 9.23W 

Page 8 9.23X 

Page 8 9.23Y 

Page 8 9.23Z 

Page 8 9.23AA 

Page 8 9.23BB 

Page 8 9.23CC 

Page 8 9.23DD 

Page 9 9.23EE 

Page 9 9.23FF 

 

It should be noted, based on the “scope” set forth by MEPA that the “The Supplemental FEIR should 

address, in a detailed and comprehensive manner, issues raised in comment letters submitted by 
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MassDEP and DOER, which are incorporated by reference herein. In general, information and 

analyses provided in response to these comment letters should be incorporated into the main body of 

the Supplemental FEIR rather than provided solely in the Response to Comments section.”  As such, 

the section below guides the reader, where appropriate, to the “main body’ of the NPC-SFEIR where 

the information can be found. 

Comment 9.23A – The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are 

identified during the implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary. 

Response to Comment 9.23A – The Proponent acknowledges that if oil and/or hazardous material 

are identified during the implementation of this Project, notification must be made to MassDEP 

pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0000).  This requirement is included 

within the main body of the NPC-SFEIR in Section 2.1 and within several Responses to Comments 

within this section of this NPC-SFEIR. 

Comment 9.23B – MassDEP recommends the Proponent continue the same level of outreach 

throughout the permitting process.  

Response to Comment 9.23B – The Proponent shall continue the same level of outreach throughout 

the permitting process and “next steps” are outlined in Section 3.2 of this NPC-SFEIR. 

Comment 9.23C – MassDEP recommends that Project-related air pollution and environmental 

impact information be shared with EJ communities in alternative format (translation, interpreter 

services) if applicable. This information should be provided using terms that are easily understood to 

ensure the community understands the Project, its potential impacts, and can provide meaningful 

input.  

Response to Comment 9.23C – Section 3.5 of this NPC-SFEIR “Air Emissions Summary” was 

prepared to outline air impacts in terms that are easily understood.  This summary was also sent to  

all parties that were notified as part of the NPC-SFEIR submission as a standalone summary. 

Comment 9.23D – MassDEP will require the Proponent to attend a pre-application meeting prior to 

submission of the BWP SW 01 application to discuss comments received from the public on the FEIR 

and to ensure the facility design and operational measures will comply with solid waste regulations 

and applicable policies with an emphasis on odor, noise, and traffic mitigation. 

Response to Comment 9.23D – The Proponent will attend a pre-application meeting with the 

MassDEP prior to submission of the BWP SW 01 application to discuss comments received from the 

public on the FEIR and to ensure the facility design and operational measures will comply with solid 

waste regulations and applicable policies with an emphasis on odor, noise, and traffic mitigation. 

Comment 9.23E – The Proponent should be aware that any future solid waste permits will establish 

a maximum daily tonnage rate based on inbound “wet” tons and not on outbound “dry” tons. The 

Proponent should propose a biosolid maximum daily tonnage rate before commencing solid waste 

permitting.  
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Response to Comment 9.23E – The Proponent is aware that any future solid waste permit(s) will 

establish a maximum daily tonnage rate based on inbound “wet” tons and not on outbound “dry” tons. 

As the biosolids portion of the project has been withdrawn subsequent to submittal of the NPC-

SFEIR, a maximum daily tonnage rate for biosolids is not applicable. 

Comment 9.23F – The Proponent should be aware that MassDEP’s Construction & Demolition 

(C&D) Minimum Performance Standard (MPS) applies to permitted C&D Processors and Large 

C&D Transfer Stations (together referred to as C&D Handling Facilities) facilities. 

Response to Comment 9.23F – The Proponent acknowledges that MassDEP’s Construction & 

Demolition (C&D) Minimum Performance Standard (MPS) applies to permitted C&D Processors and 

Large C&D Transfer Stations (together referred to as C&D Handling Facilities) facilities.  This is 

acknowledged in Section 2.3 of this NPC-SFEIR. 

Comment 9.23G – The Proponent did not provide adequate information to justify the decision to 

evaluate continuous sound sources and intermittent sound sources separately. During MassDEP 

permitting, the Proponent must demonstrate that the sound study evaluates the cumulative noise 

impacts from the proposed Project. 

Response to Comment 9.23G – As stated in the FEIR, intermittent sources will have a different 

character than the continuous sound, and the potential for nuisance is separate. This revised analysis 

evaluates intermittent sources of sound separately to better characterize and address their impacts and 

mitigation, to provide consistency for comparison to prior projects reviewed per MassDEP’s Noise 

Policy, and to avoid the mischaracterization of potential impacts through the application of 

cumulative layers of conservatism.  The sound levels presented in this NPC-SFEIR addresses 

cumulative noise impacts including intermittent and continuous noise sources. Please refer to Section 

6.0 of the NPC-SFEIR for further detail. 

Comment 9.23H – MassDEP will require the Proponent to evaluate the Project-related sound impacts 

at both the nearest inhabited building(s) and at the property line. 

Response to Comment 9.23H – The analysis provided in this MEPA NPC-SFEIR documents that the 

sources of project sound subject to MassDEP regulations and policy are in compliance with those 

regulations and policy at the residential receptor property lines, as follows: 
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COMPLIANCE EVALUATION - MASSDEP INCREASE OVER 

NIGHTTIME AMBIENT 

Modeling 

Receptor ID 

Project Only 

Sound Level 

(dBA) 

Nighttime 

Ambient 

L90  

(dBA) 

Total  

Ambient 

Plus Project  

(dBA) 

Increase in 

Ambient 

Sound Levels  

(dBA) 

RES-1 34 30 35 5 

RES-2 36 30 37 7 

RES-3 35 30 36 6 

RES-4 31 30 33 3 

RES-5 36 30 37 7 

 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION - MASSDEP INCREASE OVER 

DAYTIME AMBIENT 

Modeling 

Receptor 

ID 

Project Only 

Sound Level 

(dBA) 

Daytime 

Ambient 

L90  

(dBA) 

Total  

Ambient 

Plus Project  

(dBA) 

Increase in 

Ambient Sound 

Levels  

(dBA) 

RES-1 34 37 39 2 

RES-2 36 37 39 2 

RES-3 35 37 39 2 

RES-4 31 37 38 1 

RES-5 36 37 40 3 

 

Other sources of sound are not subject to MassDEP regulations and policy, as follows: 

• Federal law preempts state and local governments from regulating the sound of trucks making 

deliveries to a commercial site under the Noise Control Act of 1972 and the Surface 

Transportation Assistance Act of 1982. 

• USEPA regulates railroad emissions in standards published at 40 CFR 201: Noise Emission 

Standards for Transportation Equipment: Interstate Rail Carriers. 

• Sound from mobile sources is subject to 310 CMR 7.11, not 310 CMR 7.10 and its 

implementing guidance. 

• MassDEP precedent has excluded transportation sources from compliance with 301 CMR 

7.10, as shown in the following examples: 

o MassDEP’s letter to Paul McGillis dated November 13, 2008 states “MassDEP’s air 

regulations state that motor vehicles shall comply with the Registry of Motor Vehicles 

regulations relative to exhaust and sound emissions (310 CMR 7.11(1)a); therefore 
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MassDEP does not regulate mobile sources of sound from motor vehicles such as trucks 

entering and leaving the facility.” 

o MassDEP’s response to comments document for the Northeast Energy Center LLC dated 

November 2, 2021 states “MassDEP’s regulations at 310 CMR 7.02(1)(b) and 310 CMR 

7.02(5) are applicable only to the permitting of stationary sources and do not provide 

authority to regulate or permit mobile sources such as trucks. Therefore, MassDEP’s 

review of a non-major comprehensive plan application, including the dispersion and sound 

modeling, is limited to the emissions and sounds from the proposed stationary source; 

emissions from mobile sources, such as trucks, are beyond the scope of the permit.”  

Please refer to Section 6.0 of the NPC-SFEIR for further detail. 

Comment 9.23I – The revised sound study predicted Project-related sound impacts using “only 

whole numbers” and indicated that “calculations were performed using values with additional 

precision.” The Proponent should clarify this statement. 

Response to Comment 9.23I – This description of the calculation methods can be clarified. Modeling 

results are reported to the nearest decibel because reporting with additional precision implies an 

accuracy that predictive modeling does not warrant.  Rounding sometimes means the numbers do not 

add up in the final report. 

Comment 9.23J – The Proponent did not provide adequate justification for why data from July 3rd 

was excluded and did not demonstrate that the exclusion will not affect the outcomes and conclusions 

of the sound study. 

Response to Comment 9.23J – July 3rd was a Tuesday morning right before a mid-week 4th of July 

holiday.  To establish a background that meets the intent of the Noise Policy, which is to ensure that 

changes in noise conditions don’t create a nuisance condition, a background that occurs during normal 

conditions is appropriate. 

More broadly, the requirement to establish the background as the quietest 10% of the time was 

established over thirty years ago when noise measurements were based on a small number of short-

term readings. Requiring the establishment of the L90 based on the quietest hour of a week’s worth 

of hourly readings is essentially setting the baseline at the quietest 6 minutes in a week, which would 

be essentially an L99.9, and is counter to the Policy’s intent to regulate based on changes to reasonably 

foreseeable conditions.  To establish baseline sound levels, MassDEP has approved both the daily 

lowest average hourly L90 sound levels and the lowest hourly L90 sound level excluding outliers for 

other projects (e.g. Exelon West Medway and Braintree Electric).  The use of the lowest L90 sound 

level excluding outliers is appropriate for the MEPA process, because the goal is to describe the 

Project and assess its potential environmental impacts, and potential sound impacts are changes from 

reasonably common current conditions.  The Proponent looks forward to discussing compliance with 

MassDEP’s Noise Policy during the MassDEP permitting process. 
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Comment 9.23K – The revised sound study presented in the FEIR did not appear to evaluate waste 

delivery vehicles as a sound source. 

Response to Comment 9.23K – Waste delivery vehicles were analyzed as sound sources in Section 

8.0 of the Sound Level Assessment Report supplied in the DEIR, and is repeated in Section 6.6 of 

this NPC-SFEIR.  As stated above, the form of the mobile source modeling is not compatible with 

the form of the stationary source modeling and it is inappropriate to add the two different results. 

Comment 9.23L – The revised sound study presented in the FEIR states that “operations from the 

Facility will not create any pure tones”, however the Proponent did not provide any data to justify 

their conclusion. 

Response to Comment 9.23L – The pure tone evaluation was presented in the Section 7.0 of the 

Sound Level Assessment Report supplied in the DEIR and did not substantively change.  The results 

are presented below, and show for daytime and nighttime that the Project will not generate any pure 

tones (squeaking or humming sounds) as defined by MassDEP:   

Residential Daytime “Pure Tone” Evaluation of the MassDEP Noise Policy 

Modeling 

Location 

ID 

Description 

Sound Level1 (dB) per Octave-Band Center 

Frequency (Hz) 

31.5 63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k 

RES-1 

Residential property 

line immediately 

northeast of the Project 

51 51 44 40 36 34 26 19 19 

RES-2 

Residential property 

line immediately east 

of the Project 

51 51 45 40 36 35 27 19 19 

RES-3 

Residential property 

line immediately east 

of the Project 

51 51 45 40 36 35 27 19 19 

RES-4 

Residential property 

line southeast of the 

Project 

50 49 42 39 35 33 25 19 19 

Notes: 

1. Sound pressure levels are rounded to the nearest whole decibel.   
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“Pure Tone” Evaluation of the MassDEP Noise Policy  

Modeling 

Location 

ID 

Description 

Sound Level1 (dB) per Octave-Band Center 

Frequency (Hz) 

31.5 63 125 250 500 1k 2k 4k 8k 

RES-1 

Residential property 

line immediately 

northeast of the 

Project 

54 49 42 36 32 31 23 18 19 

RES-2 

Residential property 

line immediately 

east of the Project 

54 50 44 37 33 32 25 18 19 

RES-3 

Residential property 

line immediately 

east of the Project 

54 50 44 36 33 32 24 18 19 

RES-4 

Residential property 

line immediately 

southeast of the 

Project 

54 47 39 35 31 29 22 18 19 

Notes: 

1. Sound pressure levels are rounded to the nearest whole decibel. 

Comment 9.23M – The Proponent did not provide sufficient information for MassDEP to determine 

if the proposed facility is designed to mitigate noise to the maximum extent practical using a top-

down approach. 

Response to Comment 9.23M – As described in Section 6.0 of this NPC-SFEIR, the proposed 

facility is designed to mitigate noise to the maximum extent practical.  Top-case mitigation is 

proposed, and no feasible mitigation was excluded. 

Comment 9.23N – The Proponent did not identify the controls that were considered but deemed 

infeasible. 

Response to Comment 9.23N – Please see Section 6.0 of this NPC-SFEIR for a description of the 

noise controls that were considered but deemed infeasible. 

Comment 9.23O – Project related sound impacts should be evaluated both with and without 

mitigation to demonstrate the effectiveness of proposed sound mitigation controls. 

Response to Comment 9.23O – Please see Section 6.0 of this NPC-SFEIR for an evaluation of sound 

impacts with and without mitigation to demonstrate the effectiveness of proposed sound mitigation 

controls. 

Comment 9.23P – Impacts to wetlands, abutting landowners, stormwater, etc. should be considered. 

Safety factors should be considered including fire access and emergency vehicle needs. 
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Response to Comment 9.23P – As described in Section 6.0 of this NPC-SFEIR, additional noise 

barrier walls near the facility would not provide effective control, or would preclude safe access to 

equipment.  A noise barrier wall near the residences would reflect existing Phillips Road traffic noise 

back at residences.  A noise barrier wall near the residences could also impact wetlands at some 

locations, and may not be allowable per zoning requirements. 

Comment 9.23Q – For the noise barrier to be technically feasible, it must be able to be constructed 

given the existing topography.  The height of the noise barrier should be evaluated if it could sustain 

excessive wind loads. Maintenance of the noise barrier must be considered as well. 

Response to Comment 9.23Q – For the reasons described in Section 6.0 and above, no further noise 

barriers are proposed. 

Comment 9.23R – The Proponent conducted a traffic signal warrant analysis for the intersection of 

Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Blvd and concluded “the installation of a traffic signal 

at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard is warranted under 2020 

Existing traffic volumes independent of the Project, as a result of existing development in the area.” 

Response to Comment 9.23R – As noted in the Updated TIS presented in Section 5.0, the 

intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard meets MUTCD traffic signal 

warrants under existing conditions. Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent 

proposes to install a fully-actuated traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard as potential mitigation for the proposed project. 

Comment 9.23S – The traffic analysis indicates that the intersection of Route 140 SB at Braley Road 

is expected to degrade in level-of-service (“LOS”) for some turning movements under the Build 

scenarios. 

Response to Comment 9.23S – As indicated in Table 5-7 of the Updated TIS presented in Section 

5.0, the southbound left-turn movement at the intersection of Braley Road at the Route 140 

Southbound ramps operates at LOS F during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon school 

dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours under 2021 Existing conditions and is 

projected to continue to operate at LOS F during all three peak periods under both 2028 No-Build 

(future without the proposed project) and 2028 Build (future with the proposed project) conditions. 

The southbound right-turn movement operates at LOS B during all three peak hours under 2021 

Existing and 2028 No-Build conditions. Under 2028 Build conditions, the southbound right-turn 

movement is projected to operate at LOS C during the weekday morning peak hour due to an increase 

in average delay of 0.7 seconds, and is projected to continue to operate at LOS B during the weekday 

afternoon school dismissal and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours. As shown in Figure 5-19B, 

Figure 5-19F, and Figure 5-19J in the Updated TIS, 95th percentile queues are projected to increase 

negligibly, by 2 feet during the weekday morning and weekday afternoon school peak hours and by 

3 feet during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour with the addition of project generated 

traffic. 
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Comment 9.23T – The traffic analysis indicates that three intersections, Route 140 NB at Braley 

Road, Route 140 SB at Braley Road, and Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Blvd, operate 

at LOS F for some turning movements under the 2020 Existing scenario. 

Response to Comment 9.23T – Table 5-7 of the Updated TIS presented in Section 5.0 summarizes 

level-of-service (LOS) for each lane group at the study area intersections. Under 2021 Existing 

conditions, the northbound left-turn movement from the Route 140 northbound off-ramp to Braley 

Road operates at LOS F during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour; the southbound 

left-turn movement from the Route 140 southbound off-ramp to Braley Road operates at LOS F 

during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter 

peak hours; the eastbound shared left-turn/through movement at the intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard operates at LOS F during the weekday afternoon commuter 

peak hour; and the westbound approach at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore 

Rice Boulevards operates at LOS F during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon school 

dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours. 

Comment 9.23U – Potential impacts to delay time and queue lengths at some study area intersections 

under the Build scenario. 

Response to Comment 9.23U – As indicated in Table 5-7 of the Updated TIS presented in Section 

5.0, several movements in the study area operate at LOS F under 2028 Build conditions during one 

or more peak periods analyzed, including the northbound left-turn movement at the intersection of 

Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound ramps during the weekday morning peak hour, weekday 

afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour; the southbound 

left-turn movement at the intersection of Braley Road at the Route 140 Southbound ramps during the 

weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon 

commuter peak hour; the eastbound shared left-turn/through movement at the intersection of Braley 

Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak 

hour; and the westbound shared left-turn/through/right-turn movement at the intersection of Braley 

Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard during the weekday morning, weekday afternoon 

school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours. 

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent proposes to construct a fully-actuated 

traffic signal to reduce congestion and improve operations at the intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard, which meets MUTCD traffic volume warrants under 

existing conditions due to activity from existing businesses in the New Bedford Business Park and 

the surrounding area. As shown in Table 5-9 of the Updated TIS, operations at the intersection of 

Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard would improve from an overall LOS F to 

LOS C during the weekday morning peak hour, from LOS F to LOS D during the weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour, and from LOS E to LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak 

hour with the addition of a fully-actuated traffic signal. 

As indicated in the Traffic Operations Analysis section of the Updated TIS, the addition of project 

generated trips at the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound and Southbound 
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ramps increases average vehicle delay on the STOP-controlled ramp movements, which already 

operate at LOS F under existing conditions. The HCM unsignalized intersection analysis presents an 

overly conservative estimate of delay, which becomes unrealistically high during oversaturated 

conditions. The movements which are projected to experience unrealistically high delay under future 

No-Build and Build conditions are the left-turn movements from the Route 140 off-ramps. As the 

calculated delays are not reliable indicators of performance for these oversaturated movements, 

graphic queue figures are provided in the Updated TIS (Section 5.6) to compare operations under No-

Build and Build conditions. 95th percentile queues on the Route 140 Northbound off-ramp during the 

weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon 

commuter peak hour are shown in Figures 5-19A, 5-19E, and 5-19I, respectively, while 95th 

percentile queues on the Route 140 Southbound off-ramp during the weekday morning peak hour, 

weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour are 

shown in Figures 5-19B, 5-19F, and 5-19J, respectively. As shown in the queue figures, 95th 

percentile queues on the ramps are projected to increase by a maximum of 72 feet (approximately 

two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) on the Route 140 northbound ramp, and a maximum of 3 

feet on the Route 140 southbound ramp during peak periods with the addition of project generated 

trips. As the incremental impact on the Route 140 ramps due to the proposed project is minimal and 

the installation of traffic signals at the intersections of Braley Road with the Route 140 ramps would 

adversely impact currently uncontrolled traffic on the eastbound and westbound Braley Road 

approaches, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce project generated impacts at the Route 140 ramp 

intersections.    

Additionally, it should be noted that the estimated trip generation for Phase 2 used to develop the 

2028 Build conditions analysis in the Updated TIS incorporated several assumptions to present a 

conservative analysis, including no reduction in trips for backhauls or outbound material being 

transported by rail. In addition, the traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids facility 

has remained in this study although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed. While these 

conservative assumptions are incorporated into the traffic analysis, the planned use of backhauls and 

rail service and the removal of the biosolids facility will mitigate the project’s trip generation and 

subsequent impacts on roadway conditions. 

Comment 9.23V – Potential impacts to volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for some study area 

intersections under the Build scenario. 

Response to Comment 9.23V –  As indicated in Table 5-7  of the Updated TIS presented in Section 

5.0, several movements in the study area operate with v/c ratios greater than 1.0 under 2028 No-Build 

conditions during one or more peak periods analyzed, including the northbound left-turn movement 

at the intersection of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound ramps during the weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour; the southbound left-turn movement at the intersection of Braley Road at 

the Route 140 Southbound ramps during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour; and the 

westbound shared left-turn/through/right-turn movement at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard during the weekday morning peak hour and weekday afternoon 
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school dismissal peak hour. In addition, the northbound left-turn movement at the intersection of 

Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound ramps is projected to increase from a v/c ratio of 0.92 

under 2028 No-Build conditions to 1.02 under 2028 Build conditions during the weekday morning 

peak hour, and the eastbound shared left-turn/through movement at the intersection of Braley Road 

at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard is projected to increase from a v/c ratio of 0.98 under 2028 

No-Build conditions to 1.09 under 2028 Build conditions during the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak hour. 

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent proposes to construct a fully-actuated 

traffic signal to reduce congestion and improve operations at the intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard, which meets MUTCD traffic volume warrants under 

existing conditions due to activity from existing businesses in the New Bedford Business Park and 

the surrounding area. As shown in Table 5-9 of the Updated TIS, no movements at the intersection 

would operate with a v/c over 1.0 during the three peak periods analyzed with the addition of a fully-

actuated traffic signal. 

As indicated in the Traffic Operations Analysis section of the Updated TIS, the addition of project 

generated trips at the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound and Southbound 

ramps increases v/c ratios on the STOP-controlled ramp movements, which exceeds 1.0 during the 

weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour on the Route 140 Northbound off-ramp under 2028 

No-Build conditions and exceeds 1.0 on the Route 140 Southbound off-ramp under both 2021 

Existing and 2028 No-Build conditions. The HCM unsignalized intersection analysis presents an 

overly conservative estimate of v/c ratios, which becomes unrealistically high during oversaturated 

conditions. As the calculated delays are not reliable indicators of performance for these oversaturated 

movements, graphic queue figures are provided in the Updated TIS to compare operations under No-

Build and Build conditions. 95th percentile queues on the Route 140 Northbound off-ramp during the 

weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon 

commuter peak hour are shown in Figures 5-19A, 5-19E, and 5-19I, respectively, while 95th 

percentile queues on the Route 140 Southbound off-ramp during the weekday morning peak hour, 

weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour are 

shown in Figures 5-19B, 5-19F, and 5-19J, respectively. As shown in the queue figures, 95th 

percentile queues on the ramps are projected to increase by a maximum of 72 feet (approximately 

two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) on the Route 140 northbound ramp, and a maximum of 3 

feet on the Route 140 southbound ramp during peak periods with the addition of project generated 

trips. As the incremental impact on the Route 140 ramps due to the proposed project is minimal and 

the installation of traffic signals at the intersections of Braley Road with the Route 140 ramps would 

adversely impact currently uncontrolled traffic on the eastbound and westbound Braley Road 

approaches, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce project generated impacts at the Route 140 ramp 

intersections.    

Additionally, it should be noted that the estimated trip generation for Phase 2 used to develop the 

2028 Build conditions analysis in the Updated TIS incorporated several assumptions to present a 
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conservative analysis, including no reduction in trips for backhauls or outbound material being 

transported by rail. In addition, the traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids facility 

has remained in this study although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed. While these 

conservative assumptions are incorporated into the traffic analysis, the planned use of backhauls and 

rail service and the removal of the biosolids facility will mitigate the project’s trip generation and 

subsequent impacts on roadway conditions. 

Comment 9.23W – Modeling various distribution scenarios that may occur to compensate for 

uncertainties regarding the normal hourly fluctuation in waste deliveries. 

Response to Comment 9.23W – Hourly distribution data used in the Updated TIS presented in 

Section 5.0 were obtained from two comparable sites, one in Rochester, MA and one in Taunton, MA 

to determine the hourly distribution of truck traffic entering the site and the estimated number of trips 

expected to access the site during both the weekday morning, weekday afternoon school dismissal, 

and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours analyzed. To account for shorter tipping hours, truck 

trips which would otherwise arrive prior to 6:00 AM or later than 7:00 PM based on the comparable 

site data were combined with the 6:00 to 7:00 AM and 6:00 to 7:00 PM hours, respectively. The 

resulting estimated hourly distribution pattern is shown below and in Table 5-4 of the Updated TIS. 

Hourly Distribution of Truck Trips  

Time 

Hourly 

distributio

n of truck 

trips (%) 

Inbound 

MSW/C&D 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total One-

Way Truck 

Trips - 

Inbound 

MSW/C&D 

Inbound 

Biosolids 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total 

One-Way 

Truck 

Trips – 

Biosolids 

Outbound 

Materials 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total One-

Way 

Truck 

Trips - 

Outbound 

Material 

Total 

One-Way 

Truck 

Trips 

6-7 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

7-8 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8 24 

8-9 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8 24 

9-10 AM 9% 7 14 2 4 5 10 28 

10-11 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

11-12 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

12-1 PM 11% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

1-2 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

2-3 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

3-4 PM 7% 5 10 2 4 4 8 22 

4-5 PM 3% 2 4 1 2 1 2 8 

5-6 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 

6-7 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 

 100% 76 152 23 46 56 112 310 

 

As noted in the Updated TIS, the peak hours of traffic volume along the study area roadway network 

occur from 6:30 AM to 7:30 AM (weekday morning peak hour), 3:15 PM to 4:15 PM (weekday 
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afternoon school peak hour), and 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM (weekday afternoon commuter peak hour). 

Based on the hourly distribution in the above table, it is estimated that 8% to 10% of daily truck trips 

accessing the site would occur during the weekday morning peak hour, 3% to 7% of daily truck trips 

accessing the site would occur during the weekday afternoon school peak hour, and 3% of daily truck 

trips accessing the site would occur during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. To account 

for hourly fluctuation in deliveries throughout a given day and present a conservative analysis, it was 

assumed that the highest single hour of site generated truck traffic, 11%, which is projected to 

typically occur between 12:00 PM and 1:00 PM, would occur during all three surrounding roadway 

network peak hours. 

Comment 9.23X – In accordance with MassDOT’s Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines 

Project-related impacts must be mitigated to the extent feasible. 

Response to Comment 9.23X – Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, the Proponent 

proposes to fund a fully-actuated traffic signal to reduce congestion and improve operations at the 

intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard, which meets MUTCD traffic 

volume warrants under existing conditions due to activity from existing businesses in the New 

Bedford Business Park and the surrounding area. In addition, to reduce the impact of existing truck 

traffic along Phillips Road, the Proponent will contribute up to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial 

Vehicle Exclusion (HCVE) study along Phillips Road. 

As noted in Responses to Comments 9.23U and 9.23V above, and as indicated in the Traffic 

Operations Analysis section of the Updated TIS presented in Section 5.0, the addition of project 

generated trips at the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound and Southbound 

Ramps increases average vehicle delay and v/c ratios on the STOP-controlled ramp movements, 

which already operate at LOS F under existing conditions. 95th percentile queues on the ramps are 

projected to increase by a maximum of 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer 

trailer) on the Route 140 northbound ramp, and a maximum of 3 feet on the Route 140 southbound 

ramp with the addition of project generated trips. As the incremental impact on the Route 140 ramps 

due to the proposed project is minimal and the installation of traffic signals at the intersections of 

Braley Road with the Route 140 ramps would adversely impact currently uncontrolled traffic on the 

eastbound and westbound Braley Road approaches, there is no feasible mitigation to reduce project 

generated impacts at the Route 140 ramp intersections 

Comment 9.23Y – As part of the Solid Waste permitting process, the Proponent will be required to 

describe what, if any, pathways exist for discharges of PFAS into air, soil and water resources as a 

result of the biosolids drying process and as a result of any potential uses of the dried biosolids. 

Response to Comment 9.23Y – Please note the Proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed 

biosolids drying facility. As a result, the questions related to biosolids processing, wastewater 

generation, and related impacts are no longer applicable to this application.  As noted in previous 

responses above, the traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids facility has remained 

in this study as a conservative assumption for assessing potential traffic impacts of the project. 



 

239 

 

Comment 9.23Z – Was air dispersion modeling ever discussed and explained to the EJ Stakeholders 

for a clear understanding of its technology and use for decision making? 

Response to Comment 9.23Z – Air dispersion modeling was discussed and explained at all outreach 

meetings attended by Epsilon subject matter experts. These included three large public meetings on 

April 29, 2019 and January 6 and 7, 2020. One of these meetings was recorded and broadcasted and 

all meetings had opportunity for follow-up. 

Comment 9.23AA – The section of the report that discusses "minor significance of the facility on 

conditions that can lead to air quality alerts” appears to suggest that the Proponent’s contribution to 

air pollution, climate change and air quality is not significant. Is this what the Proponent intended?  

Please explain the basis of this statement. 

Response to Comment 9.23AA – This Comment refers to page 45 of the FEIR narrative in Section 

3.0 Environmental Justice and Public Outreach. The full quote is: “A discussion of air quality alerts 

and the minor significance of the facility on conditions that can lead to air quality alerts.” The 

proposed project will have air quality impacts. As documented in the DEIR, FEIR, and in the 

responses to comments, the project’s impacts are below applicable air quality thresholds that are 

protective of human and environmental health. The Proponent’s contribution to air quality in the 

region is minimal. As described in Section 5.3 of the DEIR, the Project is not a major source of ozone 

precursors (nitrogen oxides and VOC). Because the Project’s air emission sources are minor (and 

none of the stationary combustion sources used for building heat will operate on hot days), the Project 

will not significantly contribute to future air quality alerts. 

Comment 9.23BB – Are the residents of the affected EJ community privy to the information that has 

been logged into the complaints log?  If so, please explain how this information will be made known 

and shared and ultimately understood by New Bedford's diverse lay EJ residents/community 

members? 

Response to Comment 9.23BB –As described in Section 3.3. of the NPC- SFEIR, the Proponent will 

encourage the public to submit complaints in a confidential manner and will provide the complaint 

log and air quality data to the public in an easily accessible manner (the complaint log and air quality 

data will be updated and made available on the Proponent’s website -   

https://parallelproductssustainability.com   

The Proponent has prepared a system to log potential odor, noise, and dust complaints associated with 

operation of the facility which will be provided to MassDEP and the New Bedford Board of Health.  

A draft of the complaint log is provided at the end of this section.  Response measures and mitigation 

actions that will be implemented will be as follows: 

1. Log complaint and concurrent weather and operating conditions 

2. Independently confirm complaint by on-site and/or offsite observation, to the extent 

possible 

3. Identify any immediate mitigation measures available and implement them 

https://parallelproductssustainability.com/
https://parallelproductssustainability.com/
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4. Conduct a root-cause analysis and review Best Management Practice (BMP), Standard 

Operating Procedure (SOP), and Preventative Maintenance (PM) documentation to 

determine if modifications are needed 

5. Respond to complainant with a report of actions taken 

Once Phase 2 construction begins, the Proponent will have a complaint log system set up on their 

website.  This system will: 

1. Allow individuals to lodge a complaint (by name or anomalously) 

2. Allow the public to view past complaints, if any. 

3. Allow public to review any mitigative measures that the Proponent has and/or will take 

with respect to any particular complaint. 

Comment 9.23CC – How will all the complaints in the complaints log be handled in addressing 

everyone’s expectations for follow-up? 

Response to Comment 9.23CC – Please see response 9.23BB above that explains the protocol.  This 

information is also presented in Section 3.3 of the NPC-SFEIR 

Comment 9.23DD – Was consideration made by the Proponent to explain the technical/scientific 

details of the FEIR?  If so, the Proponent should present its findings and recommendations through 

words that are commonly used and understood by New Bedford's diverse lay EJ residents and 

community members - not through the FEIR’s acronyms or scientific terminology. 

Response to Comment 9.23DD – The Proponent has made every attempt to present findings and 

recommendations herein through words that are commonly used and understood by the diverse 

population of New Bedford, while providing sufficient technical/scientific support for use by 

interested parties.  

Comment 9.23EE – Connecting with community leaders that the residents trust is helpful in order to 

obtain input and/or interest from the residents.  Was outreach conducted to community leaders, EJ 

leaders and municipal officials? 

Response to Comment 9.23EE – Considerable outreach has taken place within the New Bedford 

community.  Please refer to section 3.2 of the NPC-SFEIR for further detail. 

Comment 9.23FF – The Proponent should demonstrate the continuing need to conduct outreach and 

community engagement throughout the project’s duration for each to this area’s diverse EJ 

community. 

Response to Comment 9.23FF – Considerable outreach has taken place within the New Bedford 

community.  Please refer to section 3.2 of the NPC-SFEIR for further detail of what has taken place 

historically and the Proponent’s commitments towards future outreach.   
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9.24 Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (Letter No. 29) 

Please see the following summary table for information regarding the Massachusetts Department of 

Energy Resources comments that have been received. The table includes the location of the 

comments in the letter and the location of comments and responses to the comments within this 

Section.  

Comment Location (in Letter) Comment and Response to Comment Location (in S FEIR) 

Pages 1, 2, 3 & 5 9.23A 

Page 2 9.23B 

Pages 3, 4 & 5 9.23C 

Pages 2, 4 & 6 9.23D 

Pages 2, 3 & 4 9.23E 

Pages 2 & 5 9.23F 

Pages 2, 4 & 5 9.23G 

Pages 2, 4 & 5 9.23H 

Page 4 9.23I 

Pages 5 & 6 9.23J 

 

It should be noted, based on the “scope” set forth by MEPA that the “The Supplemental FEIR should 

address, in a detailed and comprehensive manner, issues raised in comment letters submitted by 

MassDEP and DOER, which are incorporated by reference herein. In general, information and 

analyses provided in response to these comment letters should be incorporated into the main body of 

the Supplemental FEIR rather than provided solely in the Response to Comments section.”  As such, 

the section below guides the reader to the “main body’ of the NPC-SFEIR where the information can 

be found. 

Comment 9.24A – The overall project Mitigation Level1 (ML) is 40%, however the buildings 

themselves have a ML of less than 3.7%.  This value is described as “less than” because the project 

is using an incorrect baseline (more below).  If this baseline were to be corrected, building ML could 

reduce to 0%.  

Response to Comment 9.24A – As noted in Section 7.2, The Biosolids Building has been removed 

from the Project. There are two remaining conditioned buildings, 1) the Glass Processing Building, 

Glass Processing Section (27,500 sf), and 2) the Glass Processing Building, Bunker Building Section 

(23,320 sf). Energy calculations for the Glass Processing Section remain unchanged from the FEIR. 

Revised calculations for the Bunker Building Section presently under construction are included 

throughout Section 7.0. 

Comment 9.24B – Building mitigation is largely limited to a modest reduction in the lighting power 

density. 

Response to Comment 9.24B – Building mitigation measures include a lighting power density 

reduction, inclusion of on-site PV, and construction with R30 metal panels and no windows. Please 
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see Section 7.0 for more information on the mitigation measures proposed for the Glass Processing 

Building, Bunker Building Section. 

Comment 9.24C – Addition of heat pumps for space heating could improve building ML to 21% and 

overall project (including committed3.2+ MW of new solar) to almost 60%. 

Response to Comment 9.24C – After careful consideration of the added costs and energy benefits, 

the Proponent has decided to employ air-source heat pumps (ASHPs) for space heating in the Glass 

Processing Building, Bunker Building Section. Additional information regarding the cost benefit 

analysis of utilizing ASHPs within the Glass Processing Building, Bunker Building Section is 

included in Sections 7.4 and 7.5. 

Comment 9.24D – ML could also improve with addition of ventilation energy recovery which was 

unevaluated. 

Response to Comment 9.24D – Please see Section 7.4.2 for an evaluation of incorporating energy 

ventilation recovery into the design. 

Comment 9.24E – The code requires three efficiency measures be included in the project (out of a 

list of 10 choices), per section C406 of the code.  The project is using only two.  Accordingly, one 

more C406 measure is required for all buildings yet to be constructed, just to meet Code. Because the 

baseline is based on two, rather than three, C406 measures, the reported ML is overstated. 

Response to Comment 9.24E – As noted in Section 7.2, the biosolids building has been removed 

from the Project. There are two remaining conditioned buildings. 

The Glass Processing Section was completed prior to the new code taking effect. As such, it only 

requires two C406 efficiency measures. As detailed in the FEIR submittal, these are lighting power 

density reduction and on-site PV. These measures were incorporated into both the baseline and 

proposed calculations. Energy calculations for this Section remain unchanged from the FEIR. 

The Bunker Building Section is presently under construction. In addition to the lighting power density 

reduction and on-site PV measures, a third C406 efficiency measure is required by code. The bunker 

Building Section will be constructed with R-30 metal panels and no windows. It surpasses a code 

envelope by 45%. As such, the envelop performance will satisfy the third C406 measure. Please refer 

to Attachments 7-2 and 7-3 for a Bunker Building wall section and backstop calculation. 

Comment 9.24F – The (partially or fully) built glass processing facility is missing a code-required 

rooftop liner insulation system for this metal building.  The submission contains a request to “be 

allowed to forgo this design element”.  This liner system is required by code. 

Response to Comment 9.24F – The Glass Processing Section was constructed without the code-

required R-11 liner system. The Proponent has committed to adding the liner system to the completed 

roof. The Bunker Building Section will also include this liner system as noted in Section 7.3.2. 

Comment 9.24G – The project is also proposing to install 3.2 MW of new solar PV.  This sized solar 

system would provide significant mitigation.  We estimate that a the additional 3.3 MW system would 
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provide about 3,400 MWhrs per year and would offset about 1,100 tons of emission versus the 745 

previously estimated when the facility only proposed an additional 1.9 MW of PV.    

Response to Comment 9.24G –The Proponent is committed to environmental stewardship. The 

installation of an additional 3.2 MW of solar PV (canopy and roof mounted) will increase the site’s 

overall PV capacity and provide even greater offset of overall GHG emissions. 

Comment 9.24H – The facility currently has 1.6 MW of solar PV on-site.  Accordingly, total on-site 

solar PV would be 3.5 MW. 

Response to Comment 9.24H – Comment 9.24H is correct. As noted above, the Proponent is 

committed to environmental stewardship. The installation of an additional 3.2 MW of solar PV 

(canopy and roof mounted) will increase the site’s overall PV capacity to 3.5 MW. 

Comment 9.24I – It is also important to note that the building Code does not allow a “credit” to offset 

building code deficiencies.  Accordingly, the code issues identified above need to be addressed 

despite the installation of this PV. 

Response to Comment 9.24I – The Proponent will comply with all applicable building codes. Please 

see the above response for more information how the Proponent will address the acknowledged 

deficiency in Comment 9.24F. 

Comment 9.24J – Recommended additional mitigation measures: 

• Electric heat pump for space heating, including office spaces 

• Electric heat pump hot water heating 

• Ventilation energy recovery would likely provide significant cost and emissions benefits. This 

measure was unevaluated. We would recommend evaluation and likely implementation. 

Response to Comment 9.24J – Regarding usage of electric heat pumps for space heating, the 

Proponent has decided to employ air-source heat pumps (ASHPs) for space heating in the Glass 

Processing Building, Bunker Building Section.  

Regarding installation of an electric heat pumps for hot water heating, there are existing bathrooms 

at the site, however there are no new bathrooms being constructed as part of this project.  The 

Proponent anticipates replacing these existing hot water heaters with high efficiency electric heaters 

when they are replaced at a future date.  

Regarding ventilation energy recovery, please see the evaluation in Section 7.4.2.  
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Buckley, Deirdre (EEA)
Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 1:05 PM
To: Czepiga, Page (EEA)
Subject: FW: Parallel products of New Bedford

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Schwalbert, Nick (EEA) <nick.schwalbert@mass.gov> On Behalf Of internet, env (EEA) 

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 1:01 PM 

To: Buckley, Deirdre (EEA) <deirdre.buckley@mass.gov> 

Subject: FW: Parallel products of New Bedford 

 

Sending your way per Sarah's request.  

 

Nicholas Schwalbert 

617-626-1022 

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Donna [mailto:dmpeko@comcast.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2019 11:07 AM 

To: internet, env (EEA) 

Subject: Parallel products of New Bedford 

 

I am writing as I believe the site description in EEA #15990 is deceiving. It does not reflect the hundreds of single family home east of 

Phillips road. It describes a site surrounded by industrial sites.  

It also states that glass processing is limited to enclosed building. Glass processing is occurring under a canopy and residents whose 

home are only a few hundred feet away are already noting odors and noise issues.  

I am writing to request your agency review this decision as well as deny phase 2 which would have a great affect on the adjacent 

neighborhoods.  

Donna Poyant  

39 Ridgewood Rd New Bedford MA 02745 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Czepiga, Page (EEA)

From: Ron <rrcrt@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 05, 2019 11:55 PM
To: antonio.cabral@mahouse.gov; chris.hendricks@mahouse.gov; 

christopher.markey@mahouse.gov; paul.schmid@mahouse.gov; 
william.straus@mahouse.gov; michael.moynihan@masenate.gov; 
mark.montigny@masenate.gov; Ian.Abreu@newbedford-ma.gov; 
Naomi.Carney@newbedford-ma.gov; Debora.Coelho@newbedford-ma.gov; 
Hugh.Dunn@newbedford-ma.gov; Brian.Gomes@newbedford-ma.gov; 
Dana.Rebeiro@newbedford-ma.gov; Linda.Morad@newbedford-ma.gov; 
Joseph.Lopes@newbedford-ma.gov; Brad.Markey@newbedford-ma.gov; 
Maria.Giesta@newbedford-ma.gov; Scott.Lima@newbedford-ma.gov; 
Jon.Mitchell@newbedford-ma.gov; kristine.arsenault@newbedfordma.gov

Cc: Buckley, Deirdre (EEA); Schluter, Eve (EEA); Wixon, Josephine (EEA); Canaday, Anne 
(EEA); Patel, Purvi (EEA); Czepiga, Page (EEA); Strysky, Alexander (EEA); Flaherty, Erin 
(EEA); MEPA (ENV); TimC@parallelproducts.com; newbedford@parallelproducts.com

Subject: Fwd: Attached letter ref Parallel Products, Inc.
Attachments: Draft-Record-of-Decision-April-12-2019.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Good morning 
 

Please read the attached letter regarding Parallel Products and the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts Environment and Energy.  I was quite surprised when I read the letter in 
particular Page 3 Paragraph 2 which is copied below. 
 

The Proponent consulted with MassDEP and the MEPA Office regarding the enhanced 
outreach requirements of the EJ Policy. The Proponent published Spanish and Portuguese 
language versions of the MEPA Public Notice in El Planeta and the Portuguese Times 
(respectively) in addition to the New Bedford Standard Times. The Proponent also notified the 
following organizations of the project and MEPA scoping session and provided them with a 
copy of the EENF: Coalition for Social Justice, Alternatives for Community & Environment, 
Hands Across the River Coalition, and Old Bedford Village. These were identified as EJ 
leaders based on consultation with MassDEP. The comment period was extended for two-
weeks at the Proponent’s request to provide additional time to review and comment on the 
EENF. The comment period commenced on February 20, 2019 and concluded on April 5, 2019. 
I accepted all late comments as allowed in accordance with 301 CMR 11.06(3). A MEPA site 
visit and scoping session was held on March 7, 2019. Spanish and Portuguese translation 
services were provided at the MEPA scoping session. 
 

Just wondering if any of the City and State Officials knew about this meeting? If so, why 
wasn't the residents in the area invited or made aware of this meeting? 

 

Why were the Coalition for Social Justice, Alternatives of Community & Environment, Hands 
Across the River Coalition, and Old Bedford Village invited?   
 

Also read that the company wants the state to give $500,000 for a side rail line to the property. 
This company is privately owned, why should we the taxpayers pay for a side rail line for the 
Parallel Products, Inc.? We are unable to get a commuter rail line from New Bedford to Boston although the 
state is working on it, lol. 
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We the residents/taxpayers, which I have been in contact with many, in the area deserve 
another meeting to be held at the Pulaski School, Parallel Products, Inc. should post at their 
expense in all news media a notice of such meeting, and being in large print. Hopefully Mayor 
Mitchel would be able to attend this meeting, sadly he was unable to attend the April 29th 
meeting. 
 

Again, I would like to know if anyone of the City Officials, or State Officials knew about this 
meeting, I would like to hear from City and State Officials, that is if anyone is willing to 
respond. 
 

My E-mail address is: RRCRT@aol.com 

 

Respectfully, 
 

Ron R. Cabral 
67 Blaze Road 

New Bedford, MA 02745 
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EXHIBIT 4 
 

SECRETARIES CERTIFICATE FOR THE FEIR 
  



 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114 

 

Charles D. Baker 
GOVERNOR 

 
Karyn E. Polito 

LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR 
 

Kathleen A. Theoharides 
SECRETARY 

 
Tel: (617) 626-1000 
Fax: (617) 626-1181 

http://www.mass.gov/envir 

 
 

April 2, 2021 
 

 
CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

ON THE 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

 
 
PROJECT NAME   : Parallel Products of New England 
PROJECT MUNICIPALITY  : New Bedford 
PROJECT WATERSHED  : Buzzards Bay 
EEA NUMBER   : 15990 
PROJECT PROPONENT  : Parallel Products of New England, Inc. 
DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR : February 24, 2021 

 
 
Pursuant to Section 11.08(8)(c)(2) of the MEPA regulations, I hereby determine that the 

Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) submitted on this project does not adequately and 
properly comply with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA; M.G.L. c. 30, ss. 
61-62I) and with its implementing regulations (301 CMR 11.00), and therefore requires the filing 
of a Supplemental FEIR. Specifically, I find that further analysis of the project’s impacts and 
mitigation measures is required to satisfy the MEPA requirements that the project’s 
environmental impacts have been clearly described and fully analyzed or that it has incorporated 
all feasible means to avoid Damage to the Environment.  

 
I received over 450 comment letters from elected officials, the City of New Bedford 

(City), legislators, community and environmental organizations, and residents, including more 
than 350 letters opposed to the project because of its noise, air quality, odor and traffic impacts 
and its proximity to residences and schools. I note these topics were a significant focus of the 
Scope for the FEIR. Most commenters opposed to the project also highlighted the environmental 
burden placed on Environmental Justice (EJ) populations and residents in nearby sections of 
New Bedford associated with the cumulative impacts of existing solid waste facilities, including 
active and inactive landfills, hazardous waste sites and traffic congestion. The need to address 
the disproportionate environmental burden experienced by EJ populations was recognized by 
Governor Baker and the Massachusetts Legislature with the recent passage into law of Senate 
Bill 9 - An Act Creating a Next Generation Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, which 
includes provisions that significantly increase protections for EJ communities across the 
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Commonwealth. Regulations for administering the EJ-related provisions of this legislation will 
be developed in the near future. The MEPA review process offers an appropriate forum for 
addressing cumulative environmental impacts, including those disproportionally affecting EJ 
populations.  

 
The information and analyses to be provided in the Supplemental FEIR are necessary to 

comprehensively address the issues identified in comment letters submitted by the City and 
others and issues identified in the Scope for the FEIR, issued on January 30, 2020. As detailed 
below, the Scope is largely consistent with comments provided by the Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), which identify information that will be required during 
the solid waste permitting process,  including additional analyses of the project’s noise and 
traffic impacts and potential discharges of per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). The 
Supplemental FEIR will provide an opportunity for public review and comment on this 
information prior to the project entering the permitting phase. 
 
Project Description  

 
As described in the FEIR, the project includes the construction of a waste management 

facility comprised of a glass recycling/processing facility; a solid waste handling and processing 
facility that will accept 1,500 tons per day (tpd) of municipal solid waste (MSW) and 
construction & demolition (C&D) waste; and a biosolids drying facility that will accept 50 dry 
tpd (400 wet tpd) of biosolids, which are residual solid materials left over from the treatment of 
sewage at municipal wastewater treatment plants (commonly referred to as sludge).  

 
The project will be constructed in two phases. Phase 1 includes construction of: a 27,500-

square foot (sf) building for glass recycling/processing (“Glass Processing Building”), a 23,050-
sf bunker building (“Glass Processing Bunker Building”) attached to the north side of the Glass 
Processing Building, a 22,819-sf side bunker building (“Glass Processing Side Bunker 
Building”) southeast of the Glass Processing Building, a railroad (RR) sidetrack from the main 
RR line to the glass processing facility, and installation of a 1.9-megawatt (MW) solar 
photovoltaic (PV) array. The glass recycling/processing facility will also occupy an 
approximately 50,000-sf portion of an existing 92,200-sf building (“existing building”). The 
glass recycling/processing facility will recycle glass collected through the Massachusetts bottle 
deposit system. Glass processing will include crushing, sizing and separation of the glass by 
color. Processed glass will be stored in bunkers until it is loaded into rail cars or trucks for 
shipment to bottle manufacturers. Phase 1 was proposed by the Proponent to meet a regional 
need for glass processing by providing an alternative market for glass that would otherwise be 
discarded. The proponent submitted an Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) in 
February 2019 with a Phase 1 Waiver request to allow Phase 1 to proceed prior to completion of 
MEPA review of the second phase of the project.  A Phase 1 Waiver was granted in a Final 
Record of Decision (FROD) issued on May 15, 2019 and no further MEPA review of the Phase 1 
project components, as described in the EENF, is required. The glass recycling facility is 
operating in the existing building and in the 27,500-sf Glass Processing building. Construction of 
the other Phase 1 components has not commenced. 

 
Phase 2 includes the MSW and C&D transfer station, the biosolids drying facility 

(“Biosolids Building”) and extension of the RR sidetrack to service these facilities. The transfer 
station will be comprised of a 48,900-sf MSW and C&D tipping and processing building 
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attached to the west side of the existing building, which will house sorting and processing 
equipment to remove waste ban items and separate out recyclable materials. The MSW tipping 
building will have four 70-ft high (above ground level) exhaust stacks and the MSW processing 
building will have three 70-ft high exhaust stacks. The biosolids facility will be constructed as a 
stand-alone 30,000-sf building northeast of the glass recycling facility. Biosolids processing will 
consist of drying the biosolids to reduce the volume and tonnage of the material prior to off-site 
disposal. The biosolids building will include twelve (12) 40-ft high exhaust stacks. Shipment of 
all outbound material will primarily occur via rail car. According to the FEIR, two changes have 
been made to the project design since the filing of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) to minimize noise impacts. The Biosolids Building has been expanded to allow delivery 
trucks to enter the building and unload the wet biosolids, and a proposed 24-ft high noise barrier 
will be lengthened to 325 ft and extended along the eastern and southern end of the RR spurs to 
shield sounds from locomotives, railcar coupling and mechanical equipment at the Biosolids 
Building. 

 
According to the FEIR, MSW, C&D and biosolids will be delivered to the facility by 

truck between 5:00 AM and 9:00 PM, Monday through Saturday. Biosolids delivery may also 
occur on Sunday between 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM. The facility will receive C&D, baled MSW, 
and loose MSW in live floor trailers, transfer trailers, and packer trucks (respectively). All 
material will be deposited and processed within the tipping and processing building. Trucks will 
be weighed on a truck scale and backed into the proposed tipping building to tip their load. 
Processing equipment and manual picking lines will remove waste ban items, including 
recyclables, from the mixed waste and will separate other recyclable materials for recycling or 
diversionary uses. Extracted recyclables are expected to comprise 20 percent of the MSW 
throughput and will be sent to recycling markets by rail or truck. The facility will include two 
processing lines with a total capacity of 40 tons of MSW per hour.  Residual waste will be baled, 
shrink-wrapped, and transported via rail for disposal at off-site locations. Baled waste delivered 
to the site will not be further processed by transported off-site. The facility will receive Category 
2 (pre-processed) and Category 3 (bulky waste with minimal recyclable material) C&D, which 
will be delivered to the tipping facility in trailers.  Processed MSW will be baled and shrink-
wrapped prior to being loaded onto rail cars. The facility is anticipated to generate 1,300 tpd of 
processed MSW and C&D for disposal, which would fill approximately 15 rail cars each day. 

 
The biosolids processing facility will accept solids from wastewater treatment plants and 

will have a maximum processing capacity of 50 dry tpd (400 wet tpd).  All biosolids processing 
will be done within a separate enclosed building with ionization and biofilter odor control 
systems. The facility will accept dewatered cake biosolids with a solids content between 15 
percent and 30 percent and thickened wet slurry biosolids with a solids content of 5 percent to 10 
percent. Wet slurry biosolids will be delivered to the site in tanker trucks, which will discharge 
the slurry through piping to storage tanks that will be sized to hold a volume equivalent to three 
days of deliveries. The slurry will be dewatered to produce a biosolids cake with a solids content 
of 30 percent. Approximately 52,000 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater is expected to be 
extracted from the dewatering process and discharged into the City’s sewer system.  The 
dewatered biosolids cake will be delivered to the site in covered dump trucks.  The trucks will 
drive into the facility and dump the material into a receiving area. The dewatered cake biosolids 
and dewatered slurry cake will be blended together and directed to a thermal dryer that utilizes a 
natural gas burner. The facility will be equipped with four dryers arranged in a parallel 
configuration, three of which will be typically in use and the fourth on standby if another dryer 
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becomes unavailable; if all four dryers are inoperable, the biosolids and cake will be stored 
within the facility until its storage capacity is reached and no more material can be accepted. 
Moisture evaporated from the drying process will be condensed at a rate of 30,000 gpd and 
discharged into the City’s sewer system. The biosolids will be dried to approximately 90 percent 
solids and sent via railcar or truck for disposal or for beneficial reuse as landfill daily cover.  
According to the FEIR, the facility will include fire alarms and fire suppression systems 
recommended by the National Fire Protection Association to minimize the potential the risk of 
fires during drying operations. The dryers will include safety features such as temperature 
controls, measures to minimize flammable dust from entering the dryers and a fire suppression 
system, and will be operated to maintain oxygen-deficient conditions within the dryer. Dried 
biosolids will be cooled before being transferred to storage tanks, stored in oxygen-deficient 
conditions and monitored for temperature. Dried biosolids will not be marketed or sold for reuse 
as fertilizer. 
 
Project Site 

 
The 71-acre project site is located within the New Bedford Industrial Park at 100 

Duchaine Boulevard. The site is generally bounded by industrial properties and Samuel Barnet 
Boulevard to the north, Phillips Road to the east, undeveloped land to the south, and RR tracks 
and the Acushnet Cedar Swamp State Reservation to the west. The site was previously 
developed by the Polaroid Corporation and contains access roads, parking areas, stormwater 
management infrastructure and numerous buildings. The Proponent purchased the site in 2016 
and has relocated a portion of its processing and recycling operations from 969 Shawmut Avenue 
in New Bedford to the project site. The site also contains a 1.6-MW solar photovoltaic (PV) 
system mounted on a series of carport canopies. Access to the site is provided from Duchaine 
Boulevard, via an internal one-way loop roadway surrounding the proposed facility.  

 
Most of the northern and western parts of the site are comprised of wetland resource 

areas, including Bank, Bordering Vegetated Wetlands (BVW), Land Under Water (LUW), and 
Riverfront Area. The project site is not located in Priority and/or Estimated Habitat as mapped by 
the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife’s (DFW) Natural Heritage and Endangered Species 
Program (NHESP) or an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). The site does not 
contain any structures listed in the State Register of Historic Places or the Massachusetts 
Historical Commission’s (MHC) Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of the 
Commonwealth. 
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

 
Potential environmental impacts associated with full-build of the project include 

alteration of 2.8 acres of land; a net addition of 0.3 acres of new impervious area (18.03 acres 
total at the site); alteration of 4,095 sf of BVW, 45 linear feet (lf) of Bank, 4,700 sf of Bordering 
Land Subject to Flooding and 4,700 sf of Riverfront Area; generation of 718 new average daily 
trips (adt), including 418 daily truck trips; use of 70,150 gallons per day (gpd) of potable water, 
and generation of 113,750 gpd of wastewater. Of these impacts, the following are attributable to 
Phase 2: alteration of 2.24 acres of land, generation of 478 adt (including 328 truck trips), use of 
70,150 gpd of potable water and generation of 113,750 gpd of wastewater. Construction and 
operation of the facilities will emit air pollutants and odors and generate noise. The project will 
also emit Greenhouse Gasses (GHG) in connection with its energy use and trip generation. 
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Measures to avoid minimize, and mitigate project impacts include constructing the 

project on a previously altered site; enclosing all areas where discharge, handling and processing 
of glass, solid waste and biosolids will occur; use of rail to transport the majority of material 
from the site; installation of a floor drain collection system that drains to a holding tank or 
sanitary sewer system to prevent groundwater contamination; operation of a 3.9-megawatt (MW) 
canopy-mounted solar PV generating system; erosion and sedimentation controls; stormwater 
management controls and implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize 
odor, dust, noise, and litter impacts.   
 
Jurisdiction and Permitting 
 

The project is undergoing MEPA review and requires the preparation of a mandatory EIR 
pursuant to Sections 11.03(5)(a)(6) and 11.03(9)(a) of the MEPA regulations because it requires 
State Agency Actions and will result in: New Capacity for storage, treatment, processing, 
combustion or disposal of 150 or more wet tpd of sewage sludge and New Capacity of 150 or 
more tpd for storage, treatment, processing, or disposal of solid waste (respectively). Because it 
requires an EIR, the project is subject to review in accordance with the MEPA Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Emissions Policy and Protocol. The project is also subject to the Executive Office of 
Energy and Environmental Affairs’ Environmental Justice (EJ) Policy as it is located within an 
EJ Population and exceeds mandatory thresholds for sewage and solid waste. 

 
Phase 1 of the project will receive Financial Assistance from the Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation (MassDOT) Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) in the amount 
of $500,000. Phase 1 received an Order of Conditions (DEP File No. SE49-0381) from the New 
Bedford Conservation Commission on July 30, 2020 and an amended Site Plan Approval from 
the New Bedford Planning Board on December 23, 2020. 

 
The remainder of the project will require a Determination of Site Suitability, 

Authorization to Construct, and Authorization to Operate from MassDEP and a NPDES General 
Permit (GP) for Construction and/or Multi-Sector General Permit (MSGP) for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). The project will also require a number of local permits from the City, including: Site 
Assignment from the Board of Health (BOH), a new and/or Amended Order of Conditions from 
the Conservation Commission, and a new and/or amended Site Plan Approval from the Planning 
Board.  

 
Because the Proponent is seeking Financial Assistance, MEPA jurisdiction is broad in 

scope and extends to all aspects of the project that may cause Damage to the Environment, as 
defined in the MEPA regulations. The impacts arising from Phase 2 also are closely related to 
the required State Permits, including MassDEP’s site suitability standards for solid waste 
handling facilities. 
 
Review of the FEIR 
 

The FEIR described the project and its environmental impacts and identified mitigation 
measures. It provided detailed site plans, including existing conditions and site conditions under 
Phases 1 and 2. It included a review of the project’s permitting status, a response to comments 
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received on the DEIR and draft Section 61 Findings. As noted below, the FEIR did not 
adequately respond to several issues raised in the Scope. These issues should be addressed in 
the Supplemental FEIR.  
 
Environmental Justice and Public Outreach 
 
  The Scope included in the DEIR Certificate required the FEIR to: describe how the 
project’s air emissions will be monitored during operation of the facility to track its contribution 
to contaminants affecting sensitive receptors and the data made available to the public; develop a   
system for logging odor, noise and dust complaints associated with the operation of the facility 
and identify response measures; and include additional information about the operations of the 
facility and potential public health, environmental and transportation impacts, including a review 
of potential climate-related air quality impacts and an expanded discussion of how extreme 
temperatures might affect the frequency and severity of future air quality alerts issued by the 
National Weather Service (NWS).   
 
 According to the Proponent, the modeling of the project’s air emissions previously 
provided in the DEIR, and summarized in the FEIR, described a worse-case scenario based on 
maximum site processing rates. The analysis documented that concentrations of air contaminants 
emitted by the facility will be below MassDEP’s air permitting thresholds and MassDEP has not 
identified the need for an air permit for the project. According to the FEIR, the results of the air 
dispersion model address cumulative air impacts and varying climate conditions. As described in 
the FEIR, the ambient air toxic standards are intended to address the cumulative effect of the 
project’s emissions and the project’s emissions of criteria pollutants are evaluated against the 
standards after adding background pollutant concentration for other sources. The air dispersion 
model was prepared using methods prescribed by the EPA and incorporated weather conditions 
reflected in five years of hourly weather data; according to the FEIR, dispersion of pollutants is 
affected by colder temperatures rather than the prolonged period of high temperature projected 
under future climate conditions. As detailed below, the Supplemental FEIR should include a 
review of the analysis of the project’s air emissions written in non-technical language. 
 
 Public Outreach 
 
 The FEIR described additional public outreach efforts conducted by the Proponent prior 
to filing the FEIR, including two virtual meetings held in December 2020. The Proponent will be 
required to continue to inform the public and seek additional input about the project during the 
subsequent permitting process. In connection with the MassDEP’s Site Assignment review, the 
Proponent will be required to develop a Public Involvement Plan (PIP); the Supplemental FEIR 
should include an outline of public participation measures that may be included in the PIP.  
   
 I appreciate that the Proponent distributed the FEIR 30 days prior to the start of the 
formal MEPA comment period to provide additional time for public review of the project  The 
public will continue to have opportunities to learn about the project and to review and comment 
on subsequent permit applications. Commenters on the FEIR and previously-filed MEPA 
documents for this project will receive a copy of the Supplemental FEIR as described below and 
will have an opportunity to comment during the 30-day comment period. The project will also 
require three permits or approvals from MassDEP. The Site Suitability review will include a 21-
day comment period and the Authorization to Construct permit review will include a 30-day 
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public comment period; MassDEP may also allow for a 21-day comment period in connection 
with the issuance of a provisional Authorization to Operate permit. In addition, the BOH must 
hold a public hearing prior to making a decision on the Site Assignment.  
 
 The FEIR included a draft of a log sheet that will be used by the Proponent to document 
complaints received from the public regarding noise, odor and/or dust generated by the facility. 
Upon receipt of a complaint, staff of the facility will note weather conditions, attempt to confirm 
the odor, noise and/or dust impact reported by the complainant, implement mitigation measures 
to eliminate or minimize the impact, evaluate the cause of the complaint and determine whether 
new practices or procedures are necessary to avoid a repetition of the impact, and respond to the 
complainant. In the FEIR, the Proponent committed to monitoring the facility’s emissions of 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and Particulate Matter (PM10) by tracking monthly mass 
rates of air emissions and applying  an air emissions factor based on the corresponding tonnage 
of processed glass, MSW and biosolids. The Proponent has proposed to make this data available 
for review by MassDEP, and if requested by MassDEP to do so, publicly available.  As detailed 
below, the Supplemental FEIR should include additional details about the distribution of air 
quality data and implementation of the complaint logging system.  
 
Solid Waste 
 
 The Scope for the FEIR required additional information about the delineation of the 
waste handling site assignment areas, the proposed site assignment boundary relative to adjacent 
agricultural lands, movement of rail cars through the site and potential modifications that could 
be made to the facility and its operations to address potential future regulations concerning the 
handling, treatment and disposal of PFAS in wastewater and biosolids. 
 
 The FEIR included an updated land use plan with a revised site assignment boundary that 
establishes a 100-ft buffer between mapped agricultural soils to the west of the site and the 
proposed site assignment area. The change to the proposed site assignment area boundary will 
not affect the proposed layout of the proposed facility. The FEIR clarified that the waste 
handling area shown on the land use plan includes all areas that meet the regulatory criteria for  
waste handling pursuant to Site Assignment Regulations (310 CMR 16.00); however, the 
Proponent has committed to conduct all waste handling and processing within the enclosed 
buildings.  
 
 According to the FEIR, the Proponent anticipates that most waste will be transported off-
site by rail. The FEIR included additional details regarding the movement of rail cars from the 
RR tracks to the west to on-site rail spurs and loading tracks. One track (Track 1) will pass into 
loading areas within the MSW and Glass Handling buildings to minimize noise associated with 
loading of waste into the rail cars. The other four spurs (Tracks 2 through 5) will be parallel to 
and north of the Track 1 and extend to the eastern part of the site. Empty rail cars stored on two 
of the tracks will be sequentially moved onto Track 1, loaded, then moved back onto two empty 
tracks until hauled away. This pattern will continue until 10 full cars are located on one track and 
eight full cars are on another track, at which point a locomotive will deliver 10 empty cars to an 
empty track and eight empty cars to the other empty track and haul away the 18 filled cars. Dried 
biosolids will be trucked in covered containers from the Biosolids building to the loading area 
within the MSW building, loaded onto a rail car on Track 1, and transported off-site with the 
other wastes as described above.  
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 The Scope for the FEIR required the Proponent to review how the biosolids facility may 
be operated if it is subject to future PFAS standards applicable to wastewater and/or solids 
(residuals) imposed by state, federal or City regulations. According to the FEIR, construction of 
the biosolids facility will not commence for at least a year and will be designed in accordance 
with all applicable regulations that will be in place at that time. During the review period, the 
Proponent acknowledged that future PFAS regulations may influence the design, construction 
and operation of the biosolids drying facility in the following ways: 
 

• No changes may be necessary if the facility as currently designed is determined to 
comply with future standards and/or if the City’s wastewater treatment system is 
modified to address PFAS in wastewater; 

• A pre-treatment system may have to be added to the project to remove or reduce 
PFAS prior to discharge of wastewater into the City’s sewer system; 

• The facility may accept only wet biosolids that have been processed or treated to meet 
PFAS standards; or, 

• The Proponent may decide to eliminate biosolids drying from the project or cease 
operations of the biosolids drying facility. 

 
 Standards for PFAS in drinking water were promulgated in 2020 and MassDEP is 
developing regulations to address potential human and ecological exposure to PFAS from other 
sources. Many commenters, including MassDEP and the City, identified the need for additional 
analysis of potential discharges of PFAS from the biosolids handling, transport and drying 
process; this analysis should be provided in the Supplemental FEIR.  
 
Traffic 
 
 The FEIR included an updated traffic analysis prepared in accordance with the 
EEA/MassDOT Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Guidelines used to analyze 
transportation-related impacts of projects subject to MEPA review. The analysis compared traffic 
volumes and roadway and intersection operations under 2020 Base, 2020 Existing, 2027 No 
Build and 2027 Build conditions. Traffic conditions prior to the addition of truck and vehicle 
traffic generated by Phase 1 of the project are reflected in the 2020 Base scenario; because traffic 
counts could not be collected due to abnormally low traffic volumes associated with the COVID-
19 pandemic, previously-collected counts from 2018 were adjusted using traffic counts collected 
by MassDOT prior to the pandemic in February 2020. The 2020 Existing condition was 
developed by adding truck and automobile trips generated by Phase 1 of the project to the 2020 
Base scenario. Future conditions were modeled by increasing traffic volumes in the 2020 
Existing scenario by one percent per year over the seven-year study horizon and are represented 
by the 2027 No Build condition. The 2027 Build condition was developed by adding the truck 
and automobile trips generated by the full buildout of the project to the 2027 No Build scenario. 
The analysis reviewed traffic operations at the seven same intersections that were studied in the 
DEIR: 
 

• Route 140 Northbound (NB) Ramps at Braley Road; 
• Route 140 Southbound (SB) Ramps at Braley Road; 
• Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road; 
• Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard; 
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• Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard; 
• Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard; and, 
• Duchaine Boulevard at Site Driveway. 

 
Vehicles are expected to travel to the site along a route from Route 140 to Braley 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard and onto Duchaine Boulevard, and to follow the same route in 
reverse when leaving the site. The FEIR included a commitment to prohibit trucks associated 
with the facility from using Phillips Road, which abuts the residential neighborhood east of the 
site, to travel to or from the facility; this prohibition will be included in contracts with waste 
haulers which will specify financial penalties for trucks using Phillips Road and will ban repeat 
offenders from using the facility.   
 

The FEIR included revised trip generation estimates for the project. Phase 2 will generate 
up to 328 truck trips per day on each day the facility is open, in addition to the 90 truck trips per 
day generated by Phase 1, for a total of up to 418 truck trips per day under full-build conditions. 
Employees of the facility will generate 150 trips per day in Phase 1 and an additional 150 trips in 
Phase 2 for a full-build total of 300 daily trips. Estimates of the volume and hourly distribution 
of truck trips were based on observations of truck traffic patterns and the number of each type 
(size) of trucks used to deliver and transport waste at facilities in Rochester and Taunton. Under 
2027 Build conditions, Phase 2 of the project will generate a total of 478 daily trips, including 59 
vehicle trips in the morning peak period and 59 trips in the evening peak period. According to 
the FEIR, the trip generation estimate is conservative because it assumes that all material will be 
brought to the site and transported from the site by truck; the number of truck trips will be lower 
if the proposed rail service to the site is implemented. 
 
 The results of the revised analysis of traffic operations at study area intersections 
provided in the FEIR are consistent with the DEIR analysis. According to the FEIR, several 
intersections in the study area experience congestion and long delays under existing conditions 
and project-generated traffic will further exacerbate these conditions. I note that the analysis 
indicated that the level of service (LOS) of the westbound left turn at the Route 140 SB Ramps at 
Braley Road will degrade from LOS D under 2027 No Build conditions to LOS E under 2027 
Build conditions. An LOS D indicates an acceptable level of traffic operations through an 
intersection; an intersection operating at LOS E or LOS F will experience increased congestion 
and delays. The FEIR documented that several intersections, most notably Route 140 NB Ramp 
at Braley Road and Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road, operate at LOS E or 
LOS F with long delays and queues under the Existing 2027 and No Build 2027 conditions. The 
addition of project-generated traffic, as modeled under the 2027 Build scenario, will cause even 
longer delays and queues at these intersections, including queues that may cause traffic to back 
up onto Route 140. 
 
 According to the FEIR, roadway mitigation to address the impacts of project-generated 
traffic is not necessary because the project will cause minor delays at intersections that already 
operate over capacity under existing conditions. In addition, the FEIR suggested that the 
project’s traffic impacts may be less than represented in the FEIR because the analysis assumed 
that all waste will be transported off-site by truck rather than by rail. As noted above, the traffic 
analysis in the FEIR documented that project-generated traffic will cause lengthened queues at 
the Route 140 NB off-ramp that may extend beyond the ramp onto the highway and add to 
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delays and congested at intersections that already experience poor levels of traffic operations. 
The FEIR also included a traffic signal warrant analysis for the Braley Road/Theodore Rice 
Boulevard at Phillips Road intersection that confirmed that the intersection meets traffic volume 
and delay criteria for installation of a traffic signal under both 2020 Existing and 2027 Build 
conditions. As detailed in the Scope below, the Supplemental FEIR should provide additional 
transportation information as requested by MassDEP and review potential mitigation measures to 
address the impacts identified above. 
 
Noise 
 

The FEIR included a revised noise analysis that incorporated additional sources of noise 
identified by MassDEP in its comment letter on the DEIR, including waste delivery vehicles 
inside and outside the buildings; MSW, biosolids and glass processing equipment; biosolid and 
glass tipping and loading; loading and movement of rail cars; and short duration sounds from the 
outdoor operation of waste handling equipment, delivery vehicle back-up alarms, and dump 
truck tailgates. Project-generated noise was modeled as either continuous noise or incidental 
noise.  Continuous noise sources included exterior fans associated with the MSW, Biosolids and 
Glass Processing Buildings; cooling towers, biofilter exhaust stack and makeup air fan 
associated with the Biosolids Building; MSW tipping, dumping and moving with three open bay 
doors on the west side of the MSW Building; an open railcar loading bay door on the west side 
of the MSW Building; and exhaust and ventilation systems at the Glass Processing Bunker 
Building. Incidental sources included back-up alarms on trucks operating on the west side of the 
MSW Building; an idling locomotive near the northeast corner of the MSW Building; and railcar 
couplings at the eastern end of the rail spurs. Noise generated from these sources was modeled 
under the assumption that the following noise mitigation measures have been incorporated into 
the project design: 
 

• Siting of noise generating equipment and material handling routes away from 
residences; 

• Reducing truck backup alarms by arranging a forward traffic flow for unloading of 
biosolids; 

• The use of an electric rather than diesel-powered rail car pusher; 
• Conducting all waste handling activities within enclosed buildings; 
• The use of low noise equipment, silencing equipment and insulated walls to minimize 

noise from stationary equipment; 
• Require trucks to drive through the site at slow speeds and locate truck scales away 

from residences; and 
• Construction of a 325-ft long, 24-ft high L-shaped sound barrier around the eastern 

and southern ends of the rail spur to shield noise generated by locomotives, railcar 
coupling and ground level equipment at the Biosolids Building. 

 
 The analysis of continuous noise sources assumed that all stationary equipment was 
operating at full load at the same time. Sound levels produced by continuous and incidental 
sources were modeled separately and compared to ambient sound levels at five residences 
nearest to the project site. The analysis indicated that the continuous and incidental sources will 
cause an increase of up to eight decibels (dBA) and 10 dBA, respectively, at one of the 
residences.  According to the FEIR, the results indicate that the project will comply with 
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MassDEP’s Noise Policy, which prohibits an increase of more than 10 dBA over ambient 
conditions.  As detailed below, MassDEP has identified additional analyses that must be 
provided to support the conclusions of the noise analysis, including more information to support 
the analysis of noise impacts and mitigation measures identified in the FEIR.  
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
 The FEIR provided additional information about the project’s stationary-source GHG 
emissions in response to the Scope included in the DEIR Certificate. It clarified that full energy 
models were prepared for the Biosolids, Glass Processing and Glass Processing Bunker 
buildings, which are considered to be conditioned spaces; the unconditioned space in the MSW 
Building and the Glass Processing Side Bunker Building were modeled only with respect to 
energy use associated with the lighting and ventilation needs of these buildings. The FEIR 
confirmed that the 90-percent efficient heating system originally proposed for the Biosolids 
building is not feasible because a direct-fired burner cannot be used in the building due to the 
risk of combustion of gases produced in the drying process. The Proponent has proposed to use 
an 82-percent efficient heating system in the Biosolids Building, which exceeds the minimum 
Building Code requirement for an 80-percent efficient heating system.  
 
 As described in the FEIR, the proposed buildings will emit 11,721 tons per year (tpy) of 
GHG, a 0.7 percent reduction compared to the emissions produced by buildings designed to meet 
the Baseline energy requirements of the Building Code (11,833 tpy). This marginal improvement 
is due to the use of an 82-percent efficient heating system rather than an 80-percent efficient 
heating system and reduced lighting power density (LPD) in the buildings. 
 
 According to the Department of Energy Resources (DOER), the proposed buildings 
appear to have been designed to meet outdated Building Code energy conservation requirements.  
While the GHG Policy allows for a Proponent to use a consistent baseline throughout MEPA 
review of a project, the building designs must meet all applicable standards of the Building Code 
that is in effect when the application for a Building Permit is filed with the City. As noted by 
DOER, the project design includes only two of the three specific measures identified under 
Section C406 of the Building Code and therefore may not be eligible to be granted a Building 
Permit by the City. The FEIR also indicated that the Glass Processing Building constructed in 
Phase 1 of the project does not comply with the Building Code because it was constructed 
without a required roof insulation liner. In the FEIR, the Proponent requested that the project be 
allowed to forgo retrofitting the Glass Processing Building with this required energy 
conservation measure. The Proponent should consult with the City to determine what additional 
improvements can be made to the existing Glass Processing Building in order to conform to the 
Building Code and to ensure that the project’s other buildings are designed to meet all 
requirements of the Building Code that are in effect at the time a Building Permit application is 
filed. The Supplemental FEIR should review additional measures that will be incorporated into 
the design of the existing and proposed buildings to conform to Building Code requirements. 
 
 The FEIR documented that the project will reduce mobile-source GHG emissions by 
approximately 60 percent (18,802 tpy) by using rail rather than trucks to transport waste off-site. 
In the FEIR, the Proponent committed to installing a 1.9-MW solar PV system in addition to the 
existing 1.6-MW PV system; during the review period, the Proponent indicated that an additional 
0.4 MW PV system will be constructed if the electric utility approves of the interconnection. The 
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FEIR did not review the proposed biosolids drying equipment and document that energy-
efficient models will be used, as previously requested in the Scope for the FEIR; this information 
should be provided in the Supplemental FEIR. 
 
Conclusion  
  

As noted above, the FEIR did not adequately address the requirements of the Scope 
included in the DEIR Certificate and additional information and analysis is necessary to 
demonstrate that the project has taken all feasible measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
impacts. As such, I cannot find that the FEIR and supplemental information have satisfied the 
regulatory requirements to ensure that the project’s environmental impacts have been clearly 
described and fully analyzed and that the project takes all feasible means to avoid Damage to the 
Environment. In addition, comments from MassDEP identified additional information and 
analysis requested in the agency’s comments on the DEIR that will be required to determine 
whether impacts will be avoided, minimized, and mitigated to the extent feasible and to 
demonstrate compliance with permitting requirements. Accordingly, I am requiring the 
Proponent to file a Supplemental FEIR pursuant to Section 11.08(8)(c)(2) of the MEPA 
regulations.  

 
SCOPE 

  
General  
  

The Supplemental FEIR should follow Section 11.07 of the MEPA regulations for outline 
and content, and include the information and analyses identified in this Scope. It should clearly 
demonstrate that the Proponent has sought to avoid, minimize and mitigate Damage to the 
Environment to the maximum extent feasible. I expect the Supplemental FEIR will provide a 
comprehensive response to comments on the FEIR that specifically address each issue raised in 
the comment letter; references to a chapter or sections of the Supplemental FEIR alone are not 
adequate and should only be used, with reference to specific page numbers, to support a direct 
response. The Supplemental FEIR should identify measures the Proponent will adopt to further 
reduce the impacts of the project since the filing of the FEIR, or, if certain measures are 
infeasible, the Supplemental FEIR should discuss why these measures will not be adopted.  
  

The information and analyses identified in this Scope should be addressed within the 
main body of the Supplemental FEIR and not in appendices. In general, appendices should be 
used only to provide raw data, such as drainage calculations, traffic counts, capacity 
analyses and energy modeling, that is otherwise adequately summarized with text, tables and 
figures within the main body of the Supplemental FEIR. Information provided in appendices 
should be indexed with page numbers and separated by tabs, or, if provided in electronic format, 
include links to individual sections. Any references in the Supplemental FEIR to materials 
provided in an appendix should include specific page numbers to facilitate review.     
  

The Supplemental FEIR should address, in a detailed and comprehensive manner, issues 
raised in comment letters submitted by MassDEP and DOER, which are incorporated by 
reference herein. In general, information and analyses provided in response to these comment 
letters should be incorporated into the main body of the Supplemental FEIR rather than provided 
solely in the Response to Comments section. 
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 Project Description and Permitting  
  

The Supplemental FEIR should provide a description of the project, including 
updated plans that clearly identify existing and post-development conditions. It should include a 
detailed description of all project components and activities associated with each phase. The 
Supplemental FEIR should identify and describe State, federal and local permitting and review 
requirements associated with the project and provide an update on the status of each of these 
pending actions. It should include a description and analysis of applicable statutory and 
regulatory standards and requirements, and a discussion of the project’s consistency with those 
standards.  The Supplemental FEIR should include a comprehensive list of all mitigation 
measures and draft Section 61 Findings that include a detailed list of all mitigation commitments. 
As noted above, the information and analyses required in this Scope largely reflect the 
information identified by MassDEP that will be required during the permitting process; the 
Proponent should consult with MassDEP and the MEPA Office prior to filing the Supplemental 
FEIR to ensure that the document is responsive to this Scope. 

 
Solid Waste 
 

The Solid Waste Site Assignment Regulations (310 CMR 16.00) require MassDEP to 
determine whether the site is suitable for the proposed facility based on Site Suitability Criteria 
listed at 310 CMR 16.40. The regulations specify that a determination that the site is suitable for 
the proposed solid waste management facility include an evaluation of whether the impacts of 
the facility “by itself, or in combination with impacts from other sources within the affected area, 
constitute a danger to public health or safety or the environment.” The information and analyses 
related to MassDEP’s evaluation of site suitability provided in the Supplemental FEIR, including 
those addressing noise and traffic, should address this standard to the extent possible. To assist in 
characterizing impacts from other sources, the Supplemental FEIR should identify existing solid 
waste facilities, including those identified in the City’s comment letter, describe how they are 
clustered geographically, and summarize the authorized operation and capacity of the facilities. 
The Supplemental FEIR should evaluate on-site and off-site measures to adequately mitigate 
environmental impacts. I encourage the Proponent to consult with MassDEP and the MEPA 
Office prior to completing these analyses. 

 
The Supplemental FEIR should provide a comprehensive review of potential pathways 

for discharges of PFAS into air, soil and water resources associated with the biosolids drying 
process and as a result of any potential uses of the dried biosolids. It should provide a detailed 
analysis of direct and indirect impacts that may result from emissions of PFAS into the air. 
According to MassDEP, the solid waste permits may require that the Proponent reduce and 
monitor PFAS impacts to the environment. The Supplemental FEIR should review potential 
PFAS reduction measures and monitoring procedures. It should review potential permitting 
requirements related to the discharge of wastewater into the City’s sewer system, including any 
pre-treatment for removal of PFAS and other pollutants. 
 
Noise 

 
According to MassDEP, the Noise Policy identifies a sound level increase of 10 dBA as 

an enforcement standard, rather than a design standard. The Supplemental FEIR should 
document that the project’s noise impacts will be mitigated to the maximum extent practical by 
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evaluating a full set of potential noise control measures and adopting all mitigation measures that 
are technologically and economically feasible.  It should include a comparison of noise impacts 
with and without mitigation to evaluate the effectiveness of each measure. The Supplemental 
FEIR should include an updated noise analysis consistent with MassDEP’s comment letter and 
the following:  
  

• Continuous and incidental sources should be modeled together, or the Proponent 
should justify the separate modelling of these sources presented in the FEIR; 

• Project-related sound impacts should be modeled at both the nearest inhabited 
building(s) and at the property line; 

• The noise study should evaluate the cumulative noise impacts from the project, 
including waste delivery vehicles on-site both inside and outside the building;  

• The assertion that facility operations will not create any pure tones must be supported 
by appropriate data and analyses; and, 

• As appropriate, the specific BMPs should be evaluated, including measures to prevent 
noise generated by truck tailgates. 

 
The Supplemental FEIR should identify appropriate mitigation to address the project’s 

noise impacts as documented by the revised noise analysis.  
 

Traffic 
 
  According to MassDEP, further analysis is required to support the Proponent’s 
conclusion that the traffic impacts associated with the facility will not constitute a danger to 
public health or safety or the environment with consideration to traffic congestion, pedestrian 
and vehicular safety, and roadway configuration. The Supplemental FEIR should provide a 
supplemental traffic analysis that addresses MassDEP’s comments and the following:  
 

• Potential impacts to delay time and queue lengths at some study area intersections 
under the Build scenario and mitigation measures; 

• Potential impacts to volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for some study area intersections 
under the Build scenario and mitigation measures; 

• Modeling of various distribution scenarios that may occur to compensate for 
uncertainties regarding the normal hourly fluctuation in waste deliveries; 

• Modeling of operations at study area intersections under mitigated conditions, 
including signalization of the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore 
Rice Boulevard; 

• Potential mitigation measures to address degradation of LOS of turning movements at 
the Route 140 SB at Braley Road intersection under the 2027 Build scenario; 

• Potential mitigation measures to address congested conditions and delays at the 
intersections of Route 140 NB Ramps at Braley Road, Route 140 SB Ramps at Braley 
Road, and Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard under existing and 
future conditions; and,  

• Potential mitigation measures to minimize extended queues throughout the study 
area, including the Route 140 NB Ramp. 
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The Proponent should consult with MassDEP, MassDOT and the City regarding this 
analysis and potential mitigation measures prior to filing the Supplemental FEIR. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
 The Proponent should continue its public outreach efforts prior to filing the Supplemental 
FEIR.  The Supplemental FEIR should include a draft of the PIP that will be required by 
MassDEP in its solid waste permitting process.  The PIP should address recommendations for 
public outreach and information efforts identified in MassDEP’s comment letter and the 
measures listed below:  
 

• Distribution of fact sheets and comment cards with pre-paid postage; 
• Public meetings within the community with interpreter services; 
• Advertisement of public meetings on radio, social media, and newspapers including 

The Standard Times, Portuguese Times, and New Bedford Guide;  
• Outreach to EJ leaders, community leaders and municipal officials; and, 
• Distribution of project-related air pollution and environmental impact information 

written in clear, non-technical language and translated as necessary. 
 

The Supplemental FEIR should address how the Proponent will encourage the public to 
submit complaints in a confidential manner and how the complaint log and air quality data will 
be made available to the public in a convenient manner. It should provide a review of the 
analysis of the project’s air emissions and baseline public health data written in non-technical 
language. Additionally, as noted above in the Solid Waste section, the Supplemental FEIR 
should include information and analyses that addresses impacts from other solid waste facilities 
in the area in order to provide context for the analyses in this Scope. 
 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
 The Supplemental FEIR should respond to the issues identified in DOER’s comment 
letter, which is incorporated by reference herein. It should review the building designs presented 
in the FEIR and identify additional energy conservation measures that will be incorporated into 
the design of the buildings to meet all Building Code energy requirements.  As previously 
requested in the Scope for the FEIR, the Supplemental EIR should include a discussion of the 
proposed biosolids drying system, including energy efficiency features, and compare the 
proposed drying system to other drying systems with respect to energy use and GHG emissions.  
 
Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings 
 

The Supplemental FEIR provided draft Section 61 Findings for use by State Agencies. 
The Section 61 Findings should be provided to State Agencies to assist in the permitting process 
and issuance of final Section 61 Findings. The Proponent will provide a GHG self-certification 
to the MEPA Office that is signed by an appropriate professional (e.g., engineer, architect, 
transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that all of the GHG mitigation measures, or 
equivalent measures that are designed to collectively achieve identified reductions in stationary 
source GHG emission and transportation-related measures, have been incorporated into the 
project. To the extent the project will take equivalent measures to achieve the identified 
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reductions, I encourage the Proponent to commit to achieving the same level of GHG emissions 
identified in the mitigated (design) case expressed in volumetric terms (e.g., tpy).  

 
Response to Comments 
 
 The Supplemental FEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate, and a copy of each 
comment letter received on the FEIR. Based on the large volume of form letters received, copies 
of form letters may be provided electronically. To ensure that the issues raised by commenters 
are addressed, the Supplemental FEIR should include a separate chapter with direct responses to 
comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. A single response to form letters 
can be provided. This directive is not intended, and shall not be construed, to enlarge the scope 
of the Supplemental FEIR beyond what has been expressly identified in this certificate. The 
Proponent should provide a direct response to individual responses or to groups of indexed 
comments raising the same issue. Responses must specifically address each comment letter on 
the FEIR; references to a chapter or extensive section of the Supplemental FEIR are not 
adequate.  
 
Circulation 
 
 The Proponent should circulate a hard copy of the Supplemental FEIR to those parties 
who commented on the EENF, DEIR and/or FEIR, to any State Agencies from which the 
Proponent will seek permits or approvals, and to any parties specified in section 11.16 of the 
MEPA regulations. The Proponent should consult with the MEPA Office prior to filing the 
Supplemental FEIR to determine whether additional distribution or outreach may be warranted to 
the surrounding community. Per 301 CMR 11.16(5), the Proponent may circulate copies of the 
Supplemental FEIR to commenters in CD-ROM format or by directing commenters to a project 
website address. However, the Proponent must make a reasonable number of hard copies 
available to accommodate those without convenient access to a computer and distribute these 
upon request on a first-come, first-served basis. The Proponent should send correspondence 
accompanying the CD-ROM or website address indicating that hard copies are available upon 
request, noting relevant comment deadlines, and appropriate addresses for submission of 
comments. The Supplemental FEIR submitted to the MEPA office should include a digital copy 
of the complete document. A copy of the Supplemental FEIR should be made available for 
review at the New Bedford Public Library.1  
 
       

       
   April 2, 2021        _____________________________  

   Date     Kathleen A. Theoharides 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 Requirements for hard copy distribution or mailings will be suspended during the Commonwealth’s 
COVID-19 response, to the extent public facilities are closed. Please consult the MEPA website for 
further details on interim procedures during this emergency period: 
https://www.mass.gov/orgs/massachusetts-environmental-policy-act-office. 

https://www.mass.gov/orgs/massachusetts-environmental-policy-act-office
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Comments received:  
 
335 form letters opposed to the project beginning “This letter is to express opposition…” 
74 form letters in support of the project beginning “Over the last three years…” 
9 form letters opposed to the project beginning “Parallel Products of New England…” 
02/26/2021 Ron Cabral 
02/18/2021 Robert H. and Judith B. Ladino 
03/08/2021 Sherry Hanlon 
03/10/2021 Robert Michael Pittsley 
03/11/2021 Diane Fine 
03/11/2021 Sabine von Mering 
03/12/2021 John Dufresne 
03/17/2021 Representative Paul Schmid 
03/18/2021 Carol Strupczewski 
03/18/2021 Andrea Stone 
03/18/2021 Representative Christopher Hendricks 
03/19/2021 Senator Mark Montigny 
03/22/2021 Elizabeth Saulnier 
03/24/2021 Jacob Chin 
03/24/2021 Karen Chin 
03/26/2021  Linda M. Morad 
03/26/2021 Brad Markey 
03/26/2021 Wendy M. Graca 
03/26/2021  Zeb Arruda 
03/26/2021 Tracy L. Wallace 
03/26/2021 Conservation Law Foundation/South Coast Neighbors United, Inc./Community 

Action Works 
03/26/2021 Mark R. Reich, KP Law on behalf of: 
  Mayor Jon Mitchell, City of New Bedford 
  Senator Mark C. Montigny 
  Representative Antonio F.D. Cabral 
  Representative Christopher Hendricks 

Representative Christopher Markey 
Representative Paul A. Schmid III 
Representative William M. Straus 
City Council President Joseph P. Lopes 
City Councillor Ian Abreu 
City Councillor Derek Baptiste 
City Councillor Naomi R.A. Carney 
City Councillor Debora Coelho 
City Councillor Hugh Dunn 
City Councillor Maria E. Giesta 
City Councillor Brian K. Gomes 
City Councillor Scott J. Lima 
City Councillor William Brad Markey 
City Councillor Linda M. Morad 

03/26/2021 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)/Southeast 
Regional Office (SERO) 
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04/02/2021 Department of Energy Resources (DOER) 
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NOTICE OF PROJECT CHANGE FORM 
  













 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 6 
 

REVISED PHASE 2 SITE PLANS 
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BHS Metering Bin: Liberator Class

Application:

Manufacturer:

Model:

Width:

Length:

Infeed Lip: 10’-4-1/8" (3150 mm) high, sti ened with 8" (203 mm) structural channel

Wall Construction: Front and rear wall construction is 3/8 formed channel shaped pans

Bearings: CRS 1045 Dodge S-2000 roller bearing pillow blocks with triple lip seal

Drive Shaft: CRS 1045 4-7/16" (113 mm) diameter with reducer

Tail Shaft: CRS 1045 2-7/16" (62 mm) diameter with Dodge S-2000 bearings and take-ups

Chain: Webster Chain, 9" (229 mm) pitch, RS 932F

Access: Includes rear door, side door, maintenance platform, flared back wall

SEW-EURODRIVE Premium Efficiency Motor: 45 kW [60HP] Drum Drive

Design Speed: 64 RPM, 5.2 FPM

Ship Method 20' HC & 40' HC

Conveyor Type Steel Chainbelt

Teeth: 36 replaceable tungsten carbide-tipped teeth - Optional ripper teeth to open bags included

BHS Paint Specification

Our standard BHS paint system will meet ISO 12944-5: 1998, corrosivity categories C2 and C3.

Our paint system consists of the following steps:

▪ Surface Preparation: ISO ST-2 thorough hand and power tool cleaning to remove unwanted and/or foreign matter.

▪ Primer:  One coat of Rodda 733823x Low HAP Metal Primer II

▪ Topcoat:  Two coats Rodda 758001x Quick Drying Equipment Enamel

The total paint system as described above will achieve 120 microns NDFT, 4.7 mils.

Liberator Class Metering Bin provides regulated flow of material to the system equiped with ripper teeth

to open large bags

BHS

MB-50 L

Approximately 13.4m [44']

Installed Weight: Approximately 23,000 kg [51,000 lbs]

Approximately 2.9m [9' 8"]

Motors:

17 July 2018
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The new BHS Metering Bin and Metering Bin Liberator Class provide numerous features that increase performance
and decrease maintenance requirements. BHS has developed a strong platform to precisely regulate material flow
through the combination of a variable speed conveyor and a counter-rotating drum at the discharge end, eliminating
black-belt and keeping your system operating at peak levels. The new design’s hallmark is its modularity: the design 
allows a wide range of mix-and match features which can transform the Metering Bin to match your own operational 
demands. From base features such as extra thick walls to the steel belt and bag-ripping teeth of the Liberator Class, BHS 
offers a bin without equal in the market.

Increases throughput and system capacity up to 20%

Eliminates need for costly pits and additional civil 
work

Quick, easy retrofit into existing facilities

Rear door allows for easy removal of bulky items 
from bin

New seal design provides protection from material 
interference

Available with 60-HP driven drum to power through 
the toughest loads

What’s next.What's next.

Four-week typical lead time on standard design

Ambidextrous load side and rear door allows for 
variable loading and access

Interchangeable belts, drums & teeth

Reinforced side wall panels

Can be easily retrofitted to increase capacity

AR-plated octagonal drum agitates material,
opens bags and is easier to clean & repair

36 replaceable tungsten carbide-tipped teeth and
optional ripper teeth to open bags

FEATURES & BENEFITS THE MODULAR ADVANTAGE

Reinforced load side and flared back walls for ease 
of loading and durability with minimal spillage

BHS
Metering Bin
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Bulk Handling Systems  I  3592 West 5th Avenue  I  Eugene, OR 97402 USA  I  1.866.688.2066  I  bulkhandlingsystems.com 

Infeed Lip 10’-4-1/8" (3150 mm) high, stiffened with 8"  
 (203 mm) structural channel

Wall Construction Front and rear wall construction is 3/8 formed channel  
 shaped pans

Teeth 36 tungsten carbide tipped

Drum Heavy Duty Abrasion Resistant (AR) plates, replaceable

Bearings CRS 1045 Dodge S-2000 roller bearing pillow   
 blocks with triple lip seal

Drum Drive SEW-EURODRIVE Premium Efficiency Motor
 Horsepower: 25 HP, 40HP, 60HP

Drive Shaft CRS 1045 4-7/16" (113 mm) diameter with reducer 

Tail Shaft CRS 1045 2-7/16" (62 mm) diameter with Dodge 
 S-2000 bearings and take-ups

Chain Webster Chain, 9" (229 mm) pitch, RS 932F

Belt PVC 350, with angle iron flights 3" tall (76 mm)
 Steel belting also available

Oil Standard Synthetic

Liberator Package Steel belt; ripper teeth; 60 HP drum drive

MB 30 

30 yd.3 (23 m3)

W  9'- 8" (2.9 m)
L 34'-0" (10.4 m)
H  14'- 4" (4.3 m)

43,682 lbs
(19,814 kg)

47,284 lbs
(21,448 kg)

MB 40

40 yd.3 (31 m3)

W  9'- 8" (2.9 m)
L 39'-0" (11.9 m)
H  14'- 4" (4.3 m)

44,096 lbs
(20,002 kg)

48,479 lbs
(21,990 kg)

MB 50

50 yd.3 (38 m3)

W  9'- 8" (2.9 m)
L 44'-0" (13.4 m)
H  14'- 4" (4.3 m)

45,842 lbs
(20,794 kg)

51,006 lbs
(23,136 kg)

MB 60

60 yd.3 (46 m3)

W  9'- 8" (2.9 m)
L 49'-0" (14.9 m)
H  14'- 4"(4.3 m)

47,588 lbs
(21,586 kg)

53,533 lbs
(24,282 kg)

Technical Specifications

BHS Metering Bin

Model

Capacity

Dimensions

Installed weight

Installed weight (Liberator Class)
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BHS Scalping Screen

BHS Paint Specification

Our standard BHS paint system will meet ISO 12944-5: 1998, corrosivity categories C2 and C3.

Our paint system consists of the following steps:

▪ Surface Preparation: ISO ST-2 thorough hand and power tool cleaning to remove unwanted and/or foreign matter.

▪ Primer:  One coat of Rodda 733823x Low HAP Metal Primer II

▪ Topcoat:  Two coats Rodda 758001x Quick Drying Equipment Enamel

The total paint system as described above will achieve 120 microns NDFT, 4.7 mils.

Auto-lube: Automatic oiler system for the drive chain, which includes: reservoir, solenoid, distribution manifold,

flexible tubing and adjustable brush applicators

Chutes Included

Drive Guards: Drive system is enclosed in a solid guard with lift off door for easy removal and replacement. Grease

fittings are plumbed to a common point outside guard for convenient bearing maintenance

Angle: Fixed 5 degree decline

Reducers: Shaft mounted reducer

VFD: Variable frequency drives for operating flexibility are recommended

Motors: One (1) 7.5 kW [10 HP] SEW energy efficient motor directly coupled to gear reducer

Noise: <85 dB(a)

Sprockets: Hardened double-single timed sprockets with split taper bushings

Drive Chain: RC 80

Shafts: Fifteen (15) total shafts on one (1) deck on 533 mm [21”] shaft centers

Bearings: Pillow block bearings

Discs: Patented rubber tri-disc A1-762 on fifteen shafts

IFO: Variable by fixed increments, suggested openings of 178mm x 254mm [7” x 10”]

Screen Length: Approximately 8.19m [26' - 11"] long

Shipping Weight: Approximately 11,340 kg [25,000 lbs]

Screen width: 2500mm [98”] wide screening surface

Application: Separate lerge material from waste stream

Manufacturer: Bulk Handling Systems

Model: DRS98-15-762
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BHS Debris Roll Screen®

BHS Paint Specification

Our standard BHS paint system will meet ISO 12944-5: 1998, corrosivity categories C2 and C3.

Our paint system consists of the following steps:

▪ Surface Preparation: ISO ST-2 thorough hand and power tool cleaning to remove unwanted and/or foreign matter.

▪ Primer:  One coat of Rodda 733823x Low HAP Metal Primer II

▪ Topcoat:  Two coats Rodda 758001x Quick Drying Equipment Enamel

The total paint system as described above will achieve 120 microns NDFT, 4.7 mils.

Auto-lube: Automatic oiler system for the drive chain, which includes: reservoir, solenoid, distribution manifold,

flexible tubing and adjustable brush applicators

Chutes Included

Drive Guards: Drive system is enclosed in a solid guard with lift off door for easy removal and replacement. Grease

fittings are plumbed to a common point outside guard for convenient bearing maintenance

Angle: Fixed 0 degree incline

Reducers: Shaft mounted reducer

VFD: Not Included - Variable frequency drives for operating flexibility are recommended (By Customer)

Motors: Two (2) 5.5 kW [7.5 HP] SEW energy efficient motor directly coupled to gear reducer

Noise: <85 dB(a)

Sprockets: Hardened double-single timed sprockets with split taper bushings

Drive Chain: RC 80

Shafts: Thirty (30) total shafts on two (2) decks with two (2) rollover shafts at the tail section on 222 mm [8 ¾”]

shaft centers

Bearings: Pillow block bearings

Discs: BHS patented in-line compound tri-disc design with BHS disc 2-233 / 2-236 on all shafts. Discs hardened

to 400+ Brinell for long wear life

IFO: 2-233 / 2-236 with openings of 32mm x 57mm [1 ¼” x 2 ¼”]

Screen Length: Approximately 5.4m [17' 9"] long

Shipping Weight: Approximately 4000 kg [9000 lbs]

Model: DRS84-11-11-236

Screen width: 2130mm [84”] wide screening surface

Application: The Inter-Face Opening (IFO) of the DRS is specifically designed to maximize the removal of fines without

the loss of valuable single serve containers.

Manufacturer: Bulk Handling Systems
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The BHS Debris Roll Screen® is the industry’s flagship disc screen.  
This proven, patented technology is the premiere sizing tool for 
Single Stream, Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), Construction and 
Demolition (C&D) waste, wood waste, compost, green waste, plastics, 
glass, tires and various other materials.

The unique Tri-Discs™ are in-line from shaft-to-shaft, creating a 
precise opening for highly-accurate material sizing. Their hardened 
steel, triangular shape provides superior material agitation and true 
sizing in a small footprint.

The compound disc design provides precise sizing far superior to 
other disc or “star” screens. Patented gear timing paired with variable 
speed drives allows for fine tuning for varying material conditions.

Excellent material agitation and separation

Patented in-line discs provide accurate sizing of material, reducing 
product loss

Disc and shaft design reduces material wrap, increasing uptime

Heavy-duty discs ensure long disc life and reduced maintenance

BHS
Debris Roll Screen®

What's next.9



Screen width Varies according to application

Inter-Face Openings Varies according to application

Screen Angles Varies according to application

Motors SEW-EURODRIVE high efficiency gear motors

Reducers Shaft mounted

Drive Guards Drive system is enclosed in a solid guard with   
 lift off door for easy removal and replacement.   
 Grease fittings are plumbed to a common point   
 outside guard for easy bearing maintenance. 

Bearings Dodge SC Tapped Base 

Sprockets 80Q17 hardened double-single timed sprockets  
 with split taper bushing.

Drives RC 80 Chain-driven. Variable frequency drives   
 recommended for operating flexibility, included  
 with controls system.

Auto Lube Automatic oiler system for the drive chain   
 including reservoir, solenoid, distribution
 manifold, copper plumbing and adjustable   
 brush applicators; easy sprocket, chain and
 bearing maintenance.

Bulk Handling Systems  I  3592 West 5th Avenue  I  Eugene, OR 97402 USA  I  1.866.688.2066  I  bulkhandlingsystems.com 

The Difference is the Discs

BHS Debris Roll Screen®

BHS DRS Screen Conventional Disc Screen

Our patented discs deliver superior sorting efficiency, material quality 
and throughput rates versus other screens. The BHS Debris Roll Screen® 
is unmatched in its ability to accurately sort a wide range of material 
from a variety of applications.  The BHS’  Tri Disc™ imparts a wavelike 
action into the material stream, efficiently and precisely sizing material 
and minimizing wrapping and jamming.  Typical disc screens have 
uneven openings, allowing for inexact sizing and material wrapping 
and jamming.

General Specifications

Precise openings

10
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BHS Bag Breaker®

BHS Paint Specification

Our standard BHS paint system will meet ISO 12944-5: 1998, corrosivity categories C2 and C3.

Our paint system consists of the following steps:

▪ Surface Preparation: ISO ST-2 thorough hand and power tool cleaning to remove unwanted and/or foreign matter.

▪ Primer:  One coat of Rodda 733823x Low HAP Metal Primer II

▪ Topcoat:  Two coats Rodda 758001x Quick Drying Equipment Enamel

The total paint system as described above will achieve 120 microns NDFT, 4.7 mils.

Application: The BHS Bag Breaker® is designed to minimize shredding of the bags to allow efficient recovery of film.

The majority of the empty bags remain in one to three elongated pieces. The bags exit the machine with

the released material.

Manufacturer: Bulk Handling Systems

Model: BB48

Width: 1220 mm [48”] wide

Length:

Shipping Weight:

Approximately 2.11m [83”] long

Approximately 3600 kg [8000 lbs]

Shafts:

Motors:

Two (2) counter-rotating shafts with heavy-duty double row spherical roller bearings

One (1) 7.5 kW [10 HP] and one (1) 1.5 kW [1 HP] SEW motor with Class II reducers

Noise:

Controls:

<85 dB(a)

Integrated into BHS System Controls

Access doors:

VFD:

Two (2) large access doors reinforced with steel bracing with Signal latches

Variable frequency drives for operating flexibility

Chutes Included

11



The BHS Bag Breaker® opens bags at high volumes without damaging 
content, ensuring maximum recovery of valuable recyclables. The  
patented Bag Breaker® uses large, counter-rotating drums to efficiently 
open the bags and release the contents, discharging them from the 
bottom of the machine. Bags are torn into large pieces for easy removal.

Bagged material can be fed directly into the BHS Bag Breaker® with an 
infeed conveyor to achieve an evenly-metered flow rate. 

Clean-out doors on two sides for easy access and maintenance

 Easy to retrofit into existing facility 

Opens bags without damaging valuable recyclables

Bags are torn to large pieces rather than shredded for easy 
removal

Heavy-duty construction for decreased downtime and long-
operating life

Eliminates the hazard of manual bag opening

What's next.

BHS
Bag Breaker®
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Bulk Handling Systems  I  3592 West 5th Avenue  I  Eugene, OR 97402 USA  I  1.866.688.2066  I  bulkhandlingsystems.com 

Motors Energy efficient motor with Class II gear reducer

Shafts Two (2) counter-rotating shafts with heavy-duty   
 double row spherical roller bearings; 3-15/16”   
 (100mm)

Drum Constructed of heavy-duty rolled plate with    
 3-15/16”(100mm) diameter, C1045 head shaft

Bearings Dodge Type E

Controls Control panel in NEMA 12 enclosure

Access Doors Two (2) large access doors reinforced with steel   
 bracing with signal latches 

Technical Specifications

BHS Bag Breaker®

Model BB-60 BB-72 BB-90

Capacity up to 22  tph up to 30 tph up to 35 tph

Motors 10 hp , 1 hp 20 hp , 3 hp 20 hp , 3 hp
 (7.5 kW, 0.75 kW) (15 kW, 2.2 kW) (15 kW, 2.2 kW)

Access Doors  43"x 36" 43"x 43" 43" x 52"
 (1090 mm x 910 mm) (1090 mm x 1090 mm) (1090 mm x 1320 mm)

Dimensions W  7'-7"   (2.3 m) W  8'- 1" (2.5 m) W 8'- 1" (2.5 m)
 L 8'-1" (2.5 m) L  10'- 4" (3.1 m) L 11'-10" (3.6 m)  
 H 5'-2" (1.6 M) H 5'-2" (1.6 m) H 5'-2" (1.6 m)

Shipping weight 7,900 lbs. 10,100 lbs. 13,100 lbs. 
 (3,600 kg.) (4,600 kg.) (5,950 kg.) 

13
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Nihot Double Drum Separator

Installed Power

1.     Product Input Conveyor (PIC) 1600x 2750mm 5.5 kW

2.     First splitter drum 2.2 kW

3.     Discharge heavy fraction

4.     Expansion Room 3600x 9000mm

5.     First air inlet

6.     Second splitter drum 2.2 kW

7.     Discharge mid fraction

8.     Light Fraction Discharge Conveyor 1600x 11,250mm 9.2 kW

9.     Air return duct

10.   First recirculation fan 2x RF(I) 60 2x 30 kW

11.   Second air inlet

12.   Dust duct

13.   Second recirculation fan RF 50 18.5 kW

14.   Support construction

15.   Stairs and maintenance platform

30.   Filter unit Included

Nihot Coating Specification

The finishing layer is 1x Sigma Steel QD Finish and can be applied in any RAL color according to customer specification (1x 40µm).

Model: DDS1600

Nihot equipment is built using blank-stained and galvanized plates. Blank-stained steel plates are degreased with Sigma Thinner 91-80. The layer is

treated with Sigma Steel QD which consists of a zinc phosphate primer (1x 40µm).

Application: Input material is separated into a heavy, mid-heavy and light fraction due to an installed second rotating

splitter drum and second fan with blow nozzle.

Manufacturer: Nihot

14



SDS: Single Drum Separators
The Single Drum Separator is a highly versatile 
separator that processes a large variety of waste 
streams into two fractions; heavy and light. This 
high capacity separator system is capable of pro-
cessing e.g.:
• Bad shredded materials
• Waste containing large materials
• A high volume percentage of light materials
• Hard and bulky soft materials

DDS: Double Drum Separators
When a three-way separation is desired or a volume 
separation is required, the Nihot Double Drum 
Separator is a good solution. The input material is 
separated into a heavy, mid-heavy and light fraction 
due to an installed second rotating splitter drum 
and second fan with blow nozzle.

Advantages SDS & DDS
• Versatile – processes many different waste 

streams, including high moisture content input
• Gives control of the caloric value of the output
• Removes interferants from input, thus protecting 

the granulators in RDF refinement
• Low maintenance and few wear parts i.e. reduced 

downtime
• Can handle large fraction sizes (plastics and film)
• Low dust emission

These benefits result in fast return on investment, 
low operating costs and superior reliability.

Drum Separators
Besides the superior separation efficiency, the Nihot Drum Separators are 
well known for their ability of handling large volumes of light fractions.  
The robust construction and foolproof functionality guarantee a long  
lasting and trouble free operation. 

The operating principles

15
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Max-AI™ Autonomous QC

Application:

Manufacturer:

Model:

Approx. Dimensions (L x W x H) 10' x 20' x 9' (2.9m x 5.8m x 2.6m)

Machine Weight Approx. 14,000 lbs. (6,400 kg)

Picking Rate up to 240 picks/minute

Max Object Weight 1 lb. (0.5 kg)

Coating powder coated with a textured finish

Structure Color RAL 7012 (dark gray)

Conveyor Speed 180 ft./min (55 m/min)

Air Supply 160 scfm @100psig (4.5 m³/min @ 6.9 BAR) per arm

Power Supply (By Customer) 40A 230V 50/60Hz

Delta bot robotic sorter 4x Included

UL or CE Certification Included

Vision system and enclosure Included

Max-AI™ neural network license Included

Suction based grasping system Included

Identification and sorting of recyclable containers for recovery. Dual-frame, quad-robot configuration for

sorting from two parallel conveyors with common chutes in between.

NRT

AQC-4

16



Max-AI® Autonomous Quality Control (AQC) sorters are 
the ultimate in post-sort automation. When combined 
with NRT optical sorters, the container sorting process 
is 100% autonomous and the need for human contact with 
waste is eliminated.   

The AQC makes multiple sorting decisions autonomously; 
for example separating thermoform trays, aluminum, 
3D fiber and residue from a stream of optically-sorted 
PET bottles. All of this is done at rates exceeding human 
capabilities and each pick is prioritized for profitability. 

This advanced technology uses a machine vision system 
to see the material, specialized artificial intelligence to 
think and identify each item, and a robot to pick targeted 
items or contamination. Max-AI AQC sorters provide 
MRF operators with sustained and consistent sorting 
performance while improving MRF safety, recovery, 
product quality and operational expenses.

Sorting Range 
63 inches
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A completely autonomous high-volume 
recovery solution. Provides additional 
benefit when paired with NRT sorters.

Exceeds human capabilities in every 
metric including pick rate, accuracy, & 
uptime; and sustains those capabilities 
every minute of the day.

Picks are prioritized by value, weight, 
or other operator specifications. 
Priorities are easily adjusted when 
market conditions change.

Up to six discrete sorts from a single unit.

Advanced neural networks can be 
retrained to identify new materials 
as waste streams change.

Max Autonomous QC

MIXED PAPER

The Max AQC automates QC positions and positively recovers recyclables

CONTAINER LINE SORTS       

PET BOTTLES
PET TRAYS

HDPE-N
HDPE-C

MIXED PLASTICS

ALUMINUM

CARDBOARD

BLACK PLASTICSASEPTICS/
CARTONS

 

FIBER LINE SORTS       

CONTAINERS RESIDUECARDBOARD

AVAILABLE SOON

18



“I don’t get sick. I don’t need breaks, lunches or days off. I work harder, longer 
and better than anyone else. I’m more accurate and more efficient than anyone 
could be. Thanks to my intelligent neural network, I’m capable of learning on 
the job so I can adapt to changing conditions and variables. I was created to 
do this job and I look forward every day to fulfilling my promise while lowering 
costs, improving productivity and delivering higher profits for my employers.”

I am Max. I was created to do this job. 

max-ai.com

BULK HANDLING SYSTEMS  |  Eugene, Oregon USA  |  866.688.2066  |  bulkhandlingsystems.com
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NES 200 2.0 E...

Antriebe
Drives

Entraînement

E 61...

kW

5,5

7,5

9,2

9,2

9,2

9,2

7,5

Typ
Type
Type

Abmessungen
Dimensions
Dimensions

NES 50 1.0 E...

NES 75 1.0 E...

NES 100 2.0 E...

NES 125 2.0 E...

NES 150 2.0 E...

a

mm

1250

1380

1630

1880

2130

2630

3130

E 36...

kW

-

-

5,5

5,5

5,5

-

-

Polsystem
Pole system

système polaire

E 36...

b

mm

-

-

2083

2333

2583

-

-

E 50...

b

mm

1560

1695

1944

2060

2510

3010

-

  E 61...

b

mm

1622

1766

2078

2328

2578

3078

3610

c

mm

1200

1330

1580

1830

2080

2580

3080

d

mm

1000

1250

1500

1750

2000

2500

3000

e

mm

4625

5675

6375

7630

f

mm

1250

1500

2200

2455

g

mm

2100

2900

3900

h

mm

2x550

2x675

3x680

3X765

j

mm

2x890

3x860

5X720

k

mm

1250

1380

1630

1880

2130

2650

3150

l

mm

270

120

 - 

m

mm

75

80

80

E 50...

kW

4,0

4,0

4,0

5,5

5,5

5,5

-

courroie

3,0

3,0

Band
belt

kW

2,2

2,2

2,2

2,2

3,02 x 1,2

2 x 1,6

2 x 3,0

Vibr. Rinne
Vibr. feeder

couloir
vibrant

kW

2 x 0,4

2 x 0,6

2 x 0,8

2 x 1,2

n

mm

250

255

245NES 250 300 E...

A

für Gurtwechsel
for belt change

pour changement
de la bandeA – A

Die Materialbreite an der Übergabe darf ein Maß
von Rinnenbreite -200 mm nicht unterschreiten.

The material width at the material handoff must not remain
under the dimension of the pan width (-200 mm).

La largeur des produits au point de transfert des matières
ne doit pas être inférieure à la largeur de la goulotte -200 mm.

A

 35

 70
 1

8

X

ZOR 240...

X

Veillez à des 
supports découplés!

Take care of 
uncoupled supports!

Unterstützungskon-
struktion kundenseitig

Supports by customer

Construction de
support par le client

Auf Schwingungs-
entkopplung achten!
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PAAL KontiTM Baler

Kadant PAAL’s Konti H channel baler features high throughput and bale weights with low energy consumption.

Features of the PAAL Konti H channel baler

u Optimized knife, stamper, and channel design

u Modern axial piston pumps with low drive power

u Advanced positional ram measurement system

u Large door at rear section of baler

u PLC offering remote access and service as well as high resolution operator panel

Benefits of the PAAL Konti H channel baler

u High throughput and bale weights

u Low energy consumption

u Easy access to tying unit via optional ladder to three-sided platform

u Simple operation and maintenance

u Low total cost of ownership

275 H to 425 H Series 

Kadant PAAL was founded in 1854 in Osnabrück, Germany. Since its introduction of the first 
continuously operated horizontal baler in 1960, PAAL has delivered more than 30,000 machines and 
today is the #1 channel baler manufacturer in Europe.
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PAAL KONTI BALER 275 H TO 425 H SERIES

N

I

C

DE

G H
A

O

M

B
P

L

K

A* B C D E G H* I K L M N O P

KONTI  275 H 433.5 87.8 202.8 63.0 174.7 206.2 227.3 110.2 17.7 29.5 144.5 40.2 33.9 43.3

KONTI  325 H 476.0 99.6 202.8 68.9 202.2 236.7 239.3 110.2 17.7 29.5 144.5 40.2 33.9 43.3

KONTI  425 H 523.4 104.3 202.8 78.7 225.9 265.2 258.2 110.2 17.7 29.5 144.5 40.2 33.9 43.3

*Maximum length for specified hopper opening Dimensions are in inches.

PAAL Konti Baler 275 H to 425 H Series-1000 (BHS US) 04/2017 
© 2017 Kadant Inc.

Technical data and measurements

PAAL KONTI H SERIES 275 H 325 H 425 H

Pressing force US tons 90 111 134

Spec. pressing force psi 141 174 210

Tunnel cross section inch 30 x 44 30 x 44 30 x 44

Hopper opening inch 63 x 41 69 x 41 79 x 41

Feeding volume yd³ 2.62 2.81 3.10

Number of wires pieces 5 5 5

Driving power HP 50 74 2x 50 50 74 2x 50 2x 74 60 74 2x 50 2x 74 3x 74

Press output (ideal) max. yd³/h 543 798 942 458 680 811 1,151 386 589 706 1,027 1,373

Press output (under load) max. yd³/h 327 477 589 275 405 504 713 262 360 451 647 876

Press capacity (weight)

• 59 lb/yd³ (e.g., flattened OCC) US t/h 9.4 13.8 17.1 8.3 12.1 14.9 20.9 7.7 10.5 13.2 18.7 25.9

• 101 lb/yd³ (e.g., mixed paper) US t/h 16.0 23.1 28.1 13.2 19.8 24.3 33.6 12.7 17.6 21.5 30.9 41.9

• 169 lb/yd³ (e.g., newspaper, magazines) US t/h 23.7 33.6 40.8 19.8 28.7 35.3 48.0 19.8 25.9 32.5 44.6 58.4

Baler weight US tons 28 31 39

 Dimensions are in inches.

B U L K  H A N D L I N G  S Y S T E M S    |    8 6 6 - 6 8 8 - 2 0 6 6    |    S A L E S @ B H S E Q U I P. C O M
E X C L U S I V E  D I S T R I B U T O R  O F  P A A L  B A L E R S  T O  M R F s  I N  T H E  U . S .  &  C A N A D A

24



HTR-B      NEW   

   HIGH COMPRESSION TWO-RAM BALER  

   WITH PLASTIC TYING SYSTEM
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            Technical data and measurements

HTR

pressing force t (kN)

spec. pressing force N/cm²

press box dimension cm

hopper opening cm

number of tyings pieces

driving power kW

press output (at input density of 80 kg/m
3
) max. m³/h

press output (at input density of 150 kg/m
3
) max. m³/h

press output (at input density of 200 kg/m
3
) max. m³/h

press capacity (weight)

• 80 kg/m
3
 e.g. alfalfa or grass ca. t/h

• 150 kg/m
3
 e.g. RDF ca. t/h

• 200 kg/m
3
 e.g. MSW ca. t/h

baler weight (according to equipment) ca. t

Dimenssions in mm A

HTR 425 9239

HTR 700 9423

   Special FEATURES of the new HTR two-ram baler:

•

•

•

•

•

•

Stand 12/16

Multipurpose baler for compacting municipal solid waste (MSW), refuse derived fuel (RDF), recyclable material like plastic, carton, paper, etc.

and agriculture material like alfalfa, grass, straw, etc. into high density bales

Automatic binding with polyester straps incorporated on the telescopic tunnel

Bales tied with polyester straps are ideal for incineration because plastic does not damage the incineration equipment as it is burned during the process

Binding process is carried out during compaction process of next bale                  

www.kadantpaal.com

Reduces operating cost: lower transportation (high bale density) and lower consumables (binding with polyester straps)

Easy operation by a new multi-functional 9” Touch-Panel with recipe management and comprehensive display of functions and data including data transfer
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CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Sherry Hanlon
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Comment Re: EEA No. 15990
Date: Monday, March 8, 2021 7:43:41 PM

Alex Strysky ,

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Alex Strysky - EEA No. 15990 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Secretary Theoharides;

I stand with community members in opposition to a project proposed by Parallel Products of
New England (PPNE), to construct and operate a glass recycling and dirty Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF), as well as a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) processing facility and biosolids
plant in the New Bedford Business Park.

The reasons for our opposition include the following: 
• 400+ trucks a day will be traveling on residential roads through an already congested area.
The highway interchanges onto these roads were not constructed to handle this volume of
traffic and are already rated F. We expect back-ups, traffic hazards and further damage to the
roadways. 
• The increased environmental nuisances of noise and odors associated with the emissions
from the proposed business operations. We will be exposed to chemical pollutants from waste,
volatile organic compounds and PFAS associated with the operation. 
• A disruption to our quality of life from the planned 24/7 hours and nature of the operations. 
• The negative impact on our property values. The proposed facility will be in very close
proximity to a residential neighborhood. 
• The proposed facility will place further burden on a city already impacted by pollution. New
Bedford has been working for years to remediate the environmental damage created in its
industrial past. 
• The proposed facility is clearly an exploitation of an environmental justice community. 
• PPNE has a poor track record of being a “good neighbor” and already has been caught
dumping materials in a protected area on the site. 
• PPNE is claiming that they are helping to solve the city’s “waste problems” although they will
be accepting waste from OTHER cities. 
• PPNE is falsely calling their facility a “Green Energy Center” because they will have solar

mailto:sch@hanlonlawoffice.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov


panels. They conveniently neglect to acknowledge the many aspects of the business that are
everything but GREEN. 
• The proposed facility is in direct contradiction to the goals of the Climate Action and
Resilience Plan recently adopted by the City of New Bedford

For the health, safety, security, and well-being of the citizens of our communities, we ask all
elected and appointed officials and agencies in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, to
immediately take action to stop this project proposed for the City of New Bedford.

Sherry Hanlon 
sch@hanlonlawoffice.com 
9 Madison St 
Taunton, Massachusetts 02780



CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Robert Michael Pittsley
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Comment Re: EEA No. 15990
Date: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 10:51:07 PM

Alex Strysky ,

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Alex Strysky - EEA No. 15990 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Secretary Theoharides;

I stand with community members in opposition to a project proposed by Parallel Products of
New England (PPNE), to construct and operate a glass recycling and dirty Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF), as well as a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) processing facility and biosolids
plant in the New Bedford Business Park.

The reasons for our opposition include the following: 
• 400+ trucks a day will be traveling on residential roads through an already congested area.
The highway interchanges onto these roads were not constructed to handle this volume of
traffic and are already rated F. We expect back-ups, traffic hazards and further damage to the
roadways. 
• The increased environmental nuisances of noise and odors associated with the emissions
from the proposed business operations. We will be exposed to chemical pollutants from waste,
volatile organic compounds and PFAS associated with the operation. 
• A disruption to our quality of life from the planned 24/7 hours and nature of the operations. 
• The negative impact on our property values. The proposed facility will be in very close
proximity to a residential neighborhood. 
• The proposed facility will place further burden on a city already impacted by pollution. New
Bedford has been working for years to remediate the environmental damage created in its
industrial past. 
• The proposed facility is clearly an exploitation of an environmental justice community. 
• PPNE has a poor track record of being a “good neighbor” and already has been caught
dumping materials in a protected area on the site. 
• PPNE is claiming that they are helping to solve the city’s “waste problems” although they will
be accepting waste from OTHER cities. 
• PPNE is falsely calling their facility a “Green Energy Center” because they will have solar

mailto:rpittsley6@gmail.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov


panels. They conveniently neglect to acknowledge the many aspects of the business that are
everything but GREEN. 
• The proposed facility is in direct contradiction to the goals of the Climate Action and
Resilience Plan recently adopted by the City of New Bedford

For the health, safety, security, and well-being of the citizens of our communities, we ask all
elected and appointed officials and agencies in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, to
immediately take action to stop this project proposed for the City of New Bedford.

Robert Michael Pittsley 
rpittsley6@gmail.com 
56 Norfolk Street 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139



CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Diane Fine
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Comment Re: EEA No. 15990
Date: Thursday, March 11, 2021 7:23:33 AM

Alex Strysky ,

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Alex Strysky - EEA No. 15990 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Secretary Theoharides;

I stand with community members in opposition to a project proposed by Parallel Products of
New England (PPNE), to construct and operate a glass recycling and dirty Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF), as well as a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) processing facility and biosolids
plant in the New Bedford Business Park.

The reasons for our opposition include the following: 
• 400+ trucks a day will be traveling on residential roads through an already congested area.
The highway interchanges onto these roads were not constructed to handle this volume of
traffic and are already rated F. We expect back-ups, traffic hazards and further damage to the
roadways. 
• The increased environmental nuisances of noise and odors associated with the emissions
from the proposed business operations. We will be exposed to chemical pollutants from waste,
volatile organic compounds and PFAS associated with the operation. 
• A disruption to our quality of life from the planned 24/7 hours and nature of the operations. 
• The negative impact on our property values. The proposed facility will be in very close
proximity to a residential neighborhood. 
• The proposed facility will place further burden on a city already impacted by pollution. New
Bedford has been working for years to remediate the environmental damage created in its
industrial past. 
• The proposed facility is clearly an exploitation of an environmental justice community. 
• PPNE has a poor track record of being a “good neighbor” and already has been caught
dumping materials in a protected area on the site. 
• PPNE is claiming that they are helping to solve the city’s “waste problems” although they will
be accepting waste from OTHER cities. 
• PPNE is falsely calling their facility a “Green Energy Center” because they will have solar

mailto:d1028@verizon.net
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov


panels. They conveniently neglect to acknowledge the many aspects of the business that are
everything but GREEN. 
• The proposed facility is in direct contradiction to the goals of the Climate Action and
Resilience Plan recently adopted by the City of New Bedford

For the health, safety, security, and well-being of the citizens of our communities, we ask all
elected and appointed officials and agencies in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, to
immediately take action to stop this project proposed for the City of New Bedford.

Diane Fine 
d1028@verizon.net 
31 frances dr 
Stoughton, Massachusetts 02072



CAUTION: This email originated from a sender outside of the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts mail system.  Do not click on links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: Sabine von Mering
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Subject: Comment Re: EEA No. 15990
Date: Thursday, March 11, 2021 7:11:05 AM

Alex Strysky ,

Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) 
Attn: MEPA Office 
Alex Strysky - EEA No. 15990 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA 02114

Dear Secretary Theoharides;

I stand with community members in opposition to a project proposed by Parallel Products of
New England (PPNE), to construct and operate a glass recycling and dirty Materials Recovery
Facility (MRF), as well as a Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) processing facility and biosolids
plant in the New Bedford Business Park.

The reasons for our opposition include the following: 
• 400+ trucks a day will be traveling on residential roads through an already congested area.
The highway interchanges onto these roads were not constructed to handle this volume of
traffic and are already rated F. We expect back-ups, traffic hazards and further damage to the
roadways. 
• The increased environmental nuisances of noise and odors associated with the emissions
from the proposed business operations. We will be exposed to chemical pollutants from waste,
volatile organic compounds and PFAS associated with the operation. 
• A disruption to our quality of life from the planned 24/7 hours and nature of the operations. 
• The negative impact on our property values. The proposed facility will be in very close
proximity to a residential neighborhood. 
• The proposed facility will place further burden on a city already impacted by pollution. New
Bedford has been working for years to remediate the environmental damage created in its
industrial past. 
• The proposed facility is clearly an exploitation of an environmental justice community. 
• PPNE has a poor track record of being a “good neighbor” and already has been caught
dumping materials in a protected area on the site. 
• PPNE is claiming that they are helping to solve the city’s “waste problems” although they will
be accepting waste from OTHER cities. 
• PPNE is falsely calling their facility a “Green Energy Center” because they will have solar

mailto:sabine.vonmering@gmail.com
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov


panels. They conveniently neglect to acknowledge the many aspects of the business that are
everything but GREEN. 
• The proposed facility is in direct contradiction to the goals of the Climate Action and
Resilience Plan recently adopted by the City of New Bedford

For the health, safety, security, and well-being of the citizens of our communities, we ask all
elected and appointed officials and agencies in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, to
immediately take action to stop this project proposed for the City of New Bedford.

Sabine von Mering 
sabine.vonmering@gmail.com 
6 Melville Place 
Wayland, Massachusetts 01778





















From: Canfield, Karen B (HOU)
To: Strysky, Alexander (EEA)
Cc: Hendricks, Christopher - Rep. (HOU); r_3@yahoo.com
Subject: Final Environmental Impact Report: EEA #15990 (Parallel Products, 100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford)
Date: Thursday, March 18, 2021 11:39:13 AM
Attachments: Commissioner Suuberg Letter (Parallel Products).pdf

Dear Mr. Stryky,
Please find attached a letter from Representative Christopher Hendricks outlining his concerns
about the proposed Parallel Products expansion in New Bedford. This is submitted as part of
the public comment testimony for EEA #15990.  Please let us know if you'd like additional
information.
Sincerely,
Karen Canfield

Karen B. Canfield
The Office of Representative Christopher Hendricks
11th Bristol District (Acushnet and New Bedford)

(please note that The State House is currently closed. Email and voicemail are monitored daily)
617-722-2305  x8326
Karen.Canfield@mahouse.gov

mailto:karen.canfield@mahouse.gov
mailto:alexander.strysky@mass.gov
mailto:chris.hendricks@mahouse.gov
mailto:r_3@yahoo.com







































































 

 

  
Secretary Kathleen Theoharides  
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs   
Attn: MEPA Office  
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900  
Boston, MA 02114  
  
Regarding: Parallel Products of New England, LLC, 100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford,  
Massachusetts, Final Environmental Impact Report, EOEEA No. 15990  
  
To Whom It May Concern:  
  
The undersigned would like to express its serious concerns regarding the project proposed by 
Parallel Products of New England, LLC (the “Proponent”) to be sited at 100 Duchaine 
Boulevard, New Bedford, (the “Site”) and described in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
(“FEIR”) described above (the “Proposed Facility”). The FEIR did not adequately address 
concerns raised in the comments to the DEIR, and the undersigned therefore request that the 
Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (“EEA”) issue a 
Certificate requiring the Proponent to generate a supplemental EIR, and provide guidance on 
the scope of additional study and analysis needed.  
  
Conservation Law Foundation (“CLF”) is a non-profit, member supported regional 
environmental organization working to conserve natural resources, protect public health, and 
promote thriving communities in New England. Through CLF’s Zero Waste Project, CLF aims 
to protect New England communities from the dangers posed by unsustainable waste generation 
and disposal. CLF’s Massachusetts members include residents with a deep interest in protecting 
our natural resources and in reducing the need for landfills and incinerators and promoting Zero 
Waste programs in the Commonwealth.  
 
South Coast Neighbors United is a non-profit, grassroots organization of concerned residents 
who came together in 2015 in opposition to Access Northeast, a project proposed to expand and 
construct unnecessary and dangerous natural gas infrastructure in South Coast communities. 
SCNU shares factual information with the public about the true risks that this, and other similar 
projects, pose to their community’s health, safety, financial security, and the environment. 
 
Community Action Works is a non-profit, regional organization that works side by side with 
everyday people to confront those who are polluting and harming the health of our communities. 
They partner with the people who are most impacted by environmental problems and train them 
with the know-how anyone would need to make change in their own backyard. 

  

March 26, 2021   
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The Proposed Facility includes:  

• Glass processing plant that will crush, size, and separate glass by color that has been 
collected through the Massachusetts bottle deposit system.1 This glass cullet will then be 
sold for the production of new glass products;  

• Rail sidetrack to be built from the existing rail line adjacent to 100 Duchaine Boulevard;2 
• Solar canopies to be constructed on a canopy system;3  
• Transfer station for Municipal Solid Waste (“MSW”) and Construction and Demolition 

(“C&D”) materials, with some processing (“Proposed Transfer Station,” or “Proposed 
Dirty MRF”) that will accept about 450,000 tons of trash a year, (1,500 tons a day, 300 
days a year) and ship almost all of that waste out for disposal by rail;4 and,  

• Sewer sludge drying facility that will accept about 15,000 tons of sewer sludge a year 
(50 tons a day).5  
  

As per 301 CMR 11.07, the final EIR should expound on “aspects of the Project or issue that 
require further description or analysis and a response to comments. . .”6 Within seven days after 
the close of the public comment period, the Secretary of the EEA shall determine if the FEIR is 
adequate or inadequate.5 If inadequate, the Secretary shall require the Proponent to file a 
supplemental EIR in accordance with 301 CMR 11.07.7   

While the undersigned reserve their right to comment more specifically in the future regarding 
noise, odor, traffic, vector, water and air pollution, impacts on nearby residents, and greenhouse 
gas concerns, we request that the Secretary require the Proponent to provide more detailed 
information in a supplemental EIR regarding the impact of the Proposed Dirty MRF and rail 
transport on the Commonwealth’s solid waste system, the Environmental Justice community 
the Proposed Facility would be located in, a baseline review of soil and groundwater 
conditions at the Site, how a sewer sludge drying facility would impact sludge treatment and 
disposal in the region, and the leachate generated and best treatment options for that leachate 
for the following reasons:  
 
 I.  Impact of Proposed Facility on Commonwealth’s Solid Waste System  

  
 

1 Certificate of the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, January 30, 2020, p. 2.  
2 Id.  
3 Id.  
4 Id. and FEIR, p. 190. 
5 Id. and FEIR, p. 190. 
6 301 CMR 11.07(4) 
7 301 CMR 11.08(8)(c)2. 
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A. Solid Waste Disposal in Massachusetts – No Progress in Last Ten Years 

In 2019, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts generated 5.5 million tons of solid waste for 
disposal.8 This is 100,000 tons more than we disposed of a decade ago in 2010, despite plans to 
significantly decrease disposal by 2020, the almost total elimination of office paper and 
newspapers, and the increased infrastructure for processing food waste. In its 2020 Solid Waste 
Master Plan: A Pathway to Zero Waste9 and the 2030 Draft Solid Waste Master Plan10, the 
Department of Environmental Protection of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (“MassDEP”) 
continues to frame solid waste as an issue of providing disposal capacity. In other words, 
providing some place for our trash to go, even if that means continuing to allow the oldest 
incinerator in the country to belch pollution in Saugus, or continuing to ship trash to Ohio, New 
York, South Carolina, New Hampshire, Maine, and Virginia.11  

 

This approach has not worked to reduce disposal, and it will not work. New Hampshire similarly 
has historically permitted new landfill capacity in an effort to provide disposal options for its 
residents and business sector, and imports almost a million tons of waste a year for disposal from 
out of state.12 Yet New Hampshire also exports about 500,000 tons of waste each year to be 

 
8 2019 Solid Waste Data Update, https://www.mass.gov/doc/2019-solid-waste-data-update/download, p. 
3. Disposal for the purposes of these comments means burned in an incinerator or buried in a landfill.  
9 Massachusetts 2010-2020 Solid Waste Master Plan, April 2013, https://www.mass.gov/doc/2010-2020-
solid-waste-master-plan-a-pathway-to-zero-waste/download  
10 Draft for Public Comment, Massachusetts 2030 Solid Waste Master Plan September 2019, 
https://www.mass.gov/doc/draft-2030-solid-waste-master-plan/download 
11 Id. at p. 5. 
12 2019 Biennial Solid Waste Report, NH DES, p. 4 
https://www.des.nh.gov/sites/g/files/ehbemt341/files/documents/2020-01/r-wmd-19-02.pdf 
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landfilled elsewhere13, meaning New Hampshire’s landfills are not actually netting a benefit for 
New Hampshire. Disposal will decrease when it is NOT convenient.  

In reality, the scarcer disposal capacity is, the more likely it will be that we will take meaningful 
action to reduce, reuse, and recycle, once we are resolved to do so. Connecticut has rejected 
building a “massive transfer station for shipping waste out of state” when faced with the 
imminent closure of one of their largest solid waste incinerators.14 Instead, Connecticut’s 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is pursuing, “unit-based pricing for solid 
waste disposal, greater promotion of recycling, and separation of food waste for composting.”15 

The Commonwealth must also stop enabling endless waste disposal. The easier and cheaper it is 
to dispose of waste, the more the system remains unchanged, and the harder it is to establish 
working Zero Waste programs. Instead, the Commonwealth must also adopt unit-based pricing 
to incentivize waste reduction, strengthen and establish producer responsibility systems, like the 
Bottle Bill and EPR for packaging, entirely ban disposal of food scraps, and enforce our existing 
waste bans vigorously. As shown on the pie chart below, much of the trash we are disposing of 
could be recycled or composted if it was properly sorted at its source. We have good, workable 
solutions that would save cities, towns, and businesses money and create good, local jobs. We 
should follow Connecticut’s lead and NOT build huge transfer stations to ship our waste out of 
state. 

 
13 The NCES "public benefit" report, p. 4 cites both CDD and MSW export figures. 
https://www4.des.state.nh.us/IISProxy/IISProxy.dll?ContentId=4834062 
14 “Lamont won’t back $330M trash plant subsidy” Harford Business Journal, July 15, 2020 
https://www.hartfordbusiness.com/article/lamont-wont-back-330m-trash-plant-subsidy 
15 Id. 
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The Proponent failed to address any of these concerns in the FEIR. The Proposed Facility would 
not enable or encourage the Commonwealth to reduce, reuse, recycle or compost our trash, 
obviating the need for disposal. Instead, this would make it easier and cheaper to ship our waste 
out of state, and out of mind. This is unacceptable and in direct contradiction to the goals and 
polices adopted by the Commonwealth. The undersigned request that the Secretary require the 
Proponent submit a supplemental EIR to address this problem, and explain how this Proposed 
Facility would do anything other than encourage the Commonwealth to generate solid waste 
for disposal. 

B. Recycling in Massachusetts – Broken and Expensive 

Our recycling system is also broken. Right now in Massachusetts, only about 690,000 tons of 
materials a year are collected and brought to materials recycling facilities, or MRFs.16 There, 
materials collected mainly from curbside recycling systems are sorted manually and by 
machines. MRFs do not accept trash, but recyclables diverted from the waste stream.  

When waste companies adopted single stream collection systems for recycling about ten years 
ago, they told the public to throw items in recycling that there has never been a market to 
recycle.17 MRFs, many run by waste companies, sent very contaminated bundles of mixed plastic 

 
16 Massachusetts Materials Management Capacity Study, MSW Consultants, MassDEP, February, 2019, 
page 2-5, https://www.mass.gov/doc/massachusetts-materials-management-capacity-study-
february2019/download  
17 Cambridge Switches to Single-Stream Recycling, August 18, 2010, “There are also going to be new 
materials that are going to be accepted as part of the single-stream program: empty pizza boxes; big 
plastic items like laundry baskets, buckets, plastic toys; spiral cans like those that potato chips, coffee, or 
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and paper to China, where it was further sorted and/or recycled or disposed of.18 Now that China 
is no longer willing to accept our low grade materials, the recycling market has fallen apart.19 As 
a result, those same waste companies are charging cities and towns in Massachusetts 
astronomical per ton tipping fees to accept and sort their recycling.20  
 
Many of these single stream materials are not recycled, but downcycled, or worse, disposed of 
and used as landfill cover. Plastic beverage containers that are not covered by deposit systems 
are unlikely to be recycled. The national recycling rate for plastic beverage containers collected 
curbside is only 28%, while the national recycling rate for plastic containers in bottle bill states is 
72%.21 According to the National Waste and Recycling Association, 25% of what is placed into 
single-stream recycling is too contaminated to go anywhere other than a landfill22 only 40% of 
glass placed into single-stream recycling collections actually gets recycled.23 In other words, 
even the bottles, cans, cardboard, and paper in curbside systems are NOT getting purchased by 
recycling companies after they leave the MRFs to be made into new bottles, cans, cardboard, and 
paper. 
 
Against this backdrop, the idea that Proponent will be able to extract usable recyclables with any 
value from a Dirty MRF is ludicrous.  
 
Proponent is proposing to construct a “Transfer Station” but operate parts of it like a “Dirty 
MRF.” 310 CMR 16.00 defines a “Transfer Station,” as a “handling facility where solid waste is 
brought, stored, and transferred from one vehicle or container to another vehicle or container for 
transport off-site to a solid waste handling or disposal facility.” Some of the waste would be 
delivered baled to the Proposed Facility, and then it will be loaded directly onto rail cars to be 
shipped off-site for disposal. None of the baled MSW would be recycled.24 The Proposed 
Facility would also accept C&D residuals (Construction and Demolition materials that are left 
over after all of the recyclables have been extracted) and C&D bulky waste, both of which have 

 
nuts come in; and empty paper coffee cups.” None of these items are accepted now in curbside 
programs, and none of them were recyclable then. http://www.warmhomecoolplanet.org/cambridge-
switches-singlestream-recycling/ 
18 https://e360.yale.edu/features/piling-up-how-chinas-ban-on-importing-waste-has-stalled-global-
recycling#:~:text=It has been a year since China jammed,world’s recyclable waste for the past quarter 
century. 
19 Id. 
20 https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2020/01/11/national-recycling-crisis-hits-hard-western-
massachusetts/cn6o05CAvXmYzwyqWFCniJ/story.html 
21 Simon Scarr & Marco Hernandez, Downing in Plastic: Visualizing the World’s Addiction to Plastic 
Bottles, Reuters. (Sept. 4, 2019). 
22 Maggie Koerth, The Era of Easy Recycling May be Coming to an End, FiveThirtyEight (Jan. 10, 2019). 
23 Mitch Jacoby, Why Glass Recycling in the U.S. Is Broken, Chemical & Engineering News (Feb. 11, 
2019). 
24 DEIR, page 7.  
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little or no recyclable value.25 In regards to the baled MSW and C&D waste, the Proposed 
Facility would be a Transfer Station.  
 
A “Dirty MRF” is a Materials Recycling Facility that accepts and processes recyclables mixed in 
trash, including food scraps, household hazardous waste, and the non-recyclable materials 
commonly found in residential and commercial waste, as well as recyclable materials. Proponent 
plans to cherry pick recyclables out of the loose MSW -- by hand or mechanization -- to remove 
recyclable commodities based on changing markets, which Proponent lists as metals, cardboard, 
aluminum, wood, glass, PET plastic, paper and other plastics.26 The rest of the MSW would be 
baled and shipped out on rail cars.   

Unfortunately, due to high levels of contamination (materials that are not recyclable) this is 
untenable at a Dirty MRF. If MRFs are not producing clean recyclable materials cheaply, why 
would the Commonwealth consider allowing a Dirty MRF to be built? The Proposed Facility 
would do nothing but ensure that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts continued shipping 
trash, at least 450,000 tons a year, out of state for the indefinite future.  

C. The Proposed Dirty MRF is a highly optimistic, inefficient, misguided, and polluting 
concept:   

Optimistic, because a Dirty MRF is even more unlikely to yield any marketable recyclables than 
a regular MRF. Proponent estimates that this Dirty MRF would extract about 20%, or more, from 
the MSW for recycling. The rest would be shipped out of state to be landfilled or burned in an 
incinerator. The DEIR is unclear on what that 20% recyclable materials actually represents, 
particularly given how little of the materials will be recyclable as:  

• None of the baled MSW will be recycled.   
• Organics like food scraps and yard waste usually comprise about a third of MSW, and 

none of them are recyclable. Organics should be source separated initially so they don’t 
contaminate the recyclables and so they can be composted. 

• The type of C&D the Proponent is planning to accept is by definition unrecyclable.   
• Most of the cardboard, paper, and glass will be too contaminated by food and other 

materials to sell.   
• Proponent states that it plans on processing Bottle Bill glass at their glass facility, not 

glass from their own Dirty MRF, probably because it would contaminate the cullet they 
will produce. Proponent will not recycle glass from their own Dirty MRF. 

 
25 DEIR, page 8.  
26 DEIR, page 9.  
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• Metal (including aluminum) is only about 4% of the waste stream.27 Currently there is no 
market for most plastic – only PET and HDPE plastics are getting recycled, and only then  
if they are well-sorted and clean. According to the most recent 2019 Waste 
Characterization Studies, they account for about 5% of the waste stream.19  

Inefficient, because the expense of processing the materials is unlikely to pay for itself. It would 
be much more efficient if materials were sorted and diverted up front before they went into the 
trash or single-stream containers. Even in the current depressed markets places like the Towns of 
Wellesley or Sturbridge that deep sort their recyclables still can sell much of their 
cardboard/paper and containers for a profit, because they are clean and uncontaminated. In fact, 
if the food scraps, yard waste, and recyclable materials like containers, cardboard, and textiles 
were not initially commingled, somewhere between 70%-80% of the Commonwealth’s MSW 
could be composted or recycled.15   

Misguided, because while the DEIR states, “The proposed project is being developed to fill a 
need in the Commonwealth for processing and economical transfer to out of state proposal sites,” 
in accordance with the Massachusetts 2010-2020 Solid Waste Master Plan, in actuality that plan 
was called “A Pathway to Zero Waste,” because it prioritized the reduction, recycling, and 
composting of solid waste. Shipping solid waste out of Massachusetts was never the goal of 
MassDEP, in fact over the last ten years it has been viewed as a policy failure at Solid Waste 
Action Committee meetings held at MassDEP.  

Polluting, because investing in the Proposed Dirty MRF may seem like investing in recycling 
infrastructure, when in actuality it will be an investment in polluting landfills to accept our 
surfeit of solid waste in states with less rigorous siting regulations, like New Hampshire, Ohio, or 
Virginia. Given that all landfills leak toxic leachate28 and emit toxic landfill gas,17 this is 
polluting and morally reprehensible.  

The Proposed Dirty MRF will result in no reduction, no composting, and little, if any, recycling 
of the Commonwealth’s waste. It will also exacerbate two major impediments to the evolution of 
Massachusetts’ solid waste system: 1) Cheap out of state disposal has allowed us to avoid 

 
27 Overall Waste Composition by Detailed Material Category, 2016 Sampling Excel Spreadsheet, 
https://www.mass.gov/guides/solid-waste-master-plan#-waste-characterization-&-capacity-studies- 14 
Overall Waste Composition by Detailed Material Category, 2016 Sampling Excel Spreadsheet, 
https://www.mass.gov/guides/solid-waste-master-plan#-waste-characterization-&-capacity-studies- 15 
Overall Waste Composition by Detailed Material Category, 2016 Sampling Excel Spreadsheet, 
https://www.mass.gov/guides/solid-waste-master-plan#-waste-characterization-&-capacity-studies-  
28 All Landfills Leak, and Our Health and Environment Pay the Toxic Price, Kirstie Pecci,  
https://www.clf.org/blog/all-landfills-leak-and-our-health-and-environment-pay-the-toxic-price/ 17 
Landfills Have a Huge Greenhouse Gas Problem. Here’s What We Can Do About It, Erica Gies, 
Ensia,  
October 25, 2016, https://ensia.com/features/methane-landfills/  
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adopting programs to incentivize waste reduction; and, 2) Poor recycling systems that generate 
poor quality recyclables, moving us no closer to circular production systems.   

The bales of trash would be loaded onto rail cars for disposal off site, “generally out of state,” 
said the Proponent.29 

The undersigned request that the Secretary require the Proponent submit a supplemental EIR 
to address this what marketable materials they will remove from the trash to achieve 20%, 
especially considering that much of the waste they accept will be transferred without 
extracting any recyclables. 

 II.  Environmental Justice Impacts of the Proposed Facility  

Waste transfer stations like this one have long been recognized as a health and environmental 
burden when located in dense, low-income communities.  In 2000, a report prepared for the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) by the National Environmental Justice Advisory 
Council (“NEJAC”) found that transfer stations “are disproportionately clustered in low-income 
communities and communities of color,” and that these stations “can bring many problems to a 
community if they are not managed correctly,” including “quality of life issues such as noise, 
odor, litter, and traffic, . . . environmental concerns associated with poor air quality (from idling 
diesel-fueled trucks and from particulate matter such as dust and glass).”30  In its analysis for 
EPA, NEJAC also found that “when issuing permits for [transfer stations], local permitting 
agencies typically fail to consult with potentially impacted neighborhoods regarding the 
environmental impact of proposed [transfer stations].”31  

Proponent recognizes that “EJ populations are those segments of the population that the 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs has determined to be most at risk of being unaware of 
or unable to participate in environmental decision-making or to gain access to state 
environmental resources or are especially vulnerable.”32 Proponent acknowledges that the Site is 
within “an Environmental Justice area.”33 so it meets the first condition necessary to trigger 
additional procedural requirements, as well as enhanced analysis. The Proposed Facility also 
exceeds “a mandatory EIR threshold for air, solid and hazardous waste. . . or wastewater sewage 
sludge treatment and disposal,” and as such, the EJ Policy requires not only enhanced public 
participation through, “use of alternative media outlets such as community or ethnic newspapers. 

 
29 https://www.southcoasttoday.com/news/20190329/business-of-waste-parallel-products-and-neighbors-
dont-see-it-same 
30 NEJAC, A Regulatory Strategy for Siting and Operating Waste Transfer Stations, v (2000), 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-03/documents/waste-trans-reg-strtgy_1.pdf  
31 Id. at 27.  
32 DEIR, page 42.  
33 FEIR, pg. 177. 



 

-10-  

. . and translation of materials or interpretation services at public meetings,”34 but also 
“substantively provides for enhanced analysis and review of impacts and mitigation in relation to 
projects that meet both conditions.”35   

This is appropriate, because for each of the Baseline Health indicators listed in the DEIR – 
Asthma Hospitalizations, Asthma Emergency Department Visits, Pediatric Asthma, Cancer,  
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease, Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Hospitalization,  
Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Emergency Department Visits, Acute Myocardial Infarction 
Hospitalizations, etc., -- New Bedford’s rates are statistically elevated when compared to the 
statewide rates.36  

Today, the Governor of Massachusetts is signing An Act Creating a Next-Generation 
Roadmap for Massachusetts Climate Policy, which includes significant environmental justice 
provisions, specifically the consideration of “cumulative impacts” from new projects. For 
communities like New Bedford, this new standard is, as it should be, a game changer. 

Given the new standards this project will have to meet, and the burdens the community is 
already laboring under, the undersigned request that the Secretary require an enhanced 
environmental review and analysis of impacts which should include, at a minimum, baseline 
public health conditions within New Bedford and nearby communities, and on-site and off-site 
mitigation to reduce impacts on this frontline population.37 A more comprehensive review of 
the Commonwealth’s solid waste infrastructure is also warranted before siting yet another 
large facility in an EJ community, especially considering that six of the state’s seven solid 
waste incinerators are already in EJ communities.38  

III. Leachate-Contaminated Wastewater at the Proposed Transfer Station 
Poses a Risk to Water Quality.  

The Proposed Transfer Station will collect waste liquids, including leachate, from the tipping 
floor and processing areas in a “floor drain system” and thence it will be trucked for disposal into 
a waste water treatment plant, or, if allowed, the New Bedford Sanitary Sewer.26 The “fresh” 
leachate found at waste transfer stations contains high concentrations of heavy metals and 

 
34 City of Brockton v. Energy Facilities Site Bd., 49 Mass. 196 (2014), page 4.  
35 Id.  
36 DEIR, page 42-49  
37 Environmental Justice Policy of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, Nos. 16 & 
17, page 10. https://www.mass.gov/files/documents/2017/11/29/2017-environmental-justicepolicy_0.pdf  
38 Aging Waste Incinerators Pose a Danger to New Englanders, Kevin Budris December 9, 
2019, https://www.clf.org/blog/aging-incinerators-pose-a-danger/ 26 DEIR, page 10.  
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nitrogen, high chemical oxygen demand values, and has a strong odor.39  Leachate has also been 
found to contain Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (“PFAS”),40 highly toxic human-made 
contaminants of emerging concern that pose a wide array of health risks, including cancer; 
growth, learning, and behavioral problems; infertility; and impaired immune, liver, thyroid, and 
pancreatic function.41  Collecting the leachate and sending it to New Bedford and other waste 
water treatment plants will not “treat” or remove these contaminants from the leachate, instead 
the PFAS and other “forever chemicals” are released into our rivers and ocean.42 Some waste 
water treatment plants have become so concerned about this prospect that they have canceled 
contracts to accept untreated leachate.43 Given this, the leachate at the Proposed Facility should 
be tested and treated prior to sending it into a waste water treatment plant, and the Secretary 
should require that a supplemental Environmental Impact Report detail how the leachate 
would be tested and handled.  

IV. Gaps in Information 
 
Proponent notes that this site was previously owned by Multilayer Coating Technologies, and 
before that by the Polaroid Corporation.44 The Site was used by both previous owners to 
manufacture film. 
 
The City of New Bedford retained Weston & Sampson Engineers, Inc. to review the 
environmental documentation pertaining to the Site, which was summarized in City of New 
Bedford, Massachusetts, Parallel Products Document Review Report, January 2020 (the 
“Weston & Sampson Report”). See Exhibit A. Past conditions at the Site include:45 

• Recycling of up to 5,800,000 gallons/year of Methyl Ethyl Ketone, Ethyl Acetate, and 
other non-specified solvents. The relevant RCRA permit does not discuss if the chemicals 
were handled properly, the housekeeping, or storage of the chemicals, which is unknown. 

• Six underground storage tanks for fuel oil and Class A Flammable Fluids.  
 

39 Seyed Mohammad Dara Ghasimi, Batch Anaerobic Treatment of Fresh Leachate from Transfer Station, 
3 Journal of Engineering Science and Technology 3, 257 (2008).  
40 Jessie J. O. King, Emerging Contaminants & Landfill Leachate, 30–48 (2019), 
http://www.scswana.org/resources/Documents/2019%20Spring%20Conference/08%20-
%20King%20%20Emerging%20Contaiminants%20and%20LF%20Leachate.pdf.  
41 See generally U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Servs., Toxicological Profile for Perfluoroalkyls (2018), 
https://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxprofiles/tp200.pdf.  
42 Toxic PFAS chemicals can be dumped into Merrimack River, federal and state officials say, Cole Alder, 
November 6, 2019, https://pfasproject.com/2019/11/06/toxic-pfas-chemicals-can-be-dumped-
intomerrimack-river-federal-and-state-officials-say/  
43 Lowell water treatment plant to stop accepting toxic water from N.H. landfill, The Boston Globe, David 
Abel, November 7, 2019, https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2019/11/07/lowell-water-treatmentplant-
stop-accepting-toxic-water-from-landfill/tmXpsDYlCI6Bow0rovemkJ/story.html  
44 FEIR, at p. 11 
45 Weston & Sampson Report 
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• Drum storage up to 25,000 gallons (contents unspecified). 
• 80,000 gallons capacity in eight separate above-ground storage tanks (contents 

unspecified). 
• Propane tanks, cylinders, and storage. 
• A series of large underground bunker fuel oil tanks. 

 
Weston & Sampson concluded that the status of the tanks is unknown, and there is no closure 
documentation. Due to at least three releases at the Site, there have been groundwater monitoring 
activities and soil sampling in the past.46 While Weston & Sampson concluded there was no 
evidence of ongoing releases, they did find that a number of data gaps and deficiencies existed.47 
They also found that residual impacts may be present which would need to be managed, and that 
the most recent soil and groundwater conditions were collected in the 1990s, constituting a data 
gas with respect to existing site conditions.48 
 
Additionally, Weston & Sampson note that new reportable concentrations and cleanup standards 
under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan regulations have been promulgated for per- and poly-
fluoroalkyl substances (“PFAS”). 
 
Weston & Sampson recommended an environmental assessment to evaluate current soil and 
groundwater at the Site, to establish a baseline, especially for emerging contaminants of concern 
like PFAS.49 We, the undersigned, also recommend an environmental assessment be 
conducted and submitted by Proponent as part of a supplemental EIR, to not only establish a 
baseline, but to ensure that there are not existing conditions that would endanger the 
surrounding community due to the development and operation of the Proposed Facility. 
 

V. Sewage Sludge in the Commonwealth – No Plan, No Clear Direction 
 

This year the undersigned learned that Aries LLC has proposed a large scale, regional, sewer 
sludge dryer and incinerator (using gasification) in Taunton, Massachusetts. See Exhibit B. Aries 
LLC originally was going to work with the Proponent in New Bedford, though that plan seems to 
have been abandoned. The undersigned are very concerned about the proliferation of sewage 
sludge treatment facilities in the region at a time when it is becoming more clear every day that 
MassDEP must set standards for PFAS emissions prior to allowing any long term infrastructure 
to be built. Furthermore, reasonable concerns about the toxicity of PFAS have caused any market 
for spreading dried sewage sludge to disappear.  

 
46 Weston & Sampson Report, pgs. 3.1-3.2 
47 Id, at 4.1 
48 Id. 
49 Id. 
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Both the New Bedford and Taunton proposals make clear that a plan for managing sewage 
sludge safely is desperately needed in Massachusetts. To avoid a “race to bottom,” i.e., 
development of dangerous facilities in EJ communities competing for host fees, the Secretary 
should immediately place a moratorium on sewer sludge infrastructure until such time as the 
agency has developed a plan for the long-term management of sewer sludge that includes 
standards for protecting human health and the environment from PFAS. 
 

VI. Conclusion  
  

Proponent defined this Proposed Facility as a Processing Facility that would divert recyclables in 
large numbers from disposal. In reality, it is a Transfer Station as it pertains to the baled MSW 
and C&D it accepts, and a Dirty MRF that will yield very little material that is actually recycled, 
just disposal for almost all of the loose MSW it accepts. None of the responses in the FEIR alter 
or even challenge this analysis. Given that, and the additional procedural requirements, as well as 
enhanced analysis due this Proposed Facility under the Environmental Justice Policy, the 
undersigned respectfully request that the Secretary issue a Certificate requiring the Proponent to 
generate a supplemental EIR, and provide guidance on the scope of additional study and analysis 
needed.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
  
Respectfully submitted,  
 

  
Kirstie L. Pecci,  
Interim VP of Environmental Justice 
Director Zero Waste Program  
 

 
 
 

Wendy M. Graca, 
South Coast Neighbors United, Inc. 
President  
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Sylvia Broude, 
Community Action Works 
Executive Director 
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1.01.01.01.0 INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION    
 
At the request of KP Law, P.C., acting as special counsel to the City of New Bedford (the City), Weston 
& Sampson Engineers, Inc. (Weston & Sampson) performed a review of environmental documentation 
pertaining to the Parallel Products site, located off of Duchaine Boulevard in New Bedford, 
Massachusetts (the “Site”). It is our understanding that Parallel Products is seeking to establish a 
recycling and disposal facility at this property.  The City, through its counsel, KP Law, has asked Weston 
& Sampson to review certain documents regarding the Site. Specifically, Weston & Sampson reviewed 
existing information regarding the proposed use and current Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Solid Waste and Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup regulations. 
Documents reviewed included the following submittals provided by the City: 

 

• Stormwater Pollution Prevention & Sediment Erosion Control Plan (excerpts only); 
• Recycling Permit – Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection – Division of 

Hazardous Waste; 
• Various storage tank records, State and local departments; 
• Massachusetts Contingency Plan Documentation, Release Tracking Numbers 4-12272, 4-

12617, 4-16316, 4-10113; 

Note that this review was limited to the documents provided, as well as readily available supplemental 
information pertaining to the identified site releases and recycling permit, available from MassDEP 
databases. Based on our review of the aforementioned documents, Weston & Sampson offers 
comments regarding these submittals in Sections 2.0 through 4.0. 
 



 
 

 
 
 

2-1 westonandsampson.com 

Parallel Products Document ReviewCity of New Bedford 

2.02.02.02.0 CONSERVATION COMMISSION PROVIDED DOCUMENT REVIEWCONSERVATION COMMISSION PROVIDED DOCUMENT REVIEWCONSERVATION COMMISSION PROVIDED DOCUMENT REVIEWCONSERVATION COMMISSION PROVIDED DOCUMENT REVIEW    
 
Weston & Sampson offers the following comments regarding the following submittals that were included 
in the document package provided by the Conservation Commission. Note that our review was limited 
to those documents or excerpts provided, and does not represent a comprehensive review of regulatory 
submittals, permits, or other documents regarding the site. 

2.12.12.12.1 Stormwater Pollution Prevention & Erosion and SedimStormwater Pollution Prevention & Erosion and SedimStormwater Pollution Prevention & Erosion and SedimStormwater Pollution Prevention & Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (2017)ent Control Plan (2017)ent Control Plan (2017)ent Control Plan (2017)    

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan & Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (SWPP) was included 
in a Notice of Intent (NOI) submittal, which was part of an EPA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for the proposed construction project. A NPDES permit and SWPP is required 
for any construction project impacting an area greater than or equal to 1 acre. Only a limited excerpt of 
the SWPP was provided, therefore, a data gap exists. However, based on the information contained 
therein, the SWPP appears to meet its purpose and did not show evidence of a larger environmental 
concern in relation to the property or project. 

2.22.22.22.2 Recycling Permit Recycling Permit Recycling Permit Recycling Permit ––––    Department of Environmental Protection Division of Hazardous Waste (1995)Department of Environmental Protection Division of Hazardous Waste (1995)Department of Environmental Protection Division of Hazardous Waste (1995)Department of Environmental Protection Division of Hazardous Waste (1995)    

This document relates to permitted recycling operations of Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEK), Ethyl Acetate, 
and other non-specified solvents at up to 5,800,000 gallons / year as part of manufacturing operations 
for polaroid film media. Solvents were reportedly contained in a closed-loop distillation process, with 
overall hazardous waste generation for the facility tracked under Facility ID # MAD058060476 . The 
permit reportedly expired in 2000, and review of the overall facility tracking number through the RCRA 
Generator Database did not indicate any violations. It is unclear if operations continued after 2000, which 
represents a data gap. The RCRA permit does not discuss if chemicals were handled appropriately at 
the Site, only that chemicals were stored at the Site. The housekeeping and storage of the chemicals is 
an unknown, or data gap. 

2.32.32.32.3 Various Storage Tank Records, State and Local DepartmentsVarious Storage Tank Records, State and Local DepartmentsVarious Storage Tank Records, State and Local DepartmentsVarious Storage Tank Records, State and Local Departments    

The documents reviewed include several permit applications for licensing, maintenance, installation, 
and decommissioning of a series of underground storage tanks associated with No. 6 fuel oil, No. 2 fuel 
oil, and Class “A” Flammable Fluids. The Class “A” Flammable Fluids storage was originally licensed in 
1970 and included permits for both drum storage as well as six underground tanks totaling 12,000-
gallons of capacity. This license was amended in 1992 - 1993 to include the following: 
 

• Drum storage up to 25,000 gallons (unspecified contents),  
• 80,000-gallon capacity in eight separate above-ground storage tanks (unspecified contents),  
• Various propane tanks, cylinders, and additional small lighter-than-air gas storage. 

Further information may be available from the New Bedford Fire Department, however, based on the 
permit information provided and apparent lack of violations, conditions associated with flammable liquid 
storage are not expected to represent an environmental concern assuming all relevant permits are 
current and in accordance with state and local regulations. The condition of the tanks and storage 
vessels, as well as how they were filled / dispensed is unknown and is a data gap. 
 
The documents reviewed also included an additional series of tank records relating to a series of large 
underground bunker fuel oil tanks, which appear to have been constructed around 1991 to service an 
on-site power plant. These tanks consist of three concrete bunkers, ten feet deep, with a shared 
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concrete slab foundation. In addition to providing fuel storage capacity, these structures served as 
foundational support for two concrete cooling towers, as well as acting as bermed containment basins 
for collection of tower condensate. Two of the tanks appear to have been decommissioned by 1998, 
with the contents removed and interior surfaces cleaned. The third bunker was retrofitted with three steel 
storage tanks for continued fuel oil storage in 1998 – 1999. However, due to concerns with differential 
settling and damage to the cooling towers and piping, these tanks were reportedly abandoned in place 
without backfilling.  
 
The current status of the tanks is unknown from the documents provided, but due to the lack of closure 
documentation, it is possible that the steel fuel oil tanks remain active and in service. The lack of 
information constitutes a data gap. These tanks were reportedly gauged manually and groundwater 
monitoring wells in the vicinity of both the tanks were sampled for petroleum analysis. Further discussion 
of groundwater monitoring activities are provided in Section 3.0 under Release Tracking Number (RTN) 
4-10113. 
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3.03.03.03.0 MASSACHUSETTS CONTINGENCY PLAN DOCUMENT REVIMASSACHUSETTS CONTINGENCY PLAN DOCUMENT REVIMASSACHUSETTS CONTINGENCY PLAN DOCUMENT REVIMASSACHUSETTS CONTINGENCY PLAN DOCUMENT REVIEEEEWWWW    
 
Several documents issued by the MassDEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) were included in the 
provided files. Three separate Notices of Responsibility (NORs) identified releases of oil or hazardous 
material at addresses on Duchaine Boulevard, and are tracked under RTNs 4-12272, 4-12617, and 4-
16316. Additionally, a Notice of Noncompliance (NON) was identified for RTN 4-10113 related to a fuel 
oil release from the on-site storage tanks discussed above. Available documentation pertaining to each 
RTN was reviewed through the BWSC Database for additional information, as summarized below. 

3.13.13.13.1 RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4----12272122721227212272    

The provided NOR (dated July 1, 1996) does not specify the nature of the release / threat of release, 
and this RTN does not appear in the BWSC Database. It is possible that this RTN was issued in error or 
subsequently retracted. Therefore, Weston & Sampson cannot comment on this RTN due to lack of 
information.  

3.23.23.23.2 RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4----12617126171261712617    

The provided NOR (dated November 6, 1996) references a release of 1,100 pounds of ethyl acetate to 
the atmosphere due to a misconfigured system after-burner. Response actions reportedly consisted of 
assessment only and no records for this RTN were found in the BWSC Database. Based on the nature 
of the release (i.e., to the atmosphere) and nature of requested response actions, conditions associated 
with RTN 4-12617 likely do not appear to represent a current environmental concern in association with 
the property. 

3.33.33.33.3 RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4----16316163161631616316    

According to NOR Database records, in June 2001 Polaroid Wastewater Treatment Plant personnel 
identified a leak in a supply line from a sulfuric acid storage tank located within a concrete containment 
structure. During the course of investigating this release, impacts to underlying soils in the area of the 
sulfuric acid tank were discovered, and subsequently addressed through a series of remedial actions. 
The tank was emptied of its contents, concrete containment structure was demolished, tank emptied of 
contents, and 347 tons of soils underlying soils disposed of at a licensed off-site facility. Impacts were 
not identified in groundwater samples collected from the excavation. Based on the results of 
confirmatory sampling, a condition of No Significant Risk (NSR) was achieved and the release was 
closed with a Class A-1 Response Action Outcome (RAO) Statement. Based on the nature of the release, 
completed remedial activities, and current regulatory status, conditions associated with RTN 4-16316 
does not appear to represent a current environmental concern in association with the property. 

3.43.43.43.4 RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4RTN 4----10113101131011310113    

Based on our review of the MassDEP documents associated with this release, in 1986, Polaroid 
personnel identified free-phase oil droplet petroleum present in the observation well for the bunker fuel 
oil tanks noted previously. GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc. conducted monitoring of groundwater wells in 
the vicinity of the tanks from 1986 through at least 1993. Monitoring rounds identified sheen within wells, 
and one half inch of free-phase product was identified in a single well in November 1993, triggering a 
notification condition to MassDEP. Immediate Response Actions included purging this well of 
accumulated product and cleaning the well screen and riser. Subsequent monitoring of this well did not 
identify free-phase product. Laboratory analysis detected petroleum hydrocarbons, select volatile 
organic compounds including BTEX gasoline constituents, and tetrachloroethylene at concentrations 
below applicable MCP Method 1 Cleanup Standards. Fingerprint analysis of the petroleum product 
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confirmed the presence of weathered fuel oil. Based on the results of the groundwater sampling, GZA 
indicated a condition of NSR had been achieved and filed a Class B-1 RAO for the release in January 
1994.  
 
MassDEP conducted an audit of the Site in 1994 – 1995, which identified several deficiencies in the GZA 
RAO report, and issued the NON in 1995. These deficiencies included several administrative concerns, 
namely lack of MassDEP notification prior to conducting Immediate Response Actions and lack of 
notification to City officials following submittal of the RAO. Additionally, MassDEP indicated that based 
on the information provided, GZA had not demonstrated that free-phase product no longer existed in 
the subsurface, and additional assessment was required. 
 
To address the NON findings, GZA conducted supplemental site assessment activities (including 
borings and monitoring well installation) in the vicinity of the well that contained free-phase product, and 
completed an additional round of groundwater sampling from the Site well network. Free-phase product 
was not identified in the wells, and soil and groundwater samples contained no detectable 
concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons. Based on the supplemental data received, MassDEP 
concurred with GZA’s assertion that a condition of NSR was achieved, and the audit findings were 
considered adequately addressed. 
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4.04.04.04.0 REVIEW REVIEW REVIEW REVIEW SUMMARY AND COMMENTSSUMMARY AND COMMENTSSUMMARY AND COMMENTSSUMMARY AND COMMENTS    
    
Weston & Sampson concludes that there is no evidence or indication of ongoing environmental releases 
or concerns associated with the documents reviewed, however a number of data gaps exist. Two RTNs 
had no information, and the other two RTNs associated with the property have achieved regulatory 
closure. Deficiencies identified in one RTN as part of a MassDEP audit appear to have been resolved 
through additional assessment activities undertaken by GZA, however residual impacts may be present, 
which would need to be managed as part of future construction.  
 
Weston & Sampson notes however that the documentation did not include data or opinions on recent 
soil or groundwater conditions. The latest data associated with the site petroleum release was collected 
during the 1990s. Based on the continued industrial nature of the site, use as a recycling facility, and 
duration of time (i.e. approximately 20 years) without a comprehensive subsurface investigation or 
collection of additional information, the possibility exists that additional undocumented releases of oil or 
hazardous materials have occurred at the site. This lack of current soil and groundwater information 
represents a data gap with respect to existing site conditions.  
 
Additionally, new regulations were promulgated in December 2019 under the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan related to per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). These changes include 
reportable concentrations and cleanup standards for these compounds, which were not previously 
regulated in the state. As such, testing for these compounds has not been performed at the site, but 
may be warranted based on the site use.  A further environmental assessment, including collection of 
soil and groundwater samples for laboratory analysis, although not required under the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan, may be warranted to evaluate current conditions of soil and groundwater at the Site. 
In light of the proposed expansion of operations, we would recommend assessment to establish a 
current baseline and evaluate emerging contaminants such as PFAs. The potential presence of PFAs 
may impact construction costs, future soil and groundwater management, as well as potential impacts 
to surrounding receptors. 



 
 

 
 
 
 

Parallel Products Document ReviewCity of New Bedford 

westonandsampson.com 

APPENDIX AAPPENDIX AAPPENDIX AAPPENDIX A    
    

Conservation Commission Provided Documents 









































































































































 
 

 
 
 
 

Parallel Products Document ReviewCity of New Bedford 

westonandsampson.com 

APPENDIX BAPPENDIX BAPPENDIX BAPPENDIX B    
 

Massachusetts Contingency Plan Document Excerpts 
 



* Polaroid
Polaroid Corporation
100 Duchaine Boulevard
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02745

July 13, 1995

Mr Joseph F. Kowal, Chief
Audit and Site Management Section
Department of Environmental Protection
Southeast Regional Office
20 Riverside Drive
Lakeville, MA 02346

Re: New Bedford - WSC /ASM-4-10113
Polaroid Power Plant Building
100 Duchaine Blvd
Response to Notice of Non-Compliance/Notice of Audit
Findings

Dear Mr. Kowal:

In order to address your April 13, 1995 Notice of Non-Compliance/
Notice of Audit Findings regarding the Response Action Outcome
(RAO) statement for the referenced site, at our request, GZA
GeoEnvironmental, Inc. (GZA) prepared the enclosed response.

Please contact me @ (617) 386-7374 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

POLAROID CORPORATION

Richard L. Chandler
Division Environmental Mgr



CERTIFICATION OF SUBMITTAL
(310 CMR 40.0009)

This certification must be Included with all submittals to the Department.

I certify under the penalties of law that I have personally
examined and am familiar with the information contained in this
submittal, including any and all documents accompanying this
certification, and that, based on my inquiry of those individuals
immediately responsible for obtaining the information, the material
information contained herein is, to the best of my knowledge and
belief, true, accurate and complete. I am aware that there are
significant penalties, including, but not limited to, possible
fines and imprisonment, for wilfully submitting false, inaccurate
or incomplete information.

Name (Print): DALLA - I Ot)A
Position or Title: PLAkT

Signature: 4

Date:
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NEW BEDFORD - WSC/ASM4-10113
POLAROID POWER PLANT BUILDING
100 DUCHAINE BOULEVARD
RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF NON-
COMPLIANCENOTICE OF
AUDIT FINDINGS

PREPARED FOR:
Polaroid Corporation
New Bedford, Massachusetts

PREPARED BY:
GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc.
Providence, Rhode Island

July 1995
File No. 7989-2

Copyright0 1995 GZA GeoEnvironmental, Inc.



GZA
GeoEnvironmental, Inc.

July 11, 1995
File No. 7989.2

140 Broadway
Providence
Rhode Island 02903
401-421-4140
FAX 401-751-8613

A Subsidiary of GZA
GeoErvironmental
Technologies, Inc

Mr. Richard Chandler
Polaroid Corporation
100 Duchaine Boulevard
New Bedford, Massachusetts 02745

Re: New Bedford - WSC/ASM-4-10113
Polaroid Power Plant Building
100 Duchaine Boulevard
Response to Notice of Non-Compliance/Notice
of Audit Findings

Dear Dick:

At your request, we are responding to the one outstanding issue in the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection's (DEP) April 13, 1995 Notice of Non-
Compliance/Notice of Audit Findings regarding the Response Action Outcome (RAO)
Statement submitted on January 21, 1994. Our May 15, 1995 letter responded to all of
DEP's stated requests for information, with the exception of the need for additional soil
borings and soil sampling and analysis in the vicinity of monitoring well GZA-5.

In the way of background, the January 4, 1994 RAO Statement was prepared to address
the November 23, 1993 Notification of the observed presence of a 0.5 inch layer of
floating oil in one monitoring well located immediately adjacent to Polaroid's underground
fuel oil storage tanks adjacent to the Power Plant at the referenced site. The
violation/deficiency identified by the DEP which has not been addressed is restated below
with our response. Our work was performed for Polaroid Corporation (Polaroid) in
accordance with our May 5, 1995 proposal.

DEP REQUEST/GZA RESPONSE

DEP Violation No. 2: On January 21, 1994, a Response Action Outcome (RAO)
Statement was submitted to the Department for the subject
site. According to the RAO Statement, the Licensed Site
Professional (LSP) of record for this site, Mr. John J.
Spirito, provided an opinion that a Class B-1 RAO has been
achieved. Pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1046(1) a class B-RAO
Statement is applicable when a level of No Significant Risk
has been achieved at a disposal site without conducting
remedial actions or imposing Activity and use Limitations.
However, based on the information provided, you have not

An Equal Oppru-i L pyer MI I-V/H

Engineers and
Scientists



Polaroid Corporation
File No. 7989.2

July 11, 1995
Page 2
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GZA 's Response:

demonstrated that separate phase product no longer exists at
the site and that a level of No Significant Risk has been
achieved.

310 CRM 40.1004 requires a RAO Statement be supported
by assessment activities conducted pursuant to 310 CMR
40.000 which are of sufficient scope, detail and level effort
to demonstrate that all the requirements of the applicable
class of RAO pursuant to 310 CMR 40.1000 have been met.

Within sixty (60) days of receipt of this Notice, conduct
additional assessment activities at the above referenced
disposal site which include at a minimum, the execution of
three (3) borings in the vicinity of the monitoring well
designated as GZA-5 on Figure 2 titled "Exploration
Location Plan" dated December 1986 and prepared by GZA.

The borings shall be of sufficient depth to determine whether
or not separate phase product still exists at the site and
samples should be collected as appropriate for field screening
and analysis by a Massachusetts State Certified Laboratory.

Within ninety (90) days of receipt of this Notice, submit to
the Department copies of all documentation generated as a
result of the additional assessment activities described in item
two (2) above.

GZA, at Polaroid's request, proceeded with the completion
of the requested soil borings and analysis. Four soil
borings, SB-i through SB-4, were installed on June 12,
1995, adjacent to monitoring well GZ4-5, as shown in
Figure 2. The soil borings were extended to depths of 17
feet below ground surface,"approximately 9 feet below the
groundwater table. In addition, we collected an additional
round of groundwater and product thickness measurements
and groundwater samples from the network of existing wells:
GZA-1 through GZ4-5, GZA-6A and GZ4-7.



Polaroid Corporation
File No. 7989.2

July 11, 1995
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The soil boring, soil sampling, and water/product level
measurement techniques and groundwater sampling
procedures which were employed are described in Appendix
A. Soil samples were screened in the field for Total Volatile
Organic Compounds (TVOCs) using a Photolonization
detector (PID) equipped with a 10.2 eV lamp. The soil and
groundwater samples were subjected to total petroleum
hydrocarbon (TPH) analysis via EPA Method 8100. Soil
boring logs are provided in Appendix B. Chain of Osstody
forms and laboratory data sheets are provided in Appendix
C. Groundwater/Product level measurements, past and
current, are summarized in Table 1.

The additional field and laboratory work indicate:

1. On May 2, 1995, the groundwater table was
measured in wells GZA-1 through GZA-5, GZA-6A
and GZA-7 at depths of between approximately 7 to
8 feet below ground surface. No floating layer was
detected in any of the wells, see Table 1;

2. No TPH was detected in any of the groundwater
samples collected from the seven wells on May 2,
1995. The detection limit was 0. 25 ppm;

3. No visual or olfactory signs offuel oil was noted
in any of the soil samples collected from SB-i
through SB-4 on June 12, 1995. TVOC PLD
screening results were all below detection limits of
0.1 ppmv. The soil samples were observed to consist
of tan sand and gravel to depths of 11 to 13 feet
below groundsurface at depths below which a grey
fine sand was encountered; and

4. No TPH was detected in the soil samples selected
from the four soil borings on June 12, 1995. One
soil sample was selected from each boring from
within the estimated zone of the groundwater table, a
depth of 7 to 9feet. The TPH analysis detection limit
was 10 mg/kg, ppm.

The laboratory data sheets are provided in Appendix C.
We believe that the results of the additional sampling and analysis Polaroid requested
supports our original RAO opinion that a permanent solution has been achieved.



Polaroid Corporation
File No. 7989.2

July 11, 1995
Page 4

We believe that the submission of this letter to the DEP, in conjunction with our letter
dated May 15th, addresses all the concerns expressed by the DEP in their April 13, 1995,
Notice of Non-Compliance/Notice of Audit Findings. If you have any questions or
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thank you,

GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INI

Jo to, lSP
A iate Principal

J S:clz

Enclosures:

Michael A. owers, P.E., LSP
Project Reviewer

Table 1
Figure 2
Appendix A, B and C
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APPENDIX A

SOIL BORING, SOIL SAMPLING AND WATER/
PRODUCT LEVEL MEASUREMENT TECHNIQUES
AND GROUNDWATER SAMPLING PROCEDURES



APPENDIX A

Drilling for completion of the four soil borings, SB-1 through SB-4, was conducted by GZA
Drilling, Inc. of Brockton, Massachusetts on June 12, 1995. The approximate locations of the
borings are shown on Figure 2. The borings were located to provide soil sampling points
adjacent to GZA-5.

All four borings were advanced by 3-3/4-inch hollow stem augers. Each boring was advanced
to depths of about 17 feet. Split spoon soil samples were collected at a minimum of 5-foot
intervals beginning at the ground surface. In addition, to assess for the presence (at all four
locations) of petroleum product, soil samples were collected by continuous sampling from depths
of between approximately 5 to 12 feet. The continuous split spoon sampling was intended to
provide soil samples from the vadose zone and capillary fringe at the water table. Soil samples
were visually classified and logged by the GZA engineer/geologist on-site and a portion of each
sample was obtained in duplicate and sealed immediately after collection in an 8-ounce glass jar.
The soil containers were stored in an ice chest for laboratory testing. Boring logs are presented
in Appendix B.

MEASUREMENT OF GROUNDWATER ELEVATIONS AND PRODUCT THICKNESS

On May 2, 1995, measurements were made on seven monitoring wells GZA-1 through GZA-5,
GZA-6A, and GZA-7 to determine the thickness of floating product petroleum layer, if any was
present, -in each well and the depth to water below the top of the PVC well. The measurements
were made using an ORS oil/water interface probe. The water table depth and elevation data
are summarized in Table 1. As indicated in footnote 2 of Table 1 on May 2, 1995, no
measurable product layer was detected in any of the wells.

GROUNDWATER SAMPLING

On May 2, 1995, after water/product level measurements, groundwater samples were collected
from wells GZA-1 through GZA-5, -6A and -7. Samples were collected with separate (i.e., one
per well) clean stainless steel bailers. Three times the well volume was evacuated prior to
sampling in order to flush standing water from the well. The purged groundwater was visually
checked for evidence of separate phase product, as a check on the ORS oil/water interface probe
readings.

Samples for Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon (TPH) analysis by EPA Method 8100 were collected
in 1/2 liter glass jars, which were placed in an ice filled cooler while being returned to GZA's
Newton laboratory. Chain of Custody (COC) procedures were followed during the transfer of
these samples. Copies of COC forms are provided in Appendix C.

A-1



SOIL SCREENING AND LABORATORY ANALYSIS

Soil samples collected during drilling were screened in the field for Total Volatile Organic
Compounds (TVOC), using a photoionization detector (PID) analyzer (HNU Model PI-101)
equipped with a 10.2 eV lamp. Results of PID TVOC measurements are provided on the boring
logs in Appendix B.

Based upon the results of the PID TVOC screening analyses and visual and olfactory
observations made while test drilling, selected soil samples were submitted for TPH analysis via
EPA Method 8100. Samples from each boring from within the water table fluctuation zone,
from depths of 7 to 9 feet, were selected for TPH analysis. These included: SB-1, 7-9'; SB-2,
7-9'; SB-3, 7-9'; and SB-4, 7-9'. The results of TPH analysis are provided in Appendix C.

F;OBfl99-2.WTF%79.2.APA
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GEOENVIRONMENTAL INC. SAPROJECT REPORT Of BORING No. SS-11.BROADWAY, PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND A HE
GEOTECHKICAL/GEOHYDROLOGICAL CONSULTANTS NEWW LUR 3.S FILE .No8. -
BORING Co. GZA DRILLING BORING LOCATIONFOREMAN N * WVKULLL GROUND SURFACE& VA
GZA ENGINEER w. Miut DATE START /g.lun UAlt tN 6

SAMPLER: UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED SAMLER CONSISTS OF A Z SPLIT GROUNDWATER READINGS
SPOON DRIVEN USING A 4i I. HAMMER FALLING 3O In. DATE TIME WATER CASING STABILIZATION TINE

CASING: UNLESS OTHERWISE OTED, CASING DRIVEN USING A 300 Lb. 6/12/95 +8 5' 1 KINHAMMER FALLING In.

CASING SIZE: 3 3/4 NSA OTHER:

D C R PIDA SAMPLE SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATUM EQUIPMENT FIELD E

N C BL DESCRIPTION INSTALLED TESTING K
JHGI N.REC. .(Ft.). I BLCMS/6H Burmister CLASSIFICATION _______________ (ppm) S

24/12 0.5-2.5

2.5-4.5

5

7-12SLFIEFE ______ ______3

24/15

24/13

24/3

5-7

7-9

10-12

10-24

36-39

26-21
20-18

S-6 24/10 15-17 3-9
10-15

Medim dense, tan, coarse tofine
SAND, trace+ Gravel, trace-S~it

Medim dense, tan, coarse to fine
CAND, trace+ Gravel, trace- Sit

Medium nsle, ten, medium SAND,
trace Si t turni te very

erge o0 fin D,
.d, tan, taaor e o to fine

t e Grav, trace Sit

Dense, rtn-cray, crrse to fin@
SAND, li tte rave , trace+ Si t

Medium dense gay, medium to
fine+ SAND, ti tLe Silt

0.4' ASPHALT

TAN
SAND AND
GRAVEL

13"+
GRAY FINE

SAND

NONE

-t1 I 4- i I I

20

25

i5

End of Exploration at 17'±

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

NO

1

2

3

REMARKS: 1 The h os was screened fo tot voLatile organic corpoida using a HNUpit ?ofatilon detecting equippe4 with a 105 eV tatp.
No rMUD o aory sig o 8Lerved.

NOTES: STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.2) WATER LVEL EADINGS HAVE BEEN MADE ATTINES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STA FLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
AY OCCR TO OTHR FACTORS THAN THS PRESENT AT THE TIE MEASUREMENtS WERE EORING No. SB-1

S-1

S-2
it2 _ 8-9

241

S-3

S-4
-iI I 138-3

S-5
10F 1 1 1

15

30



GEEVRNMNl, PROJECT REPORT OF BORING No 55-2
GEODNVI ROETI INXC- O PROJECT SHEET hz-I-

BRODWA, ROV h, RWEPOLAROID CORPORATION FILE No. ..VLt
GEOTECHNNICAL/GEOHYDROLOGI[CAL CONSULTANTS NE 01KU X A'fU K. BY
BORING Co. GZA DRIL BORING LOCATIONFORMANFW D LENGROUND SURFAC 1~w IO -nr- U- A10s

GZ NINEER DAT ST AC DA LmN A

GRCODWATER READINGS
SAMPLER: UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED SAPER CONSISTS QF A-2- SPLIT ___________________________

SPOON DRIVER USING A 4mL NAMER FALLING 3 In. DATE TIME WATER CASING STABILIZATION TIME
CASING: UNLESS OHERWI SE CASING DRIVEN USING A 300 Lb. 6/12/95 +8 5' 2 Ni

KAMMKER FALLING 21 In.#
CASING SIZE: 3 3/4 HSA OTHER:

EA SAMPLE SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATIM EQUIPMENT P10 D

PN P DEPTH DESCRIPTION INSTALLED TE
H G No. DEREC. (Ft.) BLOWS16 Burmister CLASSIFICATION (ppm) S

24/101 0.5-2.5 7

-iI I i 11-10 1
9-15
21-23

24 1
SS-3 24/8 5-7 7-13

12-9
S-4 24/12 7-9 2-21

1 1 20-26

24/11 10-12 29-28

- -. 1 _______ 9-6

15-S-6 24/3 15-17 1-1
2-12

Medium 4erwe tan, coarse to fine
SANW, Littel Gravel, trace- S It

Medium e ose o

Mcdl'.. dense tn coarse to fine
SAND, trace rave(, trace- stit

Dense, tan, coarse to fine SAND,trace Gravel, trace Si t

Dense, an-gray, coorse to fintSAND, mittLe+ Gravl, trace+ Silt

ose medium to fine+ SAND,

0.4' ASHPALT

TANSAND AND
GRAVEL

13'-'NGRAY FINE
SAND

NDNE

End of Exploration at 17'

-4- I-- 4

25--

30

35

REMARKS: 1. he ce of soit yaples was screened for total volatiLe organic conpounds using a HNU
Rtoioni tion quting ppe with a 1. ev Lmp.
Peoyrlee groudater at apromt ~8

N vsu or olactory gns fo t e observed.

NOTES: STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES T M BEGRB WATER LEVELE RAINGS HAVE BEEN MNDE AT TIM4ES AND UNDER TON S STTDtFLUCTUATIONS OF GROUNDWATER
GSA MAY OCJR D OTHER FACTORS THAN THOSE PRESENT AT Hr'ME MEASUREMENtS WERE MADE

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

2

3

S-2

S-5

1

24/101 2.5-4.5



GTI PROJECT REPORT OF BORING No SBW~ 11K 11 30 I RUMdHODE ISLAND SHEET
I POLAROID COPORATION FILE No.

GEOTECHNICALIGEOHYDROLOGICAL CONSULTANTS NtW tUti. MSSALUSE I IS CH.D. BY
BORING Co. GA DRILLING BORING LOCATION
FOREKM . RDC GROUND SURFAjg Ij tE grIxA
WA ENGINEER . U DATE START IUN DX tr kND 62 95

SAMPLER: UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED SMLER CONSISTS OF A 2' SPLIT GONWTRRAIG
SPOON DRIVEN USING A U L . MER FALLING 3 In. DATE TINE WATER CASING STABILIZATION TIME

CASING: UNLESS ofHERWIOE&OJED, CASING DRIVEN USING A 300 Lb. 6/12/95 s7.5 5' 2 NIH

CASING SIZE: 3 3/4 NSA OTHER:

D C 8Ri
E A SAMPLE SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATUIM EQUIPMENT PID E

T No B FIELD NTI NIPNtI DEPTH_____ DESCRIPTION INSTALLED TESTING K
K I GS o.I (ft.) BLOWS/6" Surmister CLASSIFICATION I_____________ (pm.) S

24/3 0-2 1-1
1-2

5-- S-2 24/12 5-7 5-8
'13-9

S-3 24/20 7-9 6-6
8-15

in
24/16

24/18

10-12 38-16
22-22

15-17 11-11

V oose, tpn coarse to fine
SADtrace SIRt

SAND Litle Gae ,tace+$

Medium dense t an coarse to fine
SAND, trace gravel, trace Silt

.stan sarse to f SAND,
to 1 " dense ga

eium tatfine SAND, trce alitt

ldium dense i ty S diut toin+SAND, Ii teS

TAN
SAND AND

GRAVEL

GRAY FINE
SAND

NONE

I I .t*II

20

25

30

__I__

End of ExpLoration at 17't

ND

ND

ND

ND

NO

1

2

2

REMARKS: 1. Th c of soil tawLes was screened for total volatile organic compounds using a HWU
.r tolon IMtion tect ng equIlef wt e lamp.
N S oro acter s w f to9

NOTES: STRATIFICATION LINES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY BETWEEN SOIL TYPES TRANSITIONS MAY BE GRADUAL.Z) WATER LEVE READINGS NAVE BEEN MADE AT TIMES AND UNDER CONDITIONS STA F UA S OF GROUNDATER
GZAAY OCCUR UE TO OTHER FACTORS THA THOSE PRESENT AT THE TIME MEASUREMENtS ERE IES-3

S-1

S-4

S-5
Is

-1 -i t 9-8

35



A VA PROJECT REPORT OF BORING No SB-4
N FU "RVh N OEISLAND SHEET i-3Wr-rPOLAROID CORPORATION PILE No. 795.2-GEOTECHNICAL/GEONYDROLOGICAL CONSULTANTS NE S CKKD. BY S CH___BY

BORING Co. GARLNGBORING LOCATIONFOREMAN GROUND SURFACE t~u ,i:to. UAU
GZA ENGINEER DATE START 661 95

SAMPLER: UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED LER CONSISTS OF A2 "SPLIT GRONDWATER READINGS
SPOON DRIVEN USING A 14 lb. HAMER FALLING 3 In. DATE TIME WATER CASING STABILIZATION TIME

CASiNG: UN OHE SE OED, CASING DRIVEN USING A 300 Lb. 5/12/95 1 mAAlE ALIG 2 nIf.

CASING SIZE: 3 3/4 HSA OTHER:

D C B PID R
E A L SAMPLE SAMPLE DESCRIPTION STRATUM EQUIPMENT FIELD E
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STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL

ARIES CLEAN ENERGY

Presentation to Taunton City Council 
December 29, 2020
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Executive Summary – Aries Biosolids Gasification Technology 

n System produces clean, renewable 
heat energy from synthesis gas

n System produces a valuable biochar 
product that replaces coal fly ash in 
concrete applications

Based in Nashville, Tennessee, Aries Clean Energy, LLC is a patent holder, manufacturer and system integrator that develops projects 
using its proven, proprietary downdraft and fluidized bed gasification systems for municipal and industrial customers. Since 2010, 
Aries has been gasifying materials such as biosolids that would otherwise be landfilled while producing renewable and sustainable energy.

Aries Clean Energy

n Facility will be owned/operated by 
Aries

n Aries has 10+ years of technology 
development and operating 
history

n Full-scale commercial facility 
constructed and operating

n Fluidized bed gasifier -18 months 
of commercial operation

n Feedstock includes wood waste, 
biosolids, and agricultural waste

n Small/medium capital requirement 
that can be project financed

n Robust near-term project pipeline

n Experienced team with an 
average of 30 years in clean 
technology and energy

n Closed loop energy neutral system
n 95% volumetric reduction of 

biosolids
n Sustainable long-term solution 
n Reduces land application and 

incineration
n No odors from facility
n PFAS solution

n Sustainable zero landfill solution
n Carbon neutral to negative
n Reduces biosolids hauling, reduces 

CO2 emissions
n Gasifier air emissions expected to be 

lower than existing SSI’s in MA

ENERGY

WATERWASTE

Lebanon, TN Sanford, FL
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Aries Project Development Team - Massachusetts

Mark Lyons
Director, Business 

Development

Matt Newman
Operations

Mark Bauer
Construction

Dan Sjostrom
Project Finance

Brandon Davis
Engineering  

Steve Richmond
Attorney; Beverage 
& Diamond

Jack Murphy
Government Affairs, 
Murphy Donoghue

Jack Bailey
Local Advisor

Tom Peacock
President
The Northport Group

Dale Raczynski
Permitting, Epsilon 
Associates

Barry VanLaarhoven
Civil Engineer 
CEC

Internal Aries Project Support
Greg Bafalis – CEO
Mark Witt - CFO
Renus Kelfkens – VP Engineering
Ron Hudson - Permitting Director

ARIES CORE TEAM ARIES EXTERNAL TEAM



Process Flow Diagram



• Conversion of biomass into a synthesis gas 
(syngas) in an oxygen-starved environment

• Thermo-chemical process 
• Heat generated through chemical 

reactions of biosolids and air
• Bed temperature constant at 1,250°F 

through control of biosolids to air ratio
• Self sustaining chemical reactions
• Producer gas is primarily H2, CO, CH4

and CO2
• Controlled amount of air enters the 

gasifier so no combustion occurs in    
the gasifier- no potential for 
fires/explosions

• Process does not require supplemental 
energy other than startup.

Fluidized Bed Gasification



Aries Taunton – Project Site

System Description
§ 470 TPD throughput
§ 3 x 225 TPD biosolids dryers
§ Dryers produce Type I biosolids used as gasifier feedstock
§ 100 TPD Aries Patented Fluidized Bed Gasifier
§ 25 TPD of biochar produced
§ Heat recovery
§ Air quality control equipment

Project Milestones
§ Execute Site Option Agreement – December 2020
§ Execute Biosolids Supply Agreement –January 2020
§ MEPA Approval: 9-12 months/ENF Filing – December 2020
§ MassDEP Regulatory Permitting: ~ 6-9 months
§ Financial Close – Q2 2022
§ Construction – Q2/Q3 2022
§ Commercial Operations – Q2/Q3 2023



Aries Taunton – Project Site



• Substantial upfront payment to City

• Annual escalating lease payment 

• Annual project revenues will be shared with City

• Most favored nation biosolids disposal pricing for City

• Relocation of landfill residential recycling drop-off area at no cost to City

• Productive use of difficult-to-develop site

• Safe/sustainable long-term biosolids solution

• 35 permanent well-paying jobs

• Purchases from local businesses by Aries

• $500,000 sewer I&I upfront payment 

Aries Project Benefits to Taunton



• State-of-the-art odor control design

• Totally enclosed biosolids receiving building under negative air pressure

• Thermal oxidizer will destroy all VOC’s/odor compounds

• Biosolids delivery vehicles will be watertight and covered

• No liquid biosolids will be accepted

• State-of-the-art air quality control system

• Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

• Better air quality than existing SSI’s in MA

• Highly reduced truck traffic vs. landfill (20 trucks/day)

• No land disposal/no impact on existing landfill

• No water quality impacts

• State-of-the-art noise reduction

Aries Project – Environmental Protection Features 
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Aries Taunton Facility Renderings
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Aries Taunton Facility Rendering
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System Description
§ 430 TPD throughput
§ 2 x 215 TPD biosolids dryers
§ 100 TPD Aries Patented Fluidized Bed Gasifier
§ 25 TPD of Biochar produced

Status
§ Project achieved financial close on October 30, 2019
§ Currently under construction
§ Received all required operating permits through NJDEP
§ Financed thru Union County Improvement Authority

- Tax Exempt Private Activity Bonds (PABs) - $50 million
- Bonds fully subscribed

Counterparties
§ Feedstock fully contracted
§ One main biosolids supplier (300 TPD)
§ 125 TPD from LRSA
§ Biochar – LOI to sell to local concrete company as a fly

ash substitute
§ Class A Biosolids – LOI in place to sell Class A biosolids

produced to a soils remediation company

Upcoming Milestones
§ Mechanical Completion – Q2 2021
§ Commercial Operation – Q2/Q3 2021

Project Profile - Aries Linden, LLC
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Construction Update - Aries Linden, LLC 
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Not Incinerationn EPA ruled that the fluidized bed gasifier and 
thermal oxidizer combination is NOT classified 
as a sewage sludge incinerator

n Gasifiers are not regulated under the SSI rules

n Gasifier does not require supplemental energy 
other than startup

n NJDEP recently issued air permit for Aries 
Linden as a gasification facility, not incineration “… the gasifier is not

sewage sludge 

incinerator…”

Regulatory Treatment

Edward Messina, Director at the Office of Compliance issued a 
USEPA letter that determined the following:

“According to the information provided by MaxWest, no 
flame is applied or propagated in the gasifier and the 
gasifier prevents combustions by limiting the air-to-sludge 
ratio such that combustion cannot occur. Therefore, we do 
not believe that the gasifier is an SSI (sewage sludge 
incinerator), because it does not combust sewage sludge.”

Gasification vs Incineration



• Execute Site Option Agreement with City

• Begin the MEPA Process

• File Environmental Notification Form

• Noise study

• Air modeling

• Traffic study

• Public outreach/public comments on project

• Evaluate/mitigate any potential impacts 

• Aries is committed to being a good long-term neighbor in the City of Taunton

Aries Taunton Project – Next Steps 



THANK YOU

Aries Taunton Project  



KP Law, P.C.     |     Boston  •  Hyannis •  Lenox •  Northampton  •  Worcester 

March 26, 2021 Mark R. Reich
mreich@k-plaw.com 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL (MEPA@mass.gov) 
AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Secretary Kathleen Theoharides 
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
Attn. MEPA Office 
EEA No. 15990 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 
Boston, MA  02114 

Re: Parallel Products of New England, LLC 
100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford, MA 
Final Environmental Impact Report - EEA No. 15990 

Dear Secretary Theoharides: 

This firm serves as special counsel to the City of New Bedford (the “City”).  On behalf of the 
City, Mayor Jonathan F. Mitchell, the City Council, and members of New Bedford’s state legislative 
delegation the following comments are hereby submitted with regard to the Parallel Products of New 
England, LLC Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”), EEA No. 15990, which concerns the 
construction of a municipal solid waste and construction and demolition debris processing and 
handling facility and a biosolids facility.   

This project, as proposed by Parallel Products of New England (“PPNE”), is unsuited for the 
location in the City and within an environmental justice area.  The project does not serve local 
interests; instead, it purports to address long-term solid waste and biosolids needs of the 
Commonwealth while placing a disproportionate burden upon environmental justice populations 
within the City.  Additionally, the project would have a detrimental impact on existing users of the 
business park, which is an important economic resource for the City.  To date, PPNE has not 
conducted meaningful outreach with the City or its residents to address how PPNE’s proposed 
regional services will address local concerns, specifically how the burden the project will impose on 
the local community will be satisfactorily mitigated.   

Further, PPNE has not properly analyzed impacts to public health, safety, or the environment 
from the combined facilities that make up the proposed project.  While PPNE undertook studies 
during the MEPA review, many assumptions in those studies are inadequate for a solid waste 
transfer station or a biosolids drying project individually, much less for a project that combines both 
such operations.  The studies segregate and thus underrepresent combined potential impacts related 
to air quality, noise, dust, and odor within each portion of the site from the dryer, the transfer station, 
the loading and unloading of materials, or mobile sources coming to and from the facility.   
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As a result, it is impossible for PPNE to properly characterize how this project would 
mitigate adverse health and environmental impacts, including specific impacts upon disadvantaged 
residents within the City.  These unresolved concerns suggests that the project cannot be properly 
permitted or conditioned at this juncture.     

Therefore, the City maintains its strong objection to the project as proposed, as it would have 
a clear negative impact on public health, safety, and the environment with little to no City need or 
City benefit demonstrated.  The City requests that the MEPA office require PPNE to address the 
City’s environmental justice concerns and the numerous deficiencies in the FEIR as part of the 
MEPA review process and require additional analysis of these impacts.  As proposed, with the lack 
of adequate study and analysis, the project simply cannot be approved.  A Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report, answering each of the concerns listed in this letter, must be required 
from PPNE before a certificate may be issued for this proposed project. 

Project Overview 

As you are aware, the PPNE project site at 100 Duchaine Boulevard in the City of New 
Bedford is within a business park near full capacity with existing businesses.  The site comprises 71 
acres and currently contains 92,220 square feet of building space.  The proposed project would 
include 150,175 square feet of additional building space and canopy space of 75,525 square feet, in 
addition to a 27,500 square foot expansion to the existing glass handling building.  As noted in the 
FEIR, this would result in a two-acre increase in impervious area at the project site, or a total of 
25.8% impervious surface lot coverage.  Phase 1 of the project consists of expansion of a recycled 
glass handling facility, an associated rail spur for disposition of the glass product, and solar panels 
for generation of 1.9 MW of power.  The rail spur was specifically proposed for Phase 1. Phase 1 is 
currently proceeding under a waiver included in the Final Record of Decision.  

Phase 2 of the project would consist of construction of a municipal solid waste (“MSW”) and 
construction and demolition debris (“C&D”) processing and handling facility as well as a biosolids 
facility.  A 5,000 square foot handling building would be constructed into which material would be 
delivered by truck in either baled or unbaled form, as well as loose material in trucks.  C&D material 
and bulky waste would also be accepted.  MSW would be processed in an existing building to allow 
for extraction of recyclable materials.  Materials would be stored in rail cars on a rail spur and 
shipped from the facility by rail, or loaded on to trucks and shipped off-site.  At full capacity, PPNE 
claims that the facility could produce 1300 tons per day of baled residual waste and up to 50 tons per 
day of dried biosolids, to be shipped from the site in rail cars or trucks.  Up to 250 tons per day of 
recycled glass would also be shipped from the site by rail.  However, the discussion in the studies 
and supplemental information provided by PPNE include additional options and operating scenarios. 
It is unclear how the proponent proposes that these variations in throughput could be conditioned or 
enforced.   
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Facility Need 

The City is on the record declaring that this proposed facility was not solicited, desired, or 
needed as part of either the City’s biosolids handling and disposal plan or its solid waste transfer 
station plans.  In New Bedford alone, just a few miles to the south of the proposed facility, are two 
solid waste transfer stations with a combined capacity of up to 1,774 tons of solid waste per day (the 
City of New Bedford Transfer Station and the New Bedford Waste Services Transfer 
Station). Further, the City contracts for wastewater treatment processing and biosolids management 
on 20-year cycles and has already addressed those needs.  Therefore, this project will provide little 
local benefit, but the City and the neighborhood will absorb the impacts. The need for the facility 
and its supposed benefit to the City must be properly balanced against the potential impacts.  That 
balance has not been demonstrated by PPNE, with the proposed project imposing a disproportionate 
burden upon the City and the neighborhood. 

The proponent’s argument in support of this facility seems to center around the state’s long-
term solid-waste and biosolids handling needs.  If a regional facility is the true purpose, then a 
regional or statewide site selection process should be undertaken to determine the optimal location 
for the facility to minimize potential local and regional environmental and greenhouse gas impacts.  
Such a process would surely result in a more favorable location elsewhere in the state where there is 
local, as well as state and regional, need.   

Environmental Justice 

Inextricably related to the above conclusion that there is no demonstrated need for the facility 
is concern that the facility will have disproportionate impacts on already overburdened 
environmental justice communities. The Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs 
(“EEA”) has mapped approximately one-half of the City of New Bedford as being composed of 
different and overlapping environmental justice populations, with the project itself located in a 
designated environmental justice area. The environmental justice populations are identified by the 
following characteristics: (i) income; (ii) income and minority characteristics; (iii) minority status; 
and (iv) income, minority and English isolation status. These populations have been burdened by a 
history of hosting a disproportionate share of solid waste facilities to support the economy and 
infrastructure of Massachusetts. 

There are multiple active landfills and transfer stations in and near New Bedford, in addition 
to historical waste sites.  Until a few years ago, just 14 miles to west was the BFI/Allied Waste 
landfill in Fall River, accepting up to 1,950 tons of solid waste per day. As identified by DEP on its 
list of inactive landfills, there are three closed landfills in the City of New Bedford, including the 
Hanford Demolition Dump, the New Bedford Landfill, and the Liberty Street Dump, that still must 
be monitored for potential off-gas and contaminant migration.  Further, New Bedford is home to two 
Superfund sites, including Sullivan’s Ledge, a former quarry where hazardous materials and other  
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wastes were deposited, and New Bedford Harbor, where manufacturers discharged PCBs into the 
harbor.  Sullivan’s Ledge has been permanently capped, and EPA has made significant progress 
toward reducing the concentration of PCBs in New Bedford Harbor.  Now PPNE proposes to add 
significantly to this current and historic mix of waste disposal and processing. 

This concentration of active and historical waste disposal and processing facilities created a 
disproportionate burden on the residents of the City historically, which continues to this day. Many 
thousands of tons of solid waste are transported through the streets of the City and adjacent 
communities every single day.  The movement of wastes is well in excess of the wastes generated in 
the immediate region, with the attendant truck traffic, diesel emissions, odors, noise, air emissions 
and safety concerns. The City and its residents currently bear these burdens at a rate that is unfair in 
relation to other regions of the state that do not have environmental justice populations and that do 
not host this high concentration of waste facilities. This new facility would only add to that 
disproportionate burden. 

Article 97 of the Massachusetts Constitution secures for residents of the Commonwealth the 
right to clean air and water and to freedom from excessive and unnecessary noise. The 
EEA Environmental Justice Policy explains how EEA will ensure these protections for members of 
environmental justice populations, committing to protect the environmental rights of Massachusetts 
residents, particularly those in urban neighborhoods in the Commonwealth’s older industrial areas. 
The policy notes that residents in these communities are more likely to live near sources of pollution 
and old abandoned contaminated sites, which can pose risks to public health and the environment. 
The policy specifies that increased attention should be focused on communities located in older 
urban areas with a legacy of environmental pollution and, importantly, commits to promoting for 
environmental justice populations positive economic development that is consistent with 
environmental protections. For any projects triggering the MEPA environmental justice thresholds, 
the policy commits the MEPA Office to “ensure that appropriate measures are taken by project 
proponents to address any potential environmental impacts the project may have on the existing 
[environmental justice] populations.”     

In a community with significant environmental justice populations, it is a fundamental 
requirement of the Environmental Justice Policy that EEA take necessary steps to ensure these 
populations are protected. To achieve the appropriate protections, this project must pause, the 
applicant must engage with the City, there must be increased dialogue with concerned residents, and 
additional protections must be incorporated to address community concerns.  EEA can require this 
engagement as a condition to completion of the MEPA review process, and the City requests that it 
do so now.          
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Insufficient Documentation Concerning Condition of Site 

  PPNE has not provided sufficient data to demonstrate that changes in intended use or 
construction activities at the site, given the current condition of the site soil and groundwater, will 
not adversely impact health, safety, or the environment.  The existing site conditions and historical 
soil contamination, both surficial and sub-surface, must be fully analyzed before any proposed 
alterations may be considered and new uses could be properly conditioned. The FEIR review must 
be predicated upon the assumption there is contamination at the site given the known historical 
chemical usage by any camera and film producer. 

  The project site was operated for a number of years by the Polaroid Corporation.  That 
historic use includes known contamination.  While a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was 
conducted by Sage Environmental, no favorable data or results were provided.  Online data available 
from DEP includes two Release Tracking Numbers (“RTNs”) related to former operations on the 
site.  RTN 4-10113 was issued in 1993 and relates to a 1986 fuel oil release at the site.  Notices of 
Noncompliance were issued in 1995.  On September 3, 1998, Parsons Infrastructure & Technology 
Group informed former site owner Polaroid of potential outcomes of abandonment in place of 
concrete bunkers classified as underground storage tanks (“USTs”) at the site.  RTN 4-16316 
addressed a limited release of sulfuric acid at the site in 2001.  An audit was completed in 2008. 

  The City is unaware of the resolution of these RTNs, or the possibility of other 
undocumented releases or discharges at the site.  No documentation presented to date in the DEIR or 
FEIR addresses concerns regarding residual site impacts, and there has been no known 
comprehensive soil, groundwater, or sediment data evaluation completed for the site.  The absence 
of such documentation, given the past history, is a serious deficiency which must be addressed by 
PPNE before any new use may be considered.  It is simply impossible to assess the potential 
environmental impact of site redevelopment without a thorough assessment of this industrial site, 
where complex organic compounds and specialty metal salts were used in vast quantities. 

List of FEIR Deficiencies 

  In addition to the comments provided above, and those the City previously provided in 
response to the DEIR, the following is a listing of deficiencies with the FEIR.  While many of these 
concerns are interrelated, these concerns should be addressed individually by PPNE through a 
Supplemental EIR.  If they are not properly addressed, the proposed project cannot be approved with 
respect to potential adverse impacts to health, safety, and the environment.  Project studies will need 
to clearly demonstrate that there is no undue burden placed upon an Environmental Justice area.  
Particularly, PPNE will need to properly explore the combined impacts upon health, safety, and the 
environment from existing facilities throughout the City and these two new co-located facilities 
proposed on the project site. 
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1. The MEPA Environmental Justice Policy Requires an Enhanced Analysis of Impacts.
The proposed PPNE sludge facility triggered MEPA review because it exceeds the 
wastewater review threshold at 301 CMR 11.03 (5)(b)(5). Under the MEPA Environmental 
Justice Policy, a project exceeding a mandatory EIR threshold for solid waste or wastewater 
must be subject to an enhanced analysis of impacts, including but not limited to a mitigation 
measures assessment, I/I reduction assessment, and an analysis of any degradation of the 
stressed receiving water body, parts of which are still closed to shellfish harvesting because 
of the City’s existing disproportionate burden of environmental pollution. The project simply 
cannot be considered without enhanced impact analyses.  

2. Added PFAS to the City’s Wastewater Treatment System Must be Evaluated. 
A major concern not addressed in the DEIR and given inadequate attention in the FEIR is the 
potential for polyfluoroalkyl substance (“PFAS”) contamination present in the incoming 
waste materials.  PFAS compounds have very low exposure thresholds because they do not 
break down easily inside or outside the human body, and the cumulative effect can be 
harmful to human health. PFAS compounds will be present in biosolids.  PFAS compounds 
in leachate from the dewatering or sludge drying processes cannot be eliminated because of 
their high thermal destruction temperature.  Thus, any wastewater created in processing, or 
cleaning, will transfer these compounds into the City’s wastewater treatment system.  The 
expected loading or partitioning must be explored and quantified, and the potential impact to 
the City must be explored, or the project simply cannot move forward. Further, PPNE does 
not evaluate the implications of being a Significant Categorical Industrial User. Without such 
evaluation, the project cannot be legally approved, nor approved with conditions.   

3. PPNE Wrongly Suggests a “Wait and See” PFAS Approach is Sufficient.
PPNE suggests that DEP is still developing regulations/restrictions for PFAS in biosolids and 
associated wastewater.  PPNE states that it will develop the design of the biosolids 
processing facility in compliance with all new regulations that come into effect.  Regulations 
are not needed to assess the potential exposure and risk from these compounds; therefore, at a 
minimum, these potential exposures and risks should be evaluated and predicted at the 
MEPA level before approval with PFAS conditions can even be considered.  Without a full 
evaluation of proposed PFAS treatment and mitigation measures in the context of discharge 
to municipal wastewater treatment facilities, a substantial risk and cost liability burden is 
placed on the City.  This “wait and see” approach cannot result in a favorable project finding.  

4. Added PFAS in the Air Must be Properly Mitigated.
The temperatures in a sludge drier are insufficient to break down any vaporized or adsorbed 
PFAS compounds. These compounds will be emitted from the drier and will touch down via 
standard dispersion characteristics or via wet deposition as the exhaust cools in the 
atmosphere.  The emission and potential inhalation exposure must be explored, and an  
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assessment of this risk must be combined with the study of potential risks from other 
exposure pathways.  

5. Added PFAS to the Groundwater Must be Properly Mitigated.
As mentioned above, a dryer does not have sufficient thermal energy to break down PFAS 
compounds, so any airborne PFAS will pass through a drier exhaust and settle out nearby via 
wet or dry deposition.  It is notable that the site property is located on a potentially 
productive aquifer, which would be subject to PFAS contamination from the proposed 
project.  Since PFAS compounds do not break down naturally and are very soluble in water, 
a large fraction would likely dissolve into the ground and make their way to groundwater.  
Further, any PFAS compounds that leach from the biosolids or solid waste materials on-site 
could be added to the surface water and eventually into the groundwater. It is imperative that 
potential groundwater exposure pathways be evaluated and that the potential for additional 
PFAS in the area be properly studied. 

6. Analysis of  Potential Existing Background PFAS Must be Undertaken Before Any New 
Use May be Considered that Would Add to the Existing Background Conditions.
PFAS compounds are not a single compound but a family of compounds that were created to 
protect and shield materials from water exposure.  Polaroid made use of such chemicals 
when it operated at the site.  In fact a former Polaroid employee is quoted as saying, 
“Polaroid film is, in my estimation, the world’s most chemically complex completely man-
made product ever” and included “brand new chemicals that have never been used before.”1

PFAS compounds were used in just about everything during Polaroid’s peak popularity.  
Potential existing contamination by PFAS and other compounds at the project site must be 
fully explored by any potential new user, prior to redevelopment.  Since this project could 
add more contaminants to a site that already is compromised and is located adjacent to a 
residential neighborhood, PPNE must be completely thorough and transparent in this analysis 
before MEPA approval can be considered.  

7. The Wastewater Analyses Erroneously Assume Loading and Flows Based Upon 
Treatment of City of New Bedford Biosolids.
The City takes exception to any assumption that this facility will treat the City’s 
biosolids.  The City is under contract elsewhere and has no written agreement with PPNE. As 
a result, PPNE’s wastewater, leachate, and filtrate loadings assumptions in its analyses are 
flawed.  These studies cannot be considered valid and must be redone with the maximum 
potential for flows and loading based upon unknown and uncommitted sources.   

1 https://www.bostonglobe.com/lifestyle/2015/08/23/herchen/h0jiY73U0lEfdHES5aXopO/story.html 
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8. With Missing and Erroneous Filtrate Composition, Dryer Condensate Composition, 
Blowdown Composition, Washdown Composition, Loadings, and Water Quality 
Parameters Provided, PPNE Cannot Discharge to the City.
Without inclusion of loading and composition data or assumptions, and analyses of how this 
wastewater stream will not adversely impact the existing wastewater plant, PPNE cannot 
assume that it can discharge into the City’s wastewater treatment plant. Further, since the 
traffic studies do not consider this waste stream being shipped elsewhere for treatment, this 
project cannot be approved as proposed. 

9. A Commitment to Pay the City for the Treatment of All Flows Does Not Eliminate 
Potential Wastewater Treatment Fatal Flaws.
PPNE would be required to pay for the facility discharge into the City’s wastewater treatment 
plant in the same manner as any industrial operator.  However, the project cannot be deemed 
viable, and therefore cannot be approved or conditioned, without the proper wastewater 
treatment plant loading and impact assessment.  With little loading information provided to 
determine whether PPNE would create EPA “Interference” or “Pass Through” concerns, it is 
impossible to know whether its discharge would create violations at the treatment plant. 

10. Discussing Dry Tons of Biosolids Does Not Address the Potential Adverse Impacts from 
the Amount of Materials in All Stages of Receiving, Processing, Packaging, Emissions, 
and Hauling.  
The purpose of a drier is to transform a wetter material into a drier product. While PPNE 
characterizes its operations and drying efficiency on a “dry ton” basis with respect to heat 
demand, the City is very concerned that the evaluation of adverse impacts is based upon a 
maximum throughput potential of 50 tons, since the incoming material can be anywhere from 
three to twenty times more than the mere “dry tons”.   The City previously noted this concern 
in its prior comment letter to the MEPA office.  The City remains very concerned that the 
City and MEPA cannot fully understand the full scope and magnitude of the number of 
trucks, size of facility, and overall impacts with analyses and studies based upon dry tonnage. 

11. The Default Traffic Impact Must be Considered Significant, Meaning Typical 
“Screening Thresholds” for Level of Service, Accidents, and Traffic Noises Cannot be 
Applied to Two Co-located Facilities of These Sizes.
The City is concerned with the traffic impacts from each of the two facilities proposed for 
this site.  Negative traffic impacts increase exponentially with two regionally sized 
wastewater and solid waste facilities co-located in this one location.  The size of these 
facilities create Level of Service (LOS) concerns in many areas, especially at times of 
congestion and with normal traffic avoidance tactics.  Based upon existing traffic conditions 
and the size of the proposed facilities, MEPA should adopt the premise that there will be a 
significant increase in adverse impacts based on the more intensive uses proposed at the site.  
The traffic study provided is inadequate in that it dismisses intersections globally based upon  
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a typical screening threshold. Additional analysis must be required as part of the MEPA 
office review.  

12. Available Accident Data Indicating that the Baseline Accident Rate is Above Average is 
Ignored.
The crash history presented in the Updated Traffic Impact Study included as Appendix 13 
indicates that the intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard and Duchaine Boulevard 
experiences a crash rate that currently exceeds both the District and Statewide crash rates for 
unsignalized intersections. Given the unique geometry of this intersection, the proposed 
project will likely create a significant increase in truck traffic using the westbound left turn 
movement and northbound right turn movement during both the AM and PM peak hours. 
Furthermore, given that there are two co-located facilities, there may be more than one AM 
and PM peak. PPNE should provide additional analysis regarding the safety of this unique 
intersection as a result of the increased traffic generated by the proposed project 

13. Previously Expressed City Concerns and Readily Available Accident Data from 
Individual Crashes Are Ignored.
The City had recommended that PPNE obtain crash reports for crashes at the Theodore Rice 
Boulevard-Duchaine Boulevard intersection from the local Police Department in order to 
provide more information on the nature of the crashes.  The City also asked that PPNE 
consider performing a Road Safety Audit with the City to determine if there is an existing 
issue with the current geometry, lighting, signage, or pavement markings that might be 
addressed as part of this project to improve safety at this location. While PPNE provided a 
new study updating traffic volumes for 2020, it is recommended that the crash data also be 
updated to reflect the most recent five years.  An Audit may shed light on the higher-than-
expected crash rate at this intersection. It was noted that the fatality that occurred is suspected 
to have resulted from a street race, but no source was cited for this speculation. There is also 
a known pedestrian injury which is not discussed in the FEIR.  While traffic and traffic 
improvements are ultimately local issues, this intersection is currently a potential fatal flaw 
that must be addressed at the MEPA level. Without true fatal flaw traffic analyses, the project 
cannot be approved at the state level. The inadequate traffic review must be updated to 
address specific issues from two new co-located facilities and the significantly higher 
existing industrial traffic percentage in this area. 

14. Existing Traffic Assessment Demonstrates a Level of Service Fatal Flaw.
The Capacity Analysis Results tables have been updated to include more information on 
actual delay values; however, once the delay values at the Route 140 ramps exceed 500 
seconds, it appears the information was not deemed significant and was not shown. A 
comparison of the increase in delay between 2027 No-Build and Build cannot be performed 
without referring to the Synchro Analysis in the Appendix. Upon review of the Synchro 
Analysis, it appears that some of the movements at the Route 140 ramps will experience an  
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increase in delay of more than 100 seconds at one location and over 3000 seconds at another, 
which would be considered significant impacts of the project.   This obvious stress on the 
traffic system will compromise public safety, and so adequate review and mitigation strategy 
are necessary. 

15. Current Roadway Layout, Markings, and Signage is not Adequate for any Increased 
Traffic.
The intersection of the existing site driveway and Duchaine Boulevard currently lacks 
adequate travel lane markings and signage.  The fact that this basic concern is not identified 
or addressed indicates that there was insufficient effort applied to the traffic study to date, 
and so needs to be completely reassessed.  This is especially necessary given the impacts 
from two regionally-sized facilities, with trucks, trains, and passenger cars traversing the two 
locations on-site, and with different needs and objectives occurring simultaneously. This 
proposed project will add further confusion in the area.  With no plan offered to address, 
fund, and improve the roadways in this area as part of the PPNE traffic mitigation plan, the 
project cannot be properly conditioned or approved.  

16. Proposed Truck Routes and Actual Truck Routes May Differ; Combined Traffic 
Impacts Must be Properly Assessed.
Further examination and analysis of the expected truck routes must be provided by PPNE 
regarding all potential traffic patterns near residences or other sensitive receptors.  It is 
insufficient to compartmentalize potential traffic impacts from the two stationary facility 
operations. The potential combined impacts of traffic from both facilities, as well as the 
cumulative impacts from the stationary and on-site facilities, and from on-road and non-road 
equipment, must be examined. PPNE makes a proposal in the draft Section 61 finding 
(mitigation commitment) to try to enforce truck routes by contract, which would be 
inadequate and does not result in a workable or sustainable solution..  To properly assess the 
potential impacts from two large regional projects proposed in a single trucking endpoint, all 
potential truck routes should be evaluated at the MEPA level for compliance with any DEP 
policies, and to determine the potential for adverse impacts to health safety, or the 
environment. 

17. No Rational Basis has been Provided for Trucking Hours outside of Normal Weekday 
Business Hours, Which Operations Will Have a Disproportionate Impact on Local 
Residents.
Even if Truck Routes can be reasonably enforced, traffic from both facilities will result in 
noticeable impacts to nearby residents and sensitive receptors.  Further evaluation of truck 
routes is necessary before potential hauling hours for the two facilities can even begin to be 
discussed. While most facilities would like the most flexibility in operations, PPNE’s 
intention to deliver sludge to the facility seven days a week, 5 AM to 9 PM from Monday 
through Saturday, 6 AM to 6 PM on Sundays, has not been properly examined or justified.   
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Biosolids and trash do not have any specific weekend or evening hauling requirements.  
Many such facilities have significantly narrower windows of operation. PPNE has not 
justified why these atypical non-business hours are necessary in comparison to the added 
impact these hours will cause the City and its residents. 

18. Waste Handling Operations and Storage Quantities are not Adequately Defined to 
Prevent Adverse Operating Conditions.
PPNE indicates waste receiving, tipping, handling, and loading will occur in an enclosed 
area; however, the handling of the waste material at the facility before it is placed inside 
requires further analysis.  Waste must be placed somewhere, and then be moved, packaged, 
and ultimately removed.  A throughput of 1,300 tons per day is a significant quantity of 
material at the facility that must arrive, be processed, and packed for outbound shipment (via 
either rail-car or truck).  Each day approximately 26 million pounds of trash, equivalent to 
approximately 120,000 bags of household trash (or other materials) would pass through the 
facility.  PPNE does not fully commit to a maximum allowable residual waste left at the end 
of each processing day, whether it is baled or freshly tipped waste.  The project simply 
cannot proceed without definition of basic data assumptions that impact waste movement 
patterns, timing and duration of open doors, fugitive emissions, elevated emissions from aged 
waste, and the ability to deal with upset conditions. With the equivalent of 120,000 bags 
worth of trash coming through the facility a day, PPNE must provide a contingency plan to 
address any outbound issue or concern which may delay or prevent off-site transport, and 
how such events would impact the undefined quantity of material present in the MSW 
operations area. The proposed project simply cannot be assessed without this most basic 
waste assumption included in any PPNE supplemental EIR study.  

19. The MEPA Process is Not the Proper Venue to Review the Complex Air Quality Impact 
Potential from a Combined Sludge Drier and Solid Waste Transfer Station.
In Section 5.10 of the FEIR, the applicability section suggests that the proposed facility may 
be subject to DEP Air Plan approval.  This project must be subject to a permit application, 
submission, review, and conditioning due to emissions for the following reasons:  

a. Odor can cause a condition of air pollution pursuant to 310 CMR 7.00, Air Pollution 
Control.  While there is no numerical threshold for permitting, a facility processing 
1,300 tons of waste and hundreds of tons of wet sludge will likely trigger an Air Plan 
Approval review requirement for odor nuisance alone.   

b. Air toxics will be emitted in the drier process that, while not triggering a weight per 
year threshold, will be a local health concern. 

c. Noise will be emitted from the combined facilities, from on-site and off-site 
equipment, and from potential “Build versus No Build” traffic increases from trucks, 
train engines, rail cars, non-road equipment operating outside and inside buildings  
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with open doors, large odor control system fans and exhausts, and typical vehicular 
traffic. 

d. Dust from the facilities can cause a condition of air pollution from both a respirable 
basis and from a nuisance basis.  The proposed facilities will have combined dust 
potential from solid waste and wastewater biosolids receiving, processing, packaging 
and hauling, and as a result, a non-major Air Plan approval is required to properly 
define and explain how the nuisance potential for dust will be properly addressed. 

e. The site location is depressed in elevation with respect to the surrounding 
neighborhood; therefore, the complex terrain should be addressed in the proper 
combined impact assessment.  

f. The City has many other industrial sites, requiring proper analysis of background 
conditions. The combined facilities will result in incremental emissions increases in 
addition to those of other historical or current uses on-site or in the area.   

g. PPNE made many assumptions in its studies that would typically be reviewed in a 
protocol with DEP as part of the permitting process. 

h. The proposed facility is in a potential Environmental Justice Area, and therefore 
should be carefully examined and scrutinized.  This is simply not a project that can 
skip the Air Plan Application and Review Process involving appropriate officials at 
DEP.  

20. All Studies or Evaluations Need to Consider Both Facilities, Stationary and Mobile 
Sources, and Non-Road and On-Road Sources.
The project, composed of two facilities, must be reviewed and permitted as a whole, and not 
with respect to individual facility aspects.  While individual combustion sources operating 
independently may be exempt from permitting, such a perspective is not sufficient to justify a 
limited or no Air Plan application.  Furthermore, the result of these combustion sources 
providing heat to buildings and dryers creates additional air contaminants by increasing the 
vapor pressure and through separate fugitive, point, area, and volume releases of air 
pollutants or air toxics. Any assessment of permitting applicability, or review of potential 
impacts, must consider all emissions and releases from the two facilities acting together.  

21. The Odor Control Technology Discussion Does Not Justify the Atypically High 
Percentage Removals Provided.
The odor control technologies proposed have not been fully described. The odor 
destruction/removal percentages presented would suggest that odor is simply eliminated, 
which is contrary to how odor control actually works.  Converting odorous compounds to 
less odorous compounds in an effort to limit odors will still result in the presence of odors.  It 
is unrealistic to assume a very high blanket removal of total odor from the technologies 
presented.  The removal percentages and justifications should be discussed along with other 
options in a formal Best Available Control Technologies analysis. 
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22. All Potential Waste Odor Sources are not Included.
While PPNE provides an odor analysis, it is unclear what sources are considered beyond 
those associated with waste bags breaking open.  Clearly, the quantity of waste and the age of 
waste transported to and stored on-site will factor into the potential odor emissions.  These 
concerns are not addressed in the application.  All potential odor emission sources should be 
formerly identified and the control technologies fully analyzed.  As a result, the project 
currently cannot be properly assessed or conditioned with respect to odor control.

23. Improper Capture Assumptions Result in Underestimating Fugitive Odor and Dust 
Emissions.
PPNE provides a calculation that suggests with three doors open there is sufficient airflow to 
capture 90% of the odor and other emissions.  The velocity through the open doors would be 
less than 1 mile per hour with a conservative assumption that all intake air came in through 
these doors.  This general assumption is fatally flawed in that it drastically underestimates 
potential odor capture from this project as proposed.  Any fugitive emissions occur with 
minimal to no dispersion potential, and 0% control efficiency. Reasonable fugitive emissions 
assumptions based upon the specific facility ventilation parameters need to be developed 
before an odor or dust assessment can be updated properly.

24. A Total Odor Assessment is Intended to Examine Combined Odor from Multiple 
Facilities.
PPNE analyzed odor from the two co-located facilities independently.  The rationale provided 
was that the facilities will emit “different odors”.  It does not matter to an abutter whether an 
offensive odor has the characteristics of MSW or biosolids, trucks or waste stored outdoors. 
To someone experiencing a malodor, all odor experiences combine and count against any 
abutter’s tolerance for odor as one net experience. In fact, the metric “total odor” or “D/T” is 
used specifically to combine different odors and evaluated the total or combined impact.  The 
only way to properly assess odor is to “draw a box” around all sources on-site and off-site that 
currently add, or would add, additional odor potential, and assess the total odor potential from 
all combined sources.  The independent odor studies are meaningless in assessing the 
potential for adverse impacts from the project as proposed.

25. Noise is Unwanted Sound and its Nuisance Potential can Only be Assessed by Exploring 
the Incremental Change in Total Combined Sound for all Sources.
PPNE analyzed noise from the stationary sources and mobile sources independently.  The 
analysis should include all sources on-site and examine the total sound potential from all 
combined sources offsite, including backup beepers. A facility-wide sound study can be 
completed many different ways.  The approach and assumptions in such a study should be 
formerly proposed to DEP as part of the permitting process prior to undertaking the study. 
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26. The Background Sound Assumption Needs to be Protective of all Potential Time 
Periods.
It is unclear why PPNE did not use the lowest measured background sound over the long-term 
monitoring period to determine noise impacts from the combined facilities. One week of 
sound monitoring merely provides a snapshot of sound, as there are likely days throughout the 
year when the sound is higher and lower than this data set suggests.  An examination of the 
increase in total sound during the quietest time periods, which will be apparent to the 
residents, will likely indicate that the combined sound from the proposed project would 
exceed the DEP allowable incremental threshold.  The noise analysis needs to consider the 
potential impact to abutters or neighbors with the lowest known background conditions.

27. Dust from all Sources Impact Should be Analyzed Cumulatively.
Again, as with the other air quality or nuisance parameters, the application should consider 
the cumulative impact from all dust sources on-site and examine the total dust potential from 
all combined sources offsite, including existing and new stationary and mobile on-road and 
off-road emissions.  The facility-wide dust study should be formally proposed in a protocol to 
DEP as part of an air permitting process.

28. Wetlands Spatial Impact Area Triggers Other Permit Requirements.
The Order of Conditions for the project lists the impacts for the project at 4,095 square feet 
(“SF”) permanent and 1,209 SF temporary bordering vegetated wetland (“BVW”) impacts 
(total 5,304 SF of impact). At greater than 5,000 SF of impacts to BVW, typically both a 401 
Water Quality Certificate and an Army Corps of Engineers Pre-Constriction Permit are 
triggered. No evidence has been presented of such permitting.  PPNE must be required to 
provide that documentation for consideration and comment as part of this review process.

29. Increased Rainfall Could Impact Stormwater Management.
PPNE must also be required to evaluate stormwater management resilience in light of 
projected increases in springtime and annual total precipitation and intensity.

30. The New Substantial Wetland Crossing Structure Proposed Requires Public Input. The 
stream crossing has been revised from a culvert to a bridge.  While this may be an appropriate 
proposal revision, PPNE should be required to conclude whether a Chapter 91 License is 
necessary for the stream crossing and, if so, there should be an analysis of this issue in the 
MEPA process so that public comment can be solicited and incorporated.

31. Sludge Drying Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) can be Reduced via Heat Recovery.
The GHG emission potential from sludge drying is directly related to the combustion of fuel 
to provide the energy necessary to achieve the desired drying temperature, and then to provide 
the heat of evaporation to vaporize moisture in the sludge.  PPNE’s GHG analysis addressing 
sludge processing was limited to energy use associated with lighting, ventilation 
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and heating. The energy required to reach temperature can be reduced via heat recovery.  The 
analysis indicates that PPNE was considering gasification and heat recovery, and might 
install these options in the future, but was not doing so now. However, PPNE provided no 
GHG benefits analysis regarding inclusion of heat recovery as a design requirement. The 
MEPA GHG policy requires consideration of project alternatives with greater GHG 
emissions-related mitigation than the preferred option. A mitigation analysis must be 
included in this MEPA process.  

32. Sludge Drying Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) can be Reduced via Gasification.
The GHG emission potential from sludge drying is directly related to the combustion of 
anthropogenic fuel to provide the energy necessary for drying.  One way to reduce the fuel 
demand is to gasify or digest the natural sludge material to pull energy or heat value out of 
the sludge itself to offset some of the anthropogenic fuel demand and thereby reduce the 
GHG impacts. Again, the analysis indicates that PPNE was considering gasification and heat 
recovery, and might install these options in the future, but was not doing so now. However, 
PPNE provided no GHG benefits analysis regarding inclusion of gasification as a design 
requirement. The MEPA GHG policy requires the consideration of project alternatives with 
greater GHG emissions-related mitigation than the preferred option. A mitigation analysis 
must be included in this MEPA process.  

33. Sludge Drying is a Huge Contributor to Greenhouse Gases (GHGs).
PPNE should provide a GHG analysis that explores the cradle-to-grave GHG potential from 
the proposed sludge drying process, which is an energy intensive process.  Other biosolids 
stabilization alternatives that may create significantly less GHG potential impact must be 
considered. 

34. The City’s GHG Commitment to its Residents is Contradicted by this Proposed 
Facility.
The City strongly disagrees with PPNE’s position that GHG reduction is a global rather than 
a local issue.  While the impact from not reducing GHG emissions in local communities will 
be felt on a global basis, the mechanisms for GHG reductions can only be accomplished 
locally, on a site-by-site, and project-by-project basis.  The City considers GHG emissions 
reduction to be a local responsibility and its Climate Action and Resilience Plan commits to 
net zero Green House Gas emissions from the City by 2050. A demonstration must be made 
to show that this commitment can still be achieved with this project added to the City’s 
existing baseline GHG emissions.  

35. Construction Impact Assessments are Missing so the Proposed Project Studies and 
Information Provided are Incomplete.
PPNE does not provide a description of how construction period impacts will be controlled. 
No details are provided regarding means and mechanisms to be used to protect abutting  
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parcels and resource areas from noise, air quality impacts, dust, or erosion. PPNE must be 
required to provide a detailed development impact statement and associated construction 
schedule and demolition plan outlining mitigations for noise, odor, and air quality.  PPNE 
must be required to provide more detail in these areas and provide a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan and a site-specific construction stormwater management plan outlining all 
Best Management Practices from the DEP Stormwater Handbook and the Massachusetts 
Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines and how they will be utilized on a project specific 
level. 

The City reiterates the concerns raised in its letter of comment on the project DEIR and 
repeats its assertion that PPNE has not sufficiently estimated the facility’s potential impacts on the 
City.  PPNE has not provided the necessary studies and analyses to ensure that the residents of New 
Bedford will be adequately protected with the addition of this combined facility within a designated 
Environmental Justice area, and within a City that does not need or desire these facilities or the 
services PPNE proposes to provide.  

PPNE’s incomplete and inadequately substantiated assessments are problematic.  PPNE’s 
permitting approach compartmentalizes the project, so as to view each of the co-located facilities 
individually, creating a false demonstration of health, safety, and environmental compliance. The 
combined impact of the two proposed facilities has never been evaluated, and therefore the co-
located facilities simply cannot be approved or conditioned as proposed, in a reasonable or 
responsible manner.  

It remains the City’s position that this project is not in the best interest of the residents of 
New Bedford.  The City stands strongly opposed to this project and the significant negative impacts 
it will bring to the City and the region.   

Your attention to this important matter is greatly appreciated. 

MRR/cqm 
cc: Mayor Mitchell 

City Council 
Senator Mark Montigny 
Representative Antonio Cabral 
Representative Christopher Hendricks 
Representative Christopher Markey 
Representative Paul Schmid 
Representative William Straus 
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                                                                                     March 26, 2021 
 
Kathleen A. Theoharides 
Secretary of Environment and Energy  
Executive Office of Energy & 
Environmental Affairs                                 
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900, 

RE:  FEIR Review EOEEA #15990   
NEW BEDFORD. Parallel Products of New 
England (PPNE) at 100 Duchaine Boulevard 

     

ATTN:  MEPA Office,  
Boston, MA  02114                                                                   
                                          
Dear Secretary Theoharides,  
 
The Southeast Regional Office of the Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has 
reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the Parallel Products of New England 
(PPNE) Project at 100 Duchaine Boulevard, New Bedford, Massachusetts (EOEEA # 15990). The 
Project Proponent provides the following information for the Project: 
 
The Site is an industrially zoned, approximately 71-acre parcel, located within the New Bedford Business 
Park. The Site location and property boundaries are shown in Figure 1 using an aerial view. The Site was 
previously developed by Polaroid and already includes access roads, parking areas, and various buildings. 
Much of the existing infrastructure will be used in developing the proposed Project. New buildings will 
be constructed for glass processing, municipal solid waste (MSW) and construction and demolition (C&D) 
waste tipping, and biosolids drying. 
 
PPNE is proposing to develop the Site in two phases. Phase 1 construction will consist of the construction 
of a glass processing building and equipment and construction of a rail sidetrack from the main line rail 
to the 100 Duchaine Boulevard Site. The glass processing area will consist of a 27,500 sf building to house 
the processing equipment.  
 
Phase 2 of the Project includes the construction of a municipal solid waste (MSW) processing/handling 
facility and the biosolids processing facility. Currently, significant quantities of MSW and biosolids are 
being trucked out of state for treatment and disposal.  PPNE will construct a facility to collect and 
process this material in Massachusetts and then ship the residual waste out of state by rail for disposal.  
 
The processing proposed will also significantly increase transportation efficiencies and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions.   The proposed solid waste handling facility will accept up to 1,500 tons per 
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day of MSW delivered to the facility by truck. The proposed facility will process the MSW to extract 
recyclable material from the MSW. PPNE expects to recover and recycle approximately 20% of the MSW 
received, which is supports the Massachusetts solid Waste Master Plan and is state-of-the-art for the 
Commonwealth. The non-recyclable fraction of the MSW along with the C&D residuals/bulky waste will 
be then loaded in rail cars for transport to out of state disposal sites, primarily landfills. 
 
Bureau of Water Resources Comments 
Wetlands.   The FEIR addresses the Wetlands Program comments. 
 
Waterways.  Chapter 91 authorization is not required because the intermittent stream crossing is not 
considered a navigable waterway pursuant to the Waterways Regulations at 310 CMR 9.04(1)(e). 
 
Underground Injection Control. The Proponent acknowledges the Project is subject to the 
requirements of the Underground Injection Program. 
 
Wastewater Residuals.  At the time of submittal of the FEIR, the Proponent is assuming that the 
wastewater residuals (biosolids) will be classified as a solid waste and disposed of at a 
permitted, out of state solid waste facility (personal communication with Gregory Wirsen, (Green 
Seal Environmental, Inc.).  In the future, should the wastewater residuals be disposed, treated or 
beneficially reused at a facility that can only use or accept wastewater residuals (not a solid waste), 
the Proponent will be required to obtain a Certified Wastewater Treatment Operator at the 
appropriate grade to maintain continuity with state and federal wastewater regulations so that the 
material can be classified as a wastewater residual. This Certified Wastewater Treatment Operator 
may be a different grade or classification than that required by the Project's New Bedford Industrial 
Pretreatment Program Permit. To maintain the classification as a wastewater residual, the material 
cannot be mixed with a solid waste. This possibility will be addressed during the Solid Waste 
permitting process. 
 
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup Comments 
Based upon the information provided, the Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (BWSC) searched its 
databases for disposal sites and release notifications that have occurred at or might impact the 
proposed Project area.  A disposal site is a location where there has been a release to the 
environment of oil and/or hazardous material that is regulated under M.G.L. c. 21E, and the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan [MCP – 310 CMR 40.0000].   
 
There are no listed MCP disposal sites located at or in the vicinity of the site that would appear to 
impact the proposed Project area.  Interested parties may view a map showing the location of 
BWSC disposal sites using the MassGIS data viewer (Oliver) at: 
http://maps.massgis.state.ma.us/map_ol/oliver.php Under “Available Data Layers” select 
“Regulated Areas”, and then “DEP Tier Classified 21E Sites”.  MCP reports and the compliance 
status of specific disposal sites may be viewed using the BWSC Waste Sites/Reportable Release 
Lookup at:  https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/portal#!/search/wastesite 
 
The Project Proponent is advised that if oil and/or hazardous material are identified during the 
implementation of this Project, notification pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 
CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.  A Licensed Site Professional (LSP) should 
be retained to determine if notification is required and, if need be, to render appropriate 
opinions.  The LSP may evaluate whether risk reduction measures are necessary if contamination is 
present.  The BWSC may be contacted for guidance if questions arise regarding cleanup 
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Bureau and Air and Waste Comments 

Solid Waste.  MassDEP Solid Waste staff (Solid Waste) has reviewed the Final Environmental 
Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the Parallel Products of New England Project at 100 Duchaine Blvd in 
New Bedford (“Project” or “Site” or “facility”) EEA No. 15990. 

Solid Waste Comments:  

1. Based on its review of the FEIR for the Parallel Products of New England Project at 100 
Duchaine Blvd in New, EEA No. 15990, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MassDEP) Solid Waste Management Section has determined that the Proponent 
has adequately addressed its comments previously provided in Draft Environmental Impact 
Report. Additional detail will be required in the site assignment permit application and 
authorization to construct permit application should the Project site receive a positive site 
determination from the MassDEP and be granted a site assignment by the City of New 
Bedford Board of Health. 
 

2. Solid Waste Permitting: The proposed Project will require the following solid waste permits: 
 Site Suitability Report for a New Site Assignment (BWP SW 01); 
 Authorization to Construct a Large Handling Facility (BWP SW 05); and 
 Authorization to Operate a Large Handling Facility (BWP SW 06).  

 
3. The site assignment process is meant to determine if a parcel of land is a suitable location for 

a solid waste management facility. Anyone proposing to build a new solid waste landfill, 
combustion facility or transfer station is required to submit a site suitability report to 
MassDEP which reviews the report to determine whether the parcel of land meets specific 
criteria for use as the site for a solid waste management facility. The Agency forwards its 
findings to the local Board of Health, which then must decide whether or not to issue a 
Site Assignment for the facility being proposed. The Site Suitability Report for a New Site 
Assignment (BWP SW 01) is unlike all other MassDEP solid waste permits, in that 
MassDEP does not make the decision whether to site assign or not site assign a property. 
Ultimately the local Board of Health will decide whether to approve or deny a Site 
Assignment for a proposed facility. 
 

4. MassDEP seeks input from the public - including individuals, communities, and groups - 
before it issues certain types of solid waste management permits or approvals. The following 
permits or decisions have public comment periods: 

 BWP SW 01 applications: There is a 21-day public comment period. 
 Board of Health Site Assignment Decisions: The Board of Health must hold a public 

hearing in accordance with 310 CMR 16.20. 
 BWP SW 05 applications: There is a minimum 30-day public comment period.  
 BWP SW 06 applications: Public comments are not required prior to issuing a 

decision, but MassDEP may issue provisional approval with a deferred effective date 
to allow for 21-day public notice/comment period. 

All solid waste applications may be reviewed online at: 
https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/PublicApp/.  
 
See the following link to learn more about how to participate in MassDEP solid waste 
permitting decisions: https://www.mass.gov/service-details/how-to-participate-in-massdep-
solid-waste-permitting-decisions 
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5. Outreach: MassDEP acknowledges the outreach performed by the Proponent which included 

the following:  
 Distribution of fact sheets and comment cards with pre-paid postage. 
 Public meetings at various locations. 
 Public meetings advertised on radio, social media, and newspapers including The 

Standard Times, Portuguese Times, and New Bedford Guide; and 
 Outreach to community leaders identified by MEPA. 

 
MassDEP recommends the Proponent continue the same level of outreach throughout the 
permitting process.  
 
If any future public meetings will be held virtually due to COVID-19, MassDEP recommends 
that the Proponent evaluate how a virtual format could impact public participation with 
additional consideration to residents who may not have access to a computer or broadband 
internet.  
 
Additionally, MassDEP recommends that Project-related air pollution and environmental 
impact information be shared with EJ communities in alternative format (translation, 
interpreter services) if applicable. This information should be provided using terms that are 
easily understood to ensure the community understands the Project, its potential impacts, 
and can provide meaningful input. 

6. Pre-application Meeting: MassDEP will require the Proponent to attend a pre-application 
meeting prior to submission of the BWP SW 01 application to discuss comments received from 
the public on the FEIR and to ensure the facility design and operational measures will comply 
with solid waste regulations and applicable policies with an emphasis on odor, noise, and traffic 
mitigation. These measures may include facility changes such as negative air pressure, carbon 
filters, neutralization agents, and operational changes such as door opening and closing, facility 
cleaning regiment, waste load management, vehicle queuing, and MSW/C&D/biosolid storage. 
For the Proponent to demonstrate the facility operations will not result in a nuisance conditions, 
MassDEP reserves the right to require additional measures such as sound monitoring and odor 
surveys to demonstrate compliance with site assignment requirement to prevent and control 
nuisances at 310 CMR 16.40 and permit and operational requirement 310 CMR 19.000. 
Information pertaining to this requirement is available at: https://www.mass.gov/how-to/sw-01-
38-site-suitability-report. 
 

7. Biosolid Maximum Daily Tonnage: The FEIR states that “The facility will accept and 
process up to a maximum of 50 dry tons per day of biosolids”. The Proponent should be 
aware that any future solid waste permits will establish a maximum daily tonnage rate based 
on inbound “wet” tons and not on outbound “dry” tons. The Proponent should propose a 
biosolid maximum daily tonnage rate before commencing solid waste permitting. It should 
be noted that the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) assumed that the proposed facility would accept 
400 tons per day of biosolids. 
 

8. Construction and Demolition Debris: The FEIR states that the proposed facility intends to 
accept Category 2 C&D (C&D processing residuals) and Category 3 C&D (bulky waste). 
The Proponent should be aware that MassDEP’s Construction & Demolition (C&D) 
Minimum Performance Standard (MPS) applies to permitted C&D Processors and Large 
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C&D Transfer Stations (together referred to as C&D Handling Facilities) facilities.  For more 
information about the C&D Minimum Performance Standard, please refer to the following:  

 C&D Minimum Performance Standard: https://www.mass.gov/doc/minimum-
performance-standard-for-construction-demolition-handling-facilities/download 

 C&D Minimum Performance Standard FAQs: 
https://www.mass.gov/doc/frequently-asked-questions-faq-minimum-performance-
standard-for-cd-handling-facilities/download 
 

9. Noise: In general, the Proponent has addressed MassDEP’s comments previously provided in 
Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding noise however, additional details will be 
required in MassDEP permit application submittals. The Proponent incorporated the 
following changes to the sound study and/or to the design of the proposed facility in response 
to MassDEP’s comments on the DEIR: 

 The revised sound study in the FEIR evaluated short duration sounds including back-
up alarms, idling locomotive, and railcar couplings. The revised sound study did not 
evaluate dump truck tailgates, however, MassDEP requires all solid waste facilities 
to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to prevent truck tailgates from 
slamming. 

 The revised sound study established background sound levels based on the lowest 
hourly L90 sound level data point rather than the average of the daily lowest hourly 
L90 sound levels. (Note, see comment 9.d below for a related comment) 

 The proposed biosolids building was increased in size such that all truck backing up 
to deliver biosolids will be within an enclosed building. 

 The noise wall was increased in size to minimize noise impacts from rail operations.  
 The proposed glass building extension was revised such that rail cars can be loaded 

with glass within an enclosed building. 
 

10. The Proponent concluded that the revised sound study “documented that sound impacts will 
be avoided, minimized, and mitigated to the extent feasible.” Based on a review of the 
revised sound study, MassDEP finds that there is not sufficient information to determine if 
sound impacts will be avoided, minimized, and mitigated to the extent feasible. MassDEP 
will require the Proponent to attend a pre-application meeting prior to submission of the 
BWP SW 01 application to discuss revisions to the sound study to address the following: 
 

a) The revised sound study in the FEIR evaluated short duration sounds or “intermittent 
sound” in addition to evaluating continuous sound sources. The revised sound study 
evaluated the following intermittent sound sources: back-up alarms, idling 
locomotive, and railcar couplings. The revised sound study evaluated the following 
continuous sound sources: two (2) biosolids rooftop fans with fan silencers; one (1) 
biofilter fan with 5 dBA additional reduction; one (1) biofilter stack with silencer; 
four (4) cooling towers with 5 dBA additional reduction;  seven (7) 25,000 CFM 
rooftop exhaust fans with 5 dBA additional reduction; MSW handling with the 
MSW building with (three 3) open bay doors on the west side of the building and 
one (1) open railcar loading bay door; one (1) baghouse exhaust for the glass 
building with 2 dBA additional reduction; and one (1) ventilation opening for the 
baghouse exhaust. 
 
The revised sound study evaluated the impact of intermittent sound sources 
separately and independently from the continuous sound sources. The evaluation for 
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continuous sound sources predicted a maximum 8 dBA increase above background 
sound levels. The evaluation for intermittent sound sources for the idling locomotive 
predicted a maximum 10 dBA increase over background sound levels. The 
Proponent did not provide adequate information to justify the decision to evaluate 
continuous sound sources and intermittent sound sources separately. During 
MassDEP permitting, the Proponent must demonstrate that the sound study evaluates 
the cumulative noise impacts from the proposed Project. 
 

b) The revised sound study evaluated the Project-related sound impacts at the nearest 
inhabited building(s). MassDEP will require the Proponent to evaluate the Project-
related sound impacts at both the nearest inhabited building(s) and at the property 
line.  
 

c) The revised sound study predicted Project-related sound impacts using “only whole 
numbers” and indicated that “calculations were performed using values with 
additional precision.” The Proponent should clarify this statement. 
 

d) The revised sound study states background sound levels were determined based on 
the lowest hourly L90 sound level data point. The revised sound study states that “the 
existing ambient sound level that corresponds to this lowest hour is 30 dBA” and 
that “data from the last day of monitoring, July 3rd, was not included in the analysis 
as it was a holiday weekend and thus was not representative of a typical day.” Based 
on MassDEP’s review of the existing ambient sound level data that was presented in 
the DEIR, the lowest hourly L90 data point is 28 dBA which occurred on July 3, 
2018 at 3:00 A.M. The Proponent did not provide adequate justification for why data 
from July 3rd was excluded and did not demonstrate that the exclusion will not affect 
the outcomes and conclusions of the sound study. It should also be noted that July 3, 
2018 was not a weekend day nor a state or federal holiday.  

 
e) MassDEP previously commented that pursuant to 310 CMR 7.00 Air Pollution 

Control Section 7.10:  U Noise, MassDEP regulates all sounds emanating from a 
solid waste facility operation, including waste delivery vehicles on-site and outside 
the building. MassDEP previously commented that the Proponent should revise their 
sound study to include waste delivery vehicles. The revised sound study presented in 
the FEIR did not appear to evaluate waste delivery vehicles as a sound source. 
During MassDEP permitting, the Proponent must demonstrate that the sound study 
evaluates the cumulative noise impacts from the proposed Project, including waste 
delivery vehicles on-site both inside and outside the building. 
 

f) The revised sound study presented in the FEIR states that “operations from the 
Facility will not create any pure tones”, however the Proponent did not provide any 
data to justify their conclusion. 
 

g) The revised sound study states “PPNE has proposed mitigation measures to 
minimize sound levels at residences to the extent practicable” and that “further 
controls were considered but not deemed either available or practicable.” The 
Proponent did not provide sufficient information for MassDEP to determine if the 
proposed facility is designed to mitigate noise to the maximum extent practical using 
a top-down approach. The Proponent did not identify the controls that were 
considered but deemed infeasible. 
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When proposing sound mitigation controls, similar to the traditional "top-down” 
BACT process, the "top case" sound mitigation controls which deliver the lowest 
sound level increase above background are required to be implemented, unless these 
measures can be eliminated based upon technological or economic infeasibility. An 
applicant cannot "model out” of the use of the "top case" sound controls and propose 
a less stringent sound control strategy by simply demonstrating that predicted sound 
levels at the property line will result in a sound level increase of less than or equal to 
the 10 dBA sound level increase criteria contained in the MassDEP Noise Policy. 
The 10 dBA noise policy is not a design standard - it is an enforcement standard, and 
it is not the sound level increase upon which the design of sound suppression/ 
mitigation strategies and techniques should be based. (DAQC Policy 90-001- 
https://www.mass.gov/doc/massdep-noise-policy/download). 

 
h) Project related sound impacts should be evaluated both with and without mitigation 

to demonstrate the effectiveness of proposed sound mitigation controls.  
 

i) All sound mitigation controls measures should be analyzed at a preliminary 
screening level to determine the feasibility of their implementation given the site 
constraints, if any, and whether the noise abatement provides a minimum reduction 
in noise levels.  Impacts to wetlands, abutting landowners, stormwater, etc. should 
be considered. Safety factors should be considered including fire access and 
emergency vehicle needs. For the noise barrier to be technically feasible, it must be 
able to be constructed given the existing topography.  The height of the noise barrier 
should be evaluated if it could sustain excessive wind loads. Maintenance of the 
noise barrier must be considered as well.   
 

11. Traffic: In general, the Proponent has addressed MassDEP’s comments previously provided 
in Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding traffic, however, additional details will be 
required in MassDEP permit application submittals. Regarding traffic, the Proponent 
concluded “the traffic impacts of the proposed development of this solid waste facility 
located at 100 Duchaine Boulevard do not constitute a danger to the public health, safety, or 
the environment with consideration to traffic congestion, pedestrian and vehicular safety, and 
roadway configuration.” Based on a review of the FEIR, MassDEP finds that there is not 
sufficient information to verify this conclusion.  MassDEP will require the Proponent to 
attend a pre-application meeting prior to submission of the BWP SW 01 application to 
discuss traffic, including but not limited to, the following: 

 
 The Proponent conducted a traffic signal warrant analysis for the intersection of 

Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Blvd and concluded “the installation of 
a traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 
Boulevard is warranted under 2020 Existing traffic volumes independent of the 
Project, as a result of existing development in the area.” 

 The traffic analysis indicates that the intersection of Route 140 SB at Braley Road is 
expected to degrade in level-of-service (“LOS”) for some turning movements under 
the Build scenarios. 

 The traffic analysis indicates that three intersections, Route 140 NB at Braley Road, 
Route 140 SB at Braley Road, and Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 
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Blvd, operate at LOS F for some turning movements under the 2020 Existing 
scenario. 

 Potential impacts to delay time and queue lengths at some study area intersections 
under the Build scenario. 

 Potential impacts to volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for some study area intersections 
under the Build scenario. 

 Modeling various distribution scenarios that may occur to compensate for 
uncertainties regarding the normal hourly fluctuation in waste deliveries.  

The Proponent indicated that they are having ongoing discussions with the City of New 
Bedford regarding potential mitigation, but nothing has been finalized. In accordance with 
MassDOT’s Transportation Impact Assessment Guidelines Project-related impacts must be 
mitigated to the extent feasible. 

12. MassDEP has recently promulgated regulations pertaining to the presence of per- and poly-
fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). Other regulations are under development in all programs to 
minimize human and ecological exposure to PFAS.  As part of the Solid Waste permitting 
process, the Proponent will be required to describe what, if any, pathways exist for 
discharges of PFAS into air, soil and water resources as a result of the biosolids drying 
process and as a result of any potential uses of the dried biosolids. The permits may require 
the reduction and monitoring of PFAS impacts to the environment. 
 

13. If you have any questions regarding the Solid Waste Management Program comments above, 
please contact Mark Dakers at (508) 946-2847. 

 
Environmental Justice Comments 
MassDEP’s Environmental Justice (EJ) Program has reviewed the FEIR for the Parallel Products of 
New England Project and respectfully acknowledges PPNE’s outreach to the EJ population. Yet the 
following issues, as presented in sections 3.0 Environmental Justice /Public Outreach and 3.1 
Potential Public Health Impacts, remain unanswered for the Proponent’s consideration and 
response: 

 Was air dispersion modeling ever discussed and explained to the EJ Stakeholders for a clear 
understanding of its technology and use for decision making?  If not, please explain.  

 The section of the report that discusses "minor significance of the facility on conditions that 
can lead to air quality alerts” appears to suggest that the PPNE’s contribution to air 
pollution, climate change and air quality is not significant. Is this what 
PPNE intended?  Please explain the basis of this statement. 

 Are the residents of the affected EJ community privy to the information that has been 
logged into the complaints log?  If so, please explain how this information will be made 
known and shared and ultimately understood by New Bedford's diverse lay 
EJ residents/community members?   

 Are the residents expected to ask if any complaints have been filed or will the complaints be 
shared with the community? If so, how often? 

 How will all the complaints in the complaints log be handled in addressing everyone’s 
expectations for follow-up? 

 Was consideration made by the Proponent to explain the technical/scientific details of the 
FEIR?  If so, the Proponent should present its findings and recommendations through 
words that are commonly used and understood by New Bedford's diverse lay EJ residents 
and community members - not through the FEIR’s acronyms or scientific terminology. 
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 Outreach conducted by the Proponent during the pandemic is reported to have been of low 
interest and attendance at virtual meetings, etc. The Proponent should understand that 
communities of color were hardest hit with the COVID and were dealing with the impact of 
the virus - including food insecurity, evictions, and high rates of infection.  

 
The low attendance may not solely reflect disinterest but from being overwhelmed with life-
threatening issues and by not having the band-with to participate in a 
virtual community meeting. It very important for the Proponent to be aware and sensitive to 
these possibilities.  
 

 Connecting with community leaders that the residents trust is helpful in order to obtain input 
and/or interest from the residents.  Was outreach conducted to community leaders, EJ 
leaders and municipal officials? Again, COVID was and continues to be a priority for EJ 
populations and EJ organizations, therefore we need to be mindful and sensitive to this very 
important issue. 
 

 The Proponent should demonstrate the continuing need to conduct outreach and community 
engagement throughout the project’s duration for each to this area’s diverse EJ community. 

 
Other Comments/Guidance 
The MassDEP Southeast Regional Office appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed 
Project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact George Zoto at (508) 946-
2820.                        
        
                                            Very truly yours, 

 
                                                               Jonathan E. Hobill, 
                                                               Regional Engineer, 
                                                               Bureau of Water Resources  
 
JH/GZ 
 
Cc:  DEP/SERO 
         
ATTN: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Regional Director 
  David Johnston, Deputy Regional Director, BWR 
             Gerard Martin, Deputy Regional Director, BWSC 
  Seth Pickering, Deputy Regional Director, BAW 
             Jennifer Viveiros, Deputy Regional Director, ADMIN  
  Daniel Gilmore, Chief, Wetlands and Waterways, BWR 
  Deneen M. Simpson, Environmental Justice Director & Program Manager/Boston 
  Daniel Gilmore, Wetlands and Waterways, BWR 
  Mark Dakers, Chief, Solid Waste, BAW 
  Elza Bystrom Solid Waste, BAW 
  Alison Cochrane, Solid Waste, BAW 
 Thomas Cushing, Chief, Air Quality Permitting, BAW 
 Allen Hemberger, Site Management, BWSC            
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                                          2 April 2021 

 

Kathleen Theoharides, Secretary 

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

100 Cambridge Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 02114 

Attn:  MEPA Unit   

 

RE:  Parallel Products of New England, New Bedford, EEA #15990 

 

Cc:  Maggie McCarey, Director of Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy Resources 

 Patrick Woodcock, Commissioner, Department of Energy Resources 

   

Dear Secretary Theoharides: 
 

We’ve reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the above project. The 

proposed project includes a 50,820-sf, conditioned glass processing building, a 41,000-sf, space-

conditioned biosolids processing building, and an unconditioned 87,000-sf municipal solid waste 

facility.  A small amount of office space is planned, to be located inside one or more of these 

buildings. 

 

It is unclear in the submission the status of the glass processing building.  In some places in the 

submission, it appears to suggest that this building is partially built (27,320-sf out of the 50,820-

sf).  In other places in the submission, it appears that this building is fully built.   

 

Mitigation Level   

  

The overall project Mitigation Level1 (ML) is 40%, however the buildings themselves have a ML 

of less than 3.7%.  This value is described as “less than” because the project is using an incorrect 

baseline (more below).  If this baseline were to be corrected, building ML could reduce to 0%.   
 

1 Mitigation Level is the percent GHG reduction beyond the reduction that would occur as a result of following 
state and local building codes.  A Mitigation Level of 0% means that no mitigation is proposed.  To estimate ML we 
have removed biosolids process loads. 
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Building mitigation is largely limited to a modest reduction in the lighting power density. 

 

Addition of heat pumps for space heating could improve building ML to 21% and overall project 

(including committed 1.9 MW of new solar) to almost 60%.  

 

ML could also improve with addition of ventilation energy recovery which was unevaluated. 

 

 
 

Code Issues 

 

We observed two significant code issues: 

 

• The code requires three efficiency measures be included in the project (out of a list of 10 

choices), per section C406 of the code.  The project is using only two.  Accordingly, one 

more C406 measure is required for all buildings yet to be constructed, just to meet Code.  

Because the baseline is based on two, rather than three, C406 measures, the reported ML 

is overstated. 

 

• The (partially or fully) built glass processing facility is missing a code-required rooftop 

liner insulation system for this metal building.  The submission contains a request to “be 

allowed to forgo this design element”.  This liner system is required by code.  This liner 

system should be installed in all portions of this building to be constructed (if any) and 

should also be installed in all built portions of this facility, as well. 
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Efficient Electrification – Space Heating 

 

Efficient electrification of space heating entails the swapping of fossil fuels (natural gas, oil, and 

propane), or electric resistance systems, with cold-climate rated air source heat pumps or ground 

source heat pumps.   

 

Electrification of space is a key mitigation strategy with significant short- and long-term 

implications on GHG emissions.  Massachusetts grid emissions rates continue to decline with the 

implementation of clean energy policies that increase renewable electricity sources.  The 

implication is that efficient electric space heating with cold climate air source heat pump (or 

ground source heat pump) has lower emissions than other fossil-fuel based heating options, 

including best-in-class (95% efficient) condensing natural gas equipment.   

 

Currently, efficient electric heating has approximately 50% lower emissions in Massachusetts 

than condensing natural gas heating.  By 2050, and possibly sooner, efficient electric heating is 

expected to have approximately 85% lower emissions in Massachusetts than condensing natural 

gas heating.  See illustration below. 

 

 
 

The project is proposing to utilize significant natural gas, committing this project to a high-

emissions methods of space heating.  Using gas and electric prices cited in the submission, 

estimating gas and electric operating costs exceed $3.7M/year (counting process loads).  Swapping 

from currently planned gas space heating to electric heat pump space heating would increase 

operating costs by less than 1% while improving ML by almost x6. 

 

Heat pumps can also be used for air conditioning, which can provide significant benefits to workers 

inside the buildings.  (Currently, no air conditioning is proposed.) 

 

The submission asserts that heat pumps and not available above 20 tons capacity, and thus a large 

number (17) would be required to meet the 333 ton ventilation load.  This is not correct.  Heat 

pumps twice as large (40 to 50 tons) are available.  Based on this, the submission appears to be 

overestimating the number of units by a factor of about 2.  DOER has reviewed numerous building 
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projects with larger ventilation loads which also use heat pumps.  (These projects also maintain 

space heating at 72F.  These buildings are planned to only maintain space heating to mid-50’s F.)  

 

Heat pumps can also be readily installed in the office space (currently proposed to be gas heated).  

Heat pump hot water heating can also be used for hot water service, as well. 

 

Ventilation Energy Recovery 

 

Ventilation energy recovery was unevaluated and could provide significant emissions reduction 

given the ventilation loads described in the submission. 

 

Lighting Power Density Reduction 

 

One of the chosen C406 measures was a 10% reduction in lighting power density (LPD).  

Accordingly, to meet code, lighting power density must be reduced by this amount.  The project 

included this reduction in its Baseline model, correctly capturing this code minimum requirement. 

 

As a mitigation measure, the project is proposing to increase LPD reduction from code-required 

10% to 20%.   

 

Solar PV  

 

The project is also proposing to install 1.9 MW of new solar PV.  This sized solar system would 

provide significant mitigation.  We estimate that a 1.9 MW system would provide about 2,300 

MWhrs per year and would offset about 745 tons of emissions.   

 

Note that the facility currently has 1.6 MW of solar PV on site.  Accordingly, total on site solar 

PV would be 3.5 MW. 

 

It is also important to note that the building Code does not allow a “credit” to offset building code 

deficiencies.  Accordingly, the code issues identified above need to be addressed despite the 

installation of this PV. 
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Summary of Findings 

 

Code Issues 

 

Two code issue require resolution: 

 

• The buildings to be built require a third section C406 efficiency measure. 

 

• For glass processing building: 

 

o The completed portion of this building is non-compliant and the code-required 

metal roof liner insulation system must be installed to bring this building into 

compliance.   

 

o The roof liner insulation system should also be installed on any portion of this 

building to be completed.   

 

FEIR Mitigation Commitments 

 

Project commitments are as follows:  

 

• Installation of 1.9 MW of new solar PV, bringing total site solar PV to 3.5 MW of solar 

PV.   

 

• Lighting power densities as follows: 

 

o Glass handling building: 0.69 watts/sf 

o Biosolids building: 0.98 watts/sf 

o Municipal solid waste building: 0.98 watts/sf 

 

Recommended Additional Mitigation Measures 
 

Recommended additional mitigation measures include: 

 

• Electric heat pump for space heating, including office spaces. 

 

• Electric heat pump hot water heating  
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• Ventilation energy recovery would likely provide significant cost and emissions benefits.  

This measure was unevaluated. We would recommend evaluation and likely 

implementation. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Paul F. Ormond, P.E. 

Energy Efficiency Engineer 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

 

 
Brendan Place 

Clean Energy Engineer 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 11 
 

FACT SHEET 
  



What is Parallel Products 
proposing to do? 
PPNE is proposing a Project to be built in 
two Phases.  Phase 1 is construction of a 
glass processing facility with solar panels 
(1.9 megawatts).  Phase 2 is construction of 
a handling facility that will accept municipal 
solid waste (MSW) and construction and 
demolition (C&D) debris.  Some of the glass 
processing facility has been built and is 
operating.  The rest of Phase 1 will be 
completed early in 2022, and Phase 2 
portions have not yet been built.   

The glass processing includes crushing, 
sizing, and separation of glass by color.  
Processed glass is stored under cover until it 
is loaded into rail cars or trucks for 
shipment to bottle manufacturers.   

MSW processing activities will include 
sorting equipment to remove recyclables.  
The facility is expected to process up to 
1,500 tons per day of MSW with the 
residuals being shipped via rail to out-of-
state disposal facilities.  The C&D will not be 
processed and will be loading into railcars.  
The post processed waste may be loaded 
into railcars or baled, shrink-wrapped, and 
sent off-site via rail for disposal. 

PPNE no longer proposes any biosolids 
drying operations.  This change reduces on-
site emissions by 50%. 

Where is PPNE located? 
The 71-acre PPNE project is located within 
the New Bedford Industrial Park at 100 
Duchaine Boulevard (see Figure 1).  The 
Project site was previously developed by 
Polaroid, and contains access roads, parking 
areas, and numerous buildings.  The PPNE 
project is in an Environmental Justice area 
and is required to prepare an enhanced 
analysis of impacts and facilitate enhanced 
public participation. 

As part of the PPNE MEPA filing for the 
Project an enhanced analysis of impacts has 
been prepared. 

What is an enhanced analysis 
of impacts? 
An enhanced analysis of impacts requires 
the Project to describe the existing baseline 
health of areas within one mile of the 
Project and requires an analysis of multiple 
air pollutants and a description of measures 
to reduce impacts proposed by the Project. 

The existing baseline health of areas within 
one mile of the Project was described in 
MEPA filings for the following diseases:  

• Pediatric Asthma (by school) 
• Asthma Emergency Room (ER) visits 
• Asthma Hospitalizations 
• Cancer 
• Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 

Disease (COPD) ER Visits 
• COPD Hospitalizations 

 

Parallel Products of New England 
Parallel Products of New England (PPNE) is proposing a project that is subject to Massachusetts Environmental 
Policy Act (MEPA) review for a new solid waste handling facility located in an environmental justice community.  
This fact sheet describes the PPNE project, the baseline health assessment of the communities surrounding the 
Project as well as air quality impacts from the PPNE project. 
 



• Acute Myocardial Infarctions 
Hospitalizations 

The rate of disease in areas within 1 mile of 
the PPNE project were compared to 
statewide rates to assess whether these 
areas experience a higher rate of disease.  
Broadly, the baseline health analysis in the 
MEPA filings indicate that New Bedford has 
a higher rate of disease when compared to 
statewide rates. 

How could the PPNE project 
impact me? 

Air modeling results are compared to EPA 
and Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 
health-protective standards.  For odor, 
model results are compared to a threshold 
that is unlikely to cause an off-site nuisance 
odor condition.  The predicted air pollutant 
and odor concentrations shown to comply 
with the EPA and Massachusetts standards, 
and to comply with the protective odor 
dilution threshold at homes.   

As a comparison for perspective, the 
additional particulate matter (dust) from 
year-long exposure to the worst-case 
impact would be like spending an additional 
90 minutes in highway traffic, or 30 minutes 
in a kitchen cooking with a gas stove.  
Impacts at the nearest home will be much 
lower and would be like spending 20 
minutes in highway traffic or 7 minutes in a 
kitchen cooking with a gas stove. 

What is PPNE doing to mitigate 
its impacts? 
PPNE will control air emissions, including 
odor, using best available technology and 
procedures, as follows: 

• Dust will be minimized by indoor 
tipping, processing and handling 
practices. 

• Dust will be mitigated using a high-
pressure water misting system, and 
exhaust vents controlled with fabric 
filters. 

• Exhaust from heaters and handling 
equipment will be minimized by 
using cleaner burning fuels (natural 
gas for heaters, electricity and ultra-
low sulfur diesel for handling 
equipment). 

Operation of the PPNE project will release 
some air pollution from its proposed 
operations.  Traffic traveling to and from 
the proposed facility will generate exhaust 
emissions. The glass processing releases 
dust during the processing of the glass and 
air pollution from heating the building. 

The processing of MSW and handling of 
C&D can release dust, odor, and air 
pollution from the equipment used to 
process the material, such as front-end 
loaders. 

Emissions from stationary sources are 
below permitting thresholds, and total 
emissions are less than one-tenth of one 
percent of county-wide emissions. 

 The PPNE MEPA filings includes an analysis 
of the potential impacts of the air 
emissions.  Emissions from the PPNE 
project, were analyzed using an 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-
approved computer model to show what 
the air impacts could be from the Project 
under any weather. 

 



 

MSW odor will be minimized through best 
management practices to minimize 
decomposition onsite, including handling 
inside buildings, daily cleanup and 
sweeping, and following first in/first out 
procedures to minimize the time MSW 
spends onsite. 

newbedford@parallelproducts.com 

 

 

How can I learn more about the 
PPNE project and who can I 
contact with questions? 
PPNE is in the process of preparing a 
Supplemental Final Environmental Impact 
Report, as part of this report, a public 
hearing will occur, and MEPA will ask for 
public comment.  Information about PPNE 
including the filings made for MEPA can be 
found at: 
https://parallelproductssustainability.com/
#new-bedford 

The public meetings held to discuss the 
PPNE Project can be found here: 

https://parallelproductssustainability.com/
meetings/ 

A link to frequently asked questions about 
the PPNE Project can be found here:  

http://pps2021.flywheelsites.com/q-and-a/ 

Should you have questions about the PPNE 
project or require material to be translated 
contact: 

mailto:newbedford@parallelproducts.com
https://parallelproductssustainability.com/#new-bedford
https://parallelproductssustainability.com/#new-bedford
https://parallelproductssustainability.com/meetings/
https://parallelproductssustainability.com/meetings/
http://pps2021.flywheelsites.com/q-and-a/
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INTRODUCTION 

 

McMahon Associates, Inc. has reviewed the existing traffic operations and potential traffic 

impacts associated with the proposed solid waste facility at 100 Duchaine Boulevard in New 

Bedford, Massachusetts, as shown in Figure 1. The purpose of this revised study was to 

reevaluate existing and projected traffic operational and safety conditions in the vicinity of the 

site and identify mitigating measures to offset potential project-related traffic impacts on the 

surrounding roadways, if determined to be necessary based on safety and/or operational 

conditions. In summary, this study has determined that the proposed project, when developed 

and operational, will allow for safe and efficient access to and from the facility.  

Our assessment is based on a review of current traffic volumes and crash data collected for 

this study, a review of readily accessible traffic analyses, and the anticipated traffic generating 

characteristics of the proposed development. This study examines existing and projected 

traffic operations (both with and without the proposed project) at key intersections in the 

vicinity of the project site. The study area was chosen based on a review of the surrounding 

roadway network and anticipated traffic generating characteristics of the proposed project. It 

provides a detailed analysis of traffic operations during the weekday morning, weekday 

afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours, when the 

combination of adjacent roadway volumes and potential traffic increases associated with the 

project would be greatest.  

Based on the analysis presented in this study, McMahon Associates concludes that the 

projected traffic increases associated with both the background traffic growth and the project-

related traffic generated by the proposed facility do not result in a significant impact to the 

operations of the surrounding roadway network. To mitigate existing congestion at the all-

way stop sign controlled Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection, 

which meets traffic signal warrants under existing conditions, Parallel Products proposes to 

provide funding for a fully actuated traffic signal subject to approval by the City of New 

Bedford. In addition, Parallel Products proposes to contribute up to $5,000 toward a Heavy 

Commercial Vehicle Exclusion (HCVE) study should the City of New Bedford choose to 

pursue a HCVE along Phillips Road between Route 140 and Braley Road. 

This report documents our findings and recommendations.  It should be noted that these 

conclusions conservatively assume all inbound and outbound materials will be transported 

via truck without incorporating alternative modes or methods of waste disposal such as the 

use of rail, and does not account for reduction in vehicular trips due to the Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) measures proposed by Parallel Products described in this study.  

Additionally, the traffic associated with the biosolids facility has remained in this study 

although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed.  These trips have been moved 

to the solid waste handling activities so that the trips are similar to what was accounted for in 

the previous Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports (DEIR & FEIR) filing.  
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Project Description 

The project site is bounded by a rail line to the west, Phillips Road to the east with residential 

neighborhoods beyond, industrial properties to the north and property owned by Eversource to 

the south. The project is expected to be completed in two phases. Phase 1 includes the 

construction of glass processing facilities, construction of 1.9MW of rooftop and canopy solar 

power installation and the construction of a rail sidetrack to service the site.  This portion of the 

project is partially completed and final completion will occur in early 2022.  Phase 2 includes the 

constructing of a solid waste handling and processing facility that will accept municipal solid 

waste (MSW) and construction and demolition (C&D) materials for handling at a proposed 

maximum of 1,500 tons per day (tpd). As noted in the DEIR and FEIR for the proposed project, 

the site previously proposed to process an additional 400 tpd of biosolids. As mentioned in the 

introduction above, the biosolids component has since been removed from the proposed 

expansion. However, the trip generation estimates in this study include vehicle trips associated 

with the biosolids operation and no use of backhauls or use of rail, consistent with the DEIR and 

FEIR, in an effort to evaluate impacts with a highly conservative approach. 

Access to the proposed site would be provided by one full-access driveway from Duchaine 

Boulevard, which leads to an internal one-way loop roadway surrounding the proposed facility 

which also provides access to Eversource, Farland Construction, and the City’s wastewater 

pumping station. To date, Phase 1 of the project is partially completed, with glass processing 

operations currently taking place at the site, in accordance with a waiver issued on February 20, 

2019 as part of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review for this project. Glass 

beneficiating and the installation of the rail spur is allowed in Phase 1 under the MEPA waiver.  

All solid waste handling operations (e.g. handling of MSW and C&D) will be implemented in 

Phase 2. 

Study Methodology 

This study reevaluates existing and projected traffic operations at study area intersections for the 

weekday morning, weekday afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak 

hour traffic conditions when the combination of adjacent roadway volumes and potential traffic 

increases associated with the project would be greatest.  

The study was conducted in three steps.  The first step involved an inventory of existing traffic 

conditions in the vicinity of the site. As part of this inventory, traffic counts were collected at key 

intersections during the weekday morning and weekday afternoon peak periods and adjusted to 

reflect the Base 2021 conditions prior to the completion of Phase 1 of the project, and to reflect the 

Existing 2021 conditions with Phase 1 included. Crash data was obtained from the Massachusetts 

Department of Transportation (MassDOT) to evaluate existing safety conditions within the study 

area.   

The second step of the study builds upon data collected in the first phase and establishes the basis 

for evaluating the transportation impacts associated with future conditions.  In this step, the 

Existing 2021 traffic volumes were projected to 2028 No Build (without Phase 2 of the project) 
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conditions and 2028 Build (with Phase 2 of the project) conditions. In this phase, the projected 

traffic demands of other future developments that could influence traffic volumes at the study 

area intersections were also assessed.   

The final step identifies measures, if necessary, to improve existing and future traffic operations 

and safety, minimize potential traffic impacts, and provide safe and efficient access to the project 

site.   

Study Area Intersections 

The area identified for detailed analysis in this study was determined based on a review of the 

anticipated traffic generating characteristics of the proposed project and a review of the 

surrounding roadway network serving the project site. The study area intersections include the 

following: 

• Route 140 Northbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

• Route 140 Southbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

• Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road 

• Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard 

• Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

• Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

• Duchaine Boulevard at Site Driveway 

  



Figure 1
Study Intersections

Solid Waste Handling Facility
New Bedford, MA
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 

 

Effective evaluation of potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed development 

requires a thorough understanding of the existing traffic conditions on the roadways and 

intersections serving the project site.  The assessment of existing conditions consists of an 

inventory of the roadway and intersection geometries including off-ramps and traffic control 

devices, collection of peak-period traffic volumes, and a review of recent crash history.  A 

discussion of this information is presented below. 

Roadway Network 

The project site benefits from access via the local and regional roadway systems.  A brief 

description of the principal roadways serving or surrounding the project site is presented below. 

Alfred Bessette Memorial Highway (Route 140) 

Alfred Bessette Memorial Highway (Route 140) is a limited access roadway that is classified 

as an urban principal arterial under MassDOT jurisdiction.  Route 140 runs in the north-south 

direction throughout southeastern Massachusetts, providing two lanes of travel in each 

direction separated by a grass median. Route 140 has exits adjacent to the study area at Philips 

Road (Exit 5) and Braley Road (Exit 7). Route 140 northbound and southbound ramps are 

under two-way stop sign control with both Philips Road and Braley Road.  

Braley Road 

Braley Road is classified as an urban minor arterial under City of New Bedford jurisdiction 

within the study area, and primarily provides access to residential and industrial properties, 

Casimir Pulaski Elementary School, and to Route 140 via a diamond interchange. Braley Road 

generally runs in the east-west direction between Acushnet Avenue to the east and Phillips 

Road to the west, providing a single travel lane measuring 12 feet in width and a bicycle lane 

measuring 6.5 feet in width in each direction. At its intersection with Phillips Road and 

Theodore Rice Boulevard, Braley Road continues to the north toward the Freetown Town Line. 

North of the Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection, Braley Road is 

approximately 40 feet in width with a double yellow center line and no striped travel lanes or 

shoulders. A cement concrete sidewalk is provided along the south side of Braley Road east of 

the Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection. 

Theodore Rice Boulevard 

Theodore Rice Boulevard continues west from the intersection of Braley Road and Phillips 

Road as the east-west connection between Route 140 and Philips Road to the east and 

Duchaine Boulevard to the west, which provides access to industrial and commercial land uses 

within the New Bedford Business Park. Theodore Rice Boulevard is classified as a local 

roadway under City of New Bedford jurisdiction and provides a 20-foot-wide travel lane in 

each direction, separated by a 12-foot wide raised, grass median. There are no sidewalks 

provided on either side of the roadway. The posted speed limit on Theodore Rice Boulevard 

is 30 mph, which does not appear to be supported by an approved Special Speed Regulation.  
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Phillips Road 

Phillips Road is classified as an urban collector under City of New Bedford jurisdiction and 

runs in the north-south direction between Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard to the north 

and Church Street to the south. Phillips Road is a two lane, two-way roadway, providing a 15-

foot-wide travel lane and 5-foot-wide bicycle lane in each direction. Within the study area, a 

four-foot-wide cement concrete sidewalk is provided on the east side of the roadway. The 

posted speed limit on Phillips Road is 30 mph; however, according to MassDOT Special Speed 

Regulation No. 4044, the approved speed limit is 25 mph northbound approaching the Braley 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersection, and otherwise 40 mph between Braley Road and 

Church Street.  

Duchaine Boulevard 

Duchaine Boulevard is classified as a local roadway under City of New Bedford jurisdiction 

and provides access to industrial and commercial land uses within the New Bedford Business 

Park. Duchaine Boulevard runs in the north-south direction and provides two 14-foot-wide 

travel lanes in each direction separated by a grass median. Shoulders measuring 11 feet in 

width are provided on both sides of the roadway. Since the roadway is median divided, there 

are multiple u-turn locations along the corridor. The posted speed limit on Duchaine 

Boulevard is 30 mph, which does not appear to be supported by an approved Special Speed 

Regulation.  

Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

Samuel Barnet Boulevard is a local roadway under City of New Bedford jurisdiction and runs 

in the east-west direction, providing a connection between Phillips Road to the east and 

Duchaine Boulevard to the west. Samuel Barnet Boulevard provides access to industrial and 

commercial land uses and serves the New Bedford Business Park. Samuel Barnet Boulevard is 

a two-way, two-lane roadway generally providing a 13-foot-wide travel lane in each direction, 

with seven-foot-wide shoulders on either side of the roadway. The posted speed limit on 

Samuel Barnet Boulevard is 30 mph, which does not appear to be supported by an approved 

Special Speed Regulation.  
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Existing Traffic Volumes 

Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

Manual turning movement counts (MTMC) were collected at the study area intersections on 

Saturday, April 10 and Tuesday, April 13, 2021. The MTMCs were collected while public schools, 

including the nearby Casimir Pulaski School, were in session and had returned to full in-person 

learning following the COVID-19 pandemic guidelines. The MTMCs were conducted from 6:00 

AM to 7:00 PM. The traffic counts are summarized in 15-minute intervals and are provided in 

Appendix A of this report.  

The four highest consecutive 15-minute intervals of combined traffic within the study area during 

the peak periods constitutes as the peak hour for the study area network. Based on the count data, 

the weekday morning peak hour was identified to occur from 6:30 AM to 7:30 AM. Due to a high 

volume of traffic activity at the Casimir Pulaski Elementary School following dismissal at 3:00 

PM, separate weekday afternoon school dismissal peak (3:15 PM to 4:15 PM) and commuter peak 

(4:00 PM to 5:00 PM) hours were identified. 

Saturday Traffic Volumes  

To determine if Saturday traffic analysis was warranted, peak hour traffic volumes collected on 

Saturday, April 10, 2021 were compared with traffic volumes collected on Tuesday, April 13, 

2021. The peak hour of Saturday traffic was determined to occur between 10:15 a.m. and 11:15 

a.m. Based on the April 2021 MTMCs, the Saturday midday peak hour and daily volumes were 

found to be significantly lower than weekday peak hour volumes. To illustrate this comparison, 

the two-way peak hour and daily traffic volumes collected along Braley Road between Phillips 

Road and the Route 140 Southbound Ramps on Saturday, April 10 and Tuesday, April 13, 2021 

are shown in Table 1 below.  

 

 Table 1: Weekday vs. Saturday Traffic Volumes 

 Saturday, April 10, 2021  Tuesday, April 13, 2021 

Peak Hour Midday Morning 

Afternoon 

School 

Afternoon 

Commuter 

Peak Hour Traffic Volume 658 886 1,066 969 

Daily Traffic Volume 5,543 10,082 

 

As shown in Table 1 above, Saturday midday peak hour and daily volumes are significantly 

lower than the weekday morning peak hour and daily volumes. As the weekday peak hour 

analysis presents an assessment of traffic conditions under more conservative baseline volumes, 

a Saturday midday peak hour analysis is not required. 

Seasonal Variation 

In order to determine seasonal variation in the area of the project, 2019 MassDOT weekday 

seasonal adjustment factors were referenced in accordance with the April 2020 MassDOT 

Guidance on Traffic Count Data. Based on the published seasonal adjustment factors, traffic 

volumes in the month of April on urban principal arterials such as Route 140, urban minor 
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arterials such as Braley Road, urban collectors such as Phillips Road, and local roadways such as 

Theodore Rice Boulevard, Duchaine Boulevard, and Samuel Barnet Boulevard are higher than an 

average month. To present a conservative analysis, traffic volumes were not adjusted downward 

to represent an average month.  

COVID Traffic Volume Adjustment 

Due to COVID-19 conditions traffic volumes are not considered to be normal at this time. To 

adjust the April 2021 traffic volume counts previously collected to pre-COVID conditions, 

MTMCs were supplemented with MassDOT permanent count station data obtained from the 

MassDOT Mobility Dashboard1, which continuously monitors the impacts of the COVID-19 

pandemic on the State’s transportation network.  The Mobility Dashboard presents average 

weekly traffic volumes in 2019, 2020, and 2021, as well as percent change from 2019 to 2020, 

2020 to 2021, and 2019 to 2021. 

For this study, the percent change in traffic volumes on an average weekday during April 2019 

and April 2021 at MassDOT Count Station #38 I-195 in New Bedford, the closest count station 

to the project site, were referenced to determine an adjustment factor to estimate traffic 

volumes prior to the COVID-19 pandemic using the April 2021 MTMCs. The 2019 traffic 

counts were selected as it is considered to represent Existing pre-COVID conditions without 

additional adjustment, per the April 2020 MassDOT Guidance on Traffic Count Data. MTMCs 

were collected on April 13, 2021. Traffic volumes for the same week in 2019 were not available 

on the Mobility Dashboard. Data from the week prior indicate that 2021 weekday traffic 

volumes are 4.83 percent higher than the same week in 2019, while data from the following 

week indicate that traffic volumes in 2021 are 4.31 percent lower than the same week in 2019. 

To conservatively estimate the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, the April 2021 MTMCs 

were increased by 5 percent to account for possible reduced volume in the study area network 

in April 2021 compared with pre-COVID conditions. 

 The MassDOT Mobility Dashboard data sets are included in Appendix B. 

  

 
1 https://mobility-massdot.hub.arcgis.com/ 
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Automatic Traffic Recorder Data 

A 48-hour automatic traffic recorder (ATR) count including speed and vehicle classification was 

conducted on Duchaine Boulevard on Wednesday, June 13, 2018 and Thursday, June 14, 2018. 

The results of the counts are tabulated in 15-minute periods and are provided in Appendix C of 

this report. The four highest consecutive 15-minute intervals during the weekday morning and 

weekday afternoon peak periods constitutes as the peak hours for Duchaine Boulevard.  

In accordance with the April 2020 MassDOT Guidance on Traffic Count Data, historic traffic data 

may be adjusted based on published yearly adjustment factors to 2019 to represent pre-COVID 

baseline conditions. However, as the MassDOT adjustment factors indicate that traffic on local 

roadways such as Duchaine Boulevard decreased 0.4% from 2018 to 2019, no adjustment was 

applied to present a conservative analysis. The resulting 2018 ATR data on Duchaine Boulevard 

are summarized in Table 2 below.  

Table 2: Duchaine Boulevard 2018 ATR Summary 

HV%2

85th Percentile 

Speed3 (mph)

Duchaine Boulevard

North of Samuel Barnet Boulevard

Northbound 2010 25.0 37

Southbound 2130 24.0 36

TOTAL 4,140 24.5 37

1 ADT - Average Daily Traffic  (Vehicles per Day)

2 HV% - Percentage of Heavy Vehicles based on TMC completed on June 13, 2018

3 Based on Field Speed Study completed July 13, 2018

4 Based on 2018 data, the AM peak hour occurred between 7:00 AM and 8:00 AM

5 Based on 2018 data, the PM peak hour occurred between 3:00 PM and 4:00 PM

ADT1
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2021 Base Traffic Volumes 

To reflect the 2021 Base conditions prior to the glass operations currently occupying the site under 

the Phase 1 waiver, the traffic associated with the glass operations was removed from the 2021 

Existing traffic volumes to calculate the 2021 Base traffic conditions. The 2021 Base traffic volumes 

would reflect the operations of the site prior to the Phase 1 waiver, which includes the removal 

of the trips associated with the trucking facility previously on site, and the addition of the glass 

operations previously operating at the former Parallel Products facility at 969 Shawmut Avenue 

in New Bedford. MTMCs collected at the site driveway were utilized to determine the trips 

associated with the existing glass operations. These trips were then removed from the 2020 

Existing traffic volumes to determine the 2021 Base traffic volumes. Employee trips associated 

with the glass operations were also removed. The facility currently employs 75 daily employees, 

operating in three 8-hour shifts each consisting of 25 employees. The shifts are scheduled to run 

from 6:00 AM to 2:30 PM, 2:00 PM to 10:30PM, and 10:00PM to 6:30AM. Based on these shifts, it 

is expected that all employees will be arriving to the site outside of the peak hour. However, as 

employees may not depart the site precisely at the end of the assigned shifts, to present a 

conservative analysis it was assumed that the employees from 10:00 AM to 6:30 AM shift would 

leave the site during the weekday morning peak hour, and employees from the 6:00 AM to 2:30 

PM shift would leave the site during the weekday afternoon school peak hour. 

Although the Phase 1 waiver permits expanded glass operations with additional employees, the 

expansion was assumed to occur with Phase 2 of the project. The data collected at the facility used 

to determine the trips associated with Phase 1 of the project are provided in Table 3 below.  
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Table 3: Vehicular Trip Generation, Existing Site Operations 

Description 

Weekday 
Weekday AM 

Peak Hour 

Weekday PM 

School Peak Hour 

Weekday PM 

Commuter Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Parallel Products 

Existing Truck 

Trips 

45 45 90 4 4 8 4 4 8 4 4 8 

NWD Trucking -38 -38 -76 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -6 -3 -3 -6 

Net Change vs 

Baseline 
7 7 14 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

Parallel Products 

Existing Employee 

Trips 

75 75 150 0 25 25 0 25 25 0 0 0 

 

The resulting 2021 Base traffic conditions for the weekday morning peak hour, weekday 

afternoon school peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour are presented in 

Figures 2, 3, and 4 respectively. The 2021 Existing traffic peak hour traffic volumes are presented 

in Figures 4, 5, and 6 for the weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school peak hour, 

and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour, respectively.  
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Crash Summary 

 

Crash data for the study area intersections was obtained from MassDOT for the most recent five-

year period available.  This data includes complete yearly crash summaries for 2013, 2014, 2015, 

2016, and 2017.  The MassDOT Crash Rate Worksheet was used to determine whether the crash 

frequencies at the study area intersections were unusually high given the travel demands at each 

location. The MassDOT Crash Rate Worksheet calculates a crash rate expressed in crashes per 

million entering vehicles. The calculated rate was then compared to the average rate for 

unsignalized intersections statewide and within MassDOT District 5. For unsignalized 

intersections, the statewide and MassDOT District 5 average crash rates are 0.57 crashes per 

million entering vehicles. 

The crash data is summarized in Figure 8 below by crash type and a detailed summary is 

provided in Appendix D.  

  

Figure 8: Crash Summary 

 
Over the five-year period analyzed, the unsignalized intersection of the Route 140 Northbound 

on/off ramps at Braley Road had a total of 15 reported crashes, resulting in a crash rate of 0.49 

crashes per million vehicles entering which is lower than both the Statewide and District 5 

average crash rate. The reported crashes were angle, rear-end, and single vehicle collisions with 

six of the reported crashes resulting in personal injury. 

The unsignalized intersection of the Route 140 Southbound on/off ramps at Braley Road had a 

total of two reported crashes, resulting in a crash rate of 0.06 crashes per million vehicles entering 

which is lower than both the District 5 and Statewide average. One of the reported crashes was a 
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single vehicle collision and one was a sideswipe collision. Both of the reported crashes resulted 

in property damage only. 

The unsignalized intersection of Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road had a 

total of 14 reported crashes over the five-year period analyzed, resulting in a crash rate of 0.48 

crashes per million vehicles entering, which is lower than the Statewide and District 5 average 

crash rate. The majority of the 14 reported crashes were single vehicle collisions and rear-emd 

collisions, and five crashes resulted in personal injury.  

The unsignalized intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard had a total of 

ten crashes over the five-year period analyzed resulting in a crash rate of 1.01 crashes per million 

vehicles entering, which is higher than the statewide and District 5 average crash rate. Four of the 

11 reported crashes were single vehicle collisions, one of which, in 2014, resulted in a fatality. 

Based on reports, speed was a prominent factor in this fatal crash and it is suspected that the 

operator of the vehicle was street racing and the fatal crash was believed to be an isolated incident.  

The intersection of Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard had a total of five reported 

crashes, resulting in a crash rate of 0.24 crashes per million vehicles entering which is lower than 

both the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. All five reported crashes were single vehicle 

collisions resulting. One of the reported crashes resulted in personal injury, three resulted in 

property damage only, and the severity of one of the crashes was not reported.  

The intersection of Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard had a total of three reported crashes 

which resulted in a crash rate of 0.18 crashes per million vehicles entering, two of which resulted 

in personal injury with the third crash involving property damage only. The resulting crash rate 

is lower than both the Statewide and District 5 average crash rate. 

Public Transportation 

The Southeastern Regional Transit Agency (SRTA) operates two routes within the study area. 

An extension of Route 4-Ashley Boulevard operates three weekday inbound trips within the 

New Bedford Business Park, at 6:24 AM, 6:49 AM, and 4:15 PM. The North End Shuttle 

operates via westbound Braley Road and southbound Phillips Road every 40 minutes from 

approximately 9:30 AM to 4:45 PM Monday through Saturday. The SRTA New Bedford 

system map and schedules for Route 4 and the North End Shuttle are included in Appendix E 

of this report. 
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FUTURE CONDITIONS 

 

To analyze the traffic impacts associated with the proposed project, MassDOT standards state 

that future year traffic volumes should be projected based on a seven-year project horizon. The 

2021 Existing traffic volumes were projected to the future year 2028, when the both phases of the 

development are expected to be fully built and occupied.  Independent of the proposed project, 

traffic volumes on the roadways in 2028 are assumed to include existing traffic, as well as new 

traffic resulting from general growth in the study area and from other planned development 

projects. The potential background traffic growth unrelated to the proposed project was 

considered in the development of the 2028 No Build (without project) peak hour traffic volumes.  

The anticipated traffic increases associated with the proposed development were then added to 

the 2028 No Build volumes to reflect the 2028 Build (with project) traffic conditions. A more 

detailed description of the development of the 2028 No Build and 2028 Build traffic volume 

networks follows. 

Future Roadway Improvements 

Planned roadway improvement projects can affect area travel patterns and future traffic 

operations.  There are no planned roadway improvements that would impact traffic on the study 

area roadways.  

Background Traffic Growth 

Traffic growth is primarily a function of changes in motor vehicle use and expected land 

redevelopment in the region.  To predict a rate at which traffic on the roadways in the vicinity of 

the site can be expected to grow during the seven-year forecast period (2021 to 2028), both historic 

traffic growth and planned area redevelopments were examined. 

Historic Traffic Growth 

A background growth rate of one percent per year was confirmed with the Southeastern Regional 

Planning and Economic Development District (SPREDD) in order to forecast increases in general 

traffic volumes on the study area roadways and intersections for our future analysis. This rate 

captures growth associated with general changes in population and accounts for other small 

developments in the vicinity of the study area.  

Site-Specific Growth 

There are no known planned/permitted developments adjacent to the project study area to be 

added as site specific growth. 

2028 No Build Traffic Volumes 

The 2021 Existing peak hour traffic volumes were grown by one percent per year over the seven-

year study horizon (2021 to 2028) to establish the 2028 base future traffic volumes. The 2028 No 

Build weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school peak hour, and weekday 

afternoon commuter peak hour traffic volume networks are illustrated in Figures 9 through 11, 

and are documented in the traffic projection model presented in Appendix F of this report.   
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Site-Generated Traffic 

The site proposes to receive a maximum of 1,500 tpd of solid waste (MSW and C&D) as part of 

Phase 2 of the project. To estimate the trip generation for the proposed site, data provided by the 

proponent on the allowable material tonnage and the maximum capacities of delivery vehicles 

were utilized. Based on information received, the inbound MSW to the proposed site includes 

approximately 1,065 tons per day in transfer trailers (approximately 28 tons per load), and 295 

tons per day in packer trucks (approximately 9 tons per load).  Inbound C&D to the proposed site 

includes approximately 140 tons per day, all of which will be transported in transfer trailers 

(approximately 28 tons per load). Inbound MSW and C&D is expected to add 152 daily truck 

trips (76 entering and 76 exiting).  

In addition to the 1,500 tpd of solid waste (MSW and C&D), the analysis presented in the FEIR 

includes processing of up to 400 tpd of biosolids, expected to consist of 280 wet tons per day 

of biosolids slurry and 120 wet tons per day of biosolids cake. This material would be 

processed into approximately 50 dry tons per day, which would be transported from the site 

mixed with processed MSW and C&D. The traffic associated with the biosolids facility has 

remained in this study although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed.  These 

trips have been moved to solid waste handling activities so that the trips are similar to what 

was accounted for in the previous Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports (DEIR & 

FEIR) filing. 

The inbound biosolids slurry would have been expected to be transported primarily in large 

tanker trucks (approximately 28 tons per truck), although smaller tanker trucks with an 

average capacity of 3,000 gallons (approximately 12 tons per truck) would have also been used. 

Trip generation for inbound biosolids slurry is based on 9 large tanker trucks and 2 smaller 

tanker trucks. Biosolids cake would have been transported to the facility in roll-off containers 

with an average weight of 10-12 tons per truck load.  Twelve trucks per day would have been 

required to deliver 120 wet tons per day of biosolids cake.  The total number of trucks 

delivering biosolids slurry and biosolids cake would be 23 trucks per day.  After processing, 

the weight of biosolids would have been reduced to approximately 50 dry tons per day, which 

would then be sent for disposal.  

It is expected that the majority of outbound transportation of materials from the site will be done 

via rail. In addition, when outbound materials are transported by truck, it is standard industry 

practice to use backhauls, where a truck delivering inbound materials reloads and removes 

material from the site rather than departing empty. To present a conservative analysis, it was 

assumed that all outbound materials would be transported by truck, and outbound materials 

would not use backhauls; i.e., all trucks transporting inbound materials were assumed to leave 

the site empty, and all trucks transporting outbound material were assumed to arrive at the site 

empty. Trip generation for outbound material is based on 1,550 tons of material (1,500 tpd of 

MSW and C&D, and 50 tpd of dry biosolids ) transported in transfer trailers (approximately 28 

tons per truck). Based on these assumptions, the transportation of outbound materials would 

generate 112 truck trips per day (56 entering, 56 exiting).  
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As previously noted, the proposed facility expansion also includes expanded glass recycling 

operations already approved under the Phase 1 waiver for the project. The expansion would 

allow for an additional 20,000 tons of glass processing annually, or approximately 80 tons per day 

based on an annual operating schedule of 250 operating days. This additional glass would be 

transported to the site in dump trailers typically carrying 13 to 15 tons per truck. Based on an 

average capacity of 13.5 tons per truck, the expanded glass operations would result in an 

additional 6 daily inbound truck trips, which would then depart the site empty. Processed glass 

would typically depart the site via rail; however, as a conservative measure, it can be assumed 

that material may depart the site via 28-ton dump trailers. This results in an additional 3 daily 

outbound truckloads, which would arrive at the site empty. In total, the expanded glass 

processing operation would result in additional 18 daily truck trips (9 entering, 9 exiting). 

Employment at the facility is proposed to increase from 75 to approximately 150 daily employees, 

operating in three 8-hour shifts each consisting of 50 employees. The shifts are scheduled to run 

from 6:00 AM to 2:30 PM, 2:00 PM to 10:30PM, and 10:00PM to 6:30AM. Based on these shifts, it 

is expected that all employees will be arriving to the site outside of the peak hour. However, as 

employees may not depart the site precisely at the end of the assigned shifts, to present a 

conservative analysis it was assumed that the employees from the 10:00 PM to 6:30 AM shift 

would leave the site during the weekday morning peak hour, and employees from the 6:00 AM 

to 2:30 PM shift would leave the site during the weekday afternoon school peak hour. No 

employee trips are anticipated during the weekday commuter peak hour. Although the removal 

of biosolids processing will reduce the number of employee trips to the facility, the 2028 Build 

analysis assumes the biosolids operation would be in place to present a highly conservative 

analysis. 

The facility has revised their operating hours and is now proposing to accept truck deliveries 

between 6:00 AM and 7:00 PM on weekdays and between 7:00 AM and 4:00 PM on Saturday. 

The facility will not accept waste on Sundays. Data from two comparable sites, one in 

Rochester, MA and one in Taunton, MA were utilized to determine the hourly distribution of 

truck traffic entering the site and the estimated number of trips expected to access the site 

during both the weekday morning and weekday afternoon peak hours. The hourly 

distribution data is provided in Table 4 below. To account for shorter tipping hours, truck trips 

which would otherwise arrive prior to 6:00 AM or later than 7:00 PM were combined with the 

6:00 to 7:00 AM and 6:00 to 7:00 PM hours, respectively. Additional data used to develop the 

hourly distribution is provided in Appendix G. 
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Table 4: Hourly Distribution of Truck Trips 

Time 

Hourly 

distribution 

of truck 

trips (%) 

Inbound 

MSW/C&D 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total One-

Way Truck 

Trips - 

Inbound 

MSW/C&D  

Inbound 

Biosolids 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total One-

Way Truck 

Trips - 

Inbound 

Biosolids  

Outbound 

Materials 

(Truck 

Round 

Trips) 

Total 

One-Way 

Truck 

Trips - 

Outbound 

Material 

 

Total 

One-Way 

Truck 

Trips 

 

6-7 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

7-8 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8 24 

8-9 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8 24 

9-10 AM 9% 7 14 2 4 5 10 28 

10-11 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

11-12 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

12-1 PM 11% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

1-2 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

2-3 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12 32 

3-4 PM 7% 5 10 2 4 4 8 22 

4-5 PM 3% 2 4 1 2 1 2 8 

5-6 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 

6-7 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2 6 

 100% 76 152 23 46 56 112 310 

 

As previously noted, the peak hours of traffic volume along the study area roadway network 

occur from 6:30 AM to 7:30 AM (weekday morning peak hour), 3:15 PM to 4:15 PM (weekday 

afternoon school peak hour), and 4:00 PM to 5:00 PM (weekday afternoon commuter peak 

hour). Therefore, it is estimated that 8% to 10% of daily truck trips accessing the site would 

occur during the weekday morning peak hour, 3% to 7% of daily truck trips accessing the site 

would occur during the weekday afternoon school peak hour, and 3% of daily truck trips 

accessing the site would occur during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. However, 

to present a conservative analysis and account for hourly fluctuation in deliveries throughout 

a given day, it was assumed that the peak hour of site generated truck traffic, 11%, which is 

projected to typically occur between 12:00 PM and 1:00 PM, would occur during all three 

surrounding roadway network peak hours. Details on the trip generation calculations for 

Phases 1 and 2 of the project are provided in Appendix H of this report. 

A summary of the expected peak hour trip generation for Phase 2 is shown in Table 5 below.  
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Table 5: Vehicular Trip Generation 

  Weekday Weekday AM Weekday PM Weekday PM 

  Daily Peak Hour  School Peak Commuter Peak 

Description In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total 

Inbound MSW/C&D Trips             

 Packer 33 33 66 4 4 8 4 4 8 4 4 8 

 Transfer Trailer 43 43 86 4 4 8 4 4 8 4 4 8 

Inbound Biosolid Trips1 23 23 46 2 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 4 

Outbound 

MSW/C&D/Biosolids1 
56 56 112 6 6 12 6 6 12 6 6 12 

Truck Trip Total 
(MSW, C&D, and Biosolids) 155 155 310 16 16 32 16 16 32 16 16 32 

Expanded Glass Trips 
(Approved under Phase 1) 9 9 18 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 

 Truck Trip Total 164 164 328 17 17 34 17 17 34 17 17 34 

Facility Employees 75 75 150 0 25 25 0 25 25 0 0 0 

Total  239 239 478 17 42 59 17 42 59 17 17 34 

1 Although the facility no longer proposed to process biosolids, the trips associated with biosolids operations have been included 

in 2028 Build conditions to present a conservative analysis consistent with the DEIR and FEIR filings. 

 

As shown in Table 5, Phase 2 of the proposed facility, including trips associated with expanded 

glass operations previously approved under the Phase 1 waiver, is expected to generate a total of 

59 vehicle trips (17 entering and 42 exiting) during the weekday morning peak hour, 59 vehicle 

trips (17 entering and 42 exiting) during the weekday afternoon school peak hour, and 34 vehicle 

trips (17 entering and 17 exiting) during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. Over the 

course of an average weekday, the proposed project is estimated to result in approximately 478 

vehicle trips (239 entering and 239 exiting). The total number of daily vehicle trips projected to be 

generated by the proposed project does not exceed the MEPA threshold for transportation 

review.   

As stated in Table 3, the existing facility generates up to 90 truck trips per day. With addition of 

up to 18 one-way daily truck trips related to the expansion of Phase 1 glass operations and the 

addition of up to 310 one-way daily truck trips related to MSW, C&D, and biosolids processing 

under Phase 2, the facility is estimated to generate a maximum of up to 418 one-way daily truck 

trips. Per MassDEP, the maximum daily truck trip generation of the facility will not exceed 418 

one-way trips. The total number of maximum daily one-way truck trips is summarized in Table 

6 below. 
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 Table 6: Maximum Daily One-Way Truck Trips 

  Existing 

Operations 

Phase 1 Glass 

Processing 

Phase 2 

Expansion 

Total One-Way 

Truck Trips 

One-Way Truck Trips 90 18 310 418 

 

Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The traffic expected to be generated by the proposed development was distributed onto the study 

area roadways and intersections based on expected access to/from Route 140. It was assumed that 

all of the truck traffic entering the site will utilize Route 140 to Braley Road. A small portion of 

the employee trips are assumed to access the site from the south, utilizing Phillips Road. The 

resulting arrival and departure patterns are presented in Figure 12. The resulting distributed 

new project trips during the weekday morning peak hour, weekday afternoon school peak 

hour, and weekday afternoon commute peak hour are shown in Figures 13, 14, and 15, 

respectively. 

2028 Future Build Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

To establish the 2028 Build peak hour traffic volumes, the project-related traffic was assigned to 

the surrounding roadway network based on the project distribution patterns discussed above.  

These project trips were then added to the 2028 No Build peak hour traffic volumes to reflect the 

2028 Build peak hour traffic volumes.  The resulting 2028 Build weekday morning peak hour, 

weekday afternoon school peak hour, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hour traffic 

volumes for the proposed project are presented in Figures 16, 17, and 18, respectively. 
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TRAFFIC OPERATIONS ANALYSIS 

 

In previous sections of this report, the quantity of traffic on the study area roadways was described.  

The following section describes the quality of traffic flow at the study area intersections for the given 

travel demands.  As a basis for this assessment, intersection capacity analyses were conducted using 

Synchro capacity analysis software for the study area intersections under the 2021 Base, 2021 

Existing, 2028 No Build, and 2028 Build peak hour traffic conditions. The weekday morning, 

weekday afternoon school peak, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours were analyzed for 

the study area intersections under the three conditions.  This analysis is based on procedures 

contained in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) which are summarized in Appendix I. A 

discussion of the evaluation criteria and a summary of the results of the capacity analyses are 

presented below. 

Level-of-Service Criteria 

Operating levels of service (LOS) are reported on a scale of A to F with A representing the best 

conditions (with little or no delay) and F representing the worst operating conditions (long delays).   

Capacity Analysis 

Intersection capacity analyses were conducted for the study area intersections to evaluate the 2021 

Base, 2021 Existing, 2028 No Build, and 2028 Build peak hour traffic conditions. Based on the 

analysis, the network peak hour of the adjacent street traffic occurs between 6:30 AM and 7:30 AM 

for the weekday morning peak, between 3:15 PM and 4:15 PM for the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak, and between 4:00 PM and 5:00 PM for the weekday afternoon commuter peak.  

As previously noted, the 2028 Build conditions analysis assumes all inbound and outbound material 

will transported by truck, and that the proposed facility expansion will include processing of up to 

400 tpd of biosolids. In practice, the proposed expansion no longer includes biosolids processing, 

and the majority of outbound MSW and C&D will be transported from the site by rail. As a result, 

the 2028 Build analysis presented conservatively estimates the effect of project generated trips on the 

surrounding roadway network. 

Traffic Model Calibration 

The traffic analysis model was calibrated to reflect observed field conditions under raw counted 2021 

traffic volumes. Critical gap times for the unsignalized approaches at the intersections of Braley Road 

at the Route 140 Northbound Ramps, Braley Road at the Route 140 Southbound Ramps, and Braley 

Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard intersections were adjusted based on measured 

accepted gap times and observed vehicle queues. Traffic volumes were then adjusted to estimated 

pre-COVID conditions based on the methodology previously discussed in this report. 
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Peak hour factors (PHFs)2 were applied to all hourly traffic volumes to account for traffic flow during 

the peak 15 minutes of the hour. Due to uses with concentrated activity such as arrival and dismissal 

at Casmir Pulaski elementary school and shift changes in the New Bedford Business Park, very low 

PHFs were calculated on several intersection approaches in the study area. As a result, applying 

PHFs on an approach-by-approach basis in accordance with typical MassDOT practice would result 

in peak flow rates on intersecting approaches that do not normally occur simultaneously.  Therefore, 

PHFs for 2021 Base and 2021 Existing conditions were calculated on an overall intersection basis 

rather than on an approach-by-approach basis to more accurately reflect typical peak hour 

conditions in the study area. In accordance with MassDOT Traffic and Safety Engineering 25% Design 

Submission Guidelines, all PHFs were assumed to be 0.92 under 2028 No-Build and 2028 Build 

conditions. As a result of increases in PHF under future conditions at selected locations, there may 

be movements which show a reduction in delay under 2028 No-Build conditions when compared 

with 2021 Existing conditions. 

Capacity Analysis Results 

The capacity analysis results for the 2021 Base, 2021 Existing, 2028 No Build, and 2028 Build 

conditions are presented in Appendix J, Appendix K, Appendix L, and Appendix M,    

respectively.  The results of the unsignalized intersection capacity analyses for the critical 

approaches are presented in Table 7 below and in Appendix N. The projected queue lengths at 

the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound Ramps, Braley Road at the Route 

140 Southbound Ramps, Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road, and Theodore 

Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard are presented graphically in Figures 19A through 19L. 

The specific capacity analysis results of the study area intersections are discussed following 

Figure 19L. 

 

 

  

 
2 PHF = Total hourly volume / (4 x Peak 15-minute volume). The hourly volume is divided by the PHF to express the 

flow rate during the peak 15 minutes as an hourly flow rate. 



Traffic Impact Study 

Solid Waste Handling Facility 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 

 

42 

Table 7: Capacity Analysis Results 

Peak

Intersection Period LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Route 140 Northbound NB L AM D 28.7 0.69 D 32.1 0.72 F 61.3 0.92 F 89.0 1.02

Ramps at Braley Road School F 69.8 0.90 F 83.2 0.95 F 147.3 1.15 F 214.6 1.31

PM E 45.7 0.73 E 46.5 0.73 F 59.8 0.82 F 76.6 0.90

R AM A 9.8 0.21 A 9.8 0.21 B 10.1 0.24 B 10.1 0.24

School B 14.1 0.49 B 14.1 0.49 C 15.4 0.55 C 15.4 0.55

PM C 16.1 0.58 C 16.1 0.58 C 17.2 0.62 C 17.2 0.62

Route 140 Southbound SB L AM F 56.8 0.24 F 60.8 0.26 F 60.5 0.25 F 68.1 0.28

Ramps at Braley Road School F 213.5 0.97 F 235.1 1.02 F 381.0 1.34 F 460.8 1.49

PM F 205.4 0.96 F 211.9 0.97 F 135.3 0.77 F 150.3 0.81

R AM B 14.3 0.23 B 14.3 0.23 B 14.3 0.23 C 15.0 0.26

School B 12.0 0.17 B 12.0 0.18 B 12.3 0.19 B 12.8 0.21

PM B 11.8 0.18 B 11.8 0.18 B 11.5 0.17 B 11.9 0.19

Braley Road/ EB LT AM B 14.1 0.33 C 15.2 0.39 C 15.2 0.39 C 17.4 0.49

Theodore Rice Boulevard School E 39.4 0.85 E 48.8 0.92 F 59.0 0.98 F 82.6 1.09

at Phillips Road PM F 57.4 0.95 F 58.3 0.96 E 40.5 0.83 E 46.9 0.88

R AM A 10.0 0.06 A 10.0 0.06 A 10.0 0.06 B 10.3 0.07

School B 10.9 0.13 B 11.0 0.13 B 11.4 0.13 B 11.6 0.14

PM B 11.2 0.10 B 11.2 0.10 B 10.5 0.08 B 10.8 0.08

WB LTR AM F 108.7 1.14 F 116.5 1.16 F 116.5 1.16 F 141.7 1.22

School F 85.3 1.05 F 92.5 1.06 F 113.9 1.14 F 128.5 1.20

PM F 93.3 1.07 F 95.0 1.08 F 55.5 0.94 F 68.0 0.99

NB LTR AM B 13.9 0.36 B 14.2 0.36 B 14.2 0.36 B 14.8 0.38

School C 17.8 0.46 C 18.4 0.47 C 19.7 0.50 C 20.5 0.52

PM C 21.7 0.55 C 21.8 0.55 C 18.7 0.47 C 19.3 0.48

SB LTR AM C 16.8 0.51 C 17.3 0.52 C 17.3 0.52 C 18.2 0.54

School C 25.0 0.66 D 26.0 0.68 D 28.9 0.72 D 30.3 0.74

PM D 31.9 0.75 D 32.2 0.75 D 25.4 0.65 D 26.5 0.67

Movement

2021 Base 2021 Existing 2028 No Build 2028 Build
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Peak

Intersection Period LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Theodore Rice Boulevard NB TR AM A 0.0 0.04 A 0.0 0.04 A 0.0 0.03 A 0.0 0.03

at Duchaine Boulevard School A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01

PM A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01

SB L AM E 44.4 0.49 E 44.8 0.50 D 31.6 0.36 D 34.6 0.39

School B 12.1 0.26 B 12.1 0.26 B 11.5 0.22 B 12.1 0.24

PM B 10.9 0.14 B 10.9 0.14 B 10.3 0.11 B 10.7 0.11

T AM D 26.7 0.06 D 26.8 0.06 C 22.8 0.05 C 24.1 0.05

School B 11.3 0.02 B 11.4 0.02 B 11.1 0.02 B 11.6 0.02

PM B 10.7 0.01 B 10.7 0.01 B 10.4 0.01 B 10.7 0.01

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L AM C 21.4 0.29 C 23.1 0.31 C 20.0 0.25 C 23.1 0.29

Samuel Barnet Boulevard School B 13.3 0.38 B 14.2 0.41 B 11.9 0.29 B 13.0 0.32

PM B 11.7 0.35 B 11.8 0.35 B 10.4 0.24 B 10.9 0.25

R AM B 11.7 0.15 B 11.7 0.15 B 11.3 0.13 B 11.4 0.13

School B 11.3 0.37 B 11.3 0.37 B 10.3 0.27 B 10.4 0.28

PM B 10.2 0.29 B 10.2 0.29 A 9.5 0.20 A 9.6 0.21

Phillips Road at EB LR AM B 10.2 0.13 B 10.2 0.13 B 10.2 0.14 B 10.2 0.14

Samuel Barnet Boulevard School C 15.2 0.51 C 15.2 0.52 B 13.5 0.44 B 13.6 0.45

PM B 12.6 0.38 B 13.3 0.46 B 11.3 0.30 B 11.3 0.30

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R AM A 8.6 0.02 A 8.7 0.05 A 8.8 0.08 A 9.3 0.16

Site Driveway School A 8.5 0.04 A 8.6 0.08 A 8.6 0.06 A 8.9 0.10

PM A 8.5 0.03 A 8.5 0.03 A 8.5 0.03 A 8.9 0.05

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio

Movement

2021 Base 2021 Existing 2028 No Build 2028 Build
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Route 140 Northbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

As shown in Table 7, the stop-controlled northbound left turn movement at the Route 140 

Northbound off-ramp operates at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour, LOS F during 

the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, and LOS E during the weekday afternoon 

commuter peak hour under 2021 Base and Existing conditions. The stop-controlled northbound 

right -turn movement operates at LOS C or better during all three peak periods reviewed.  

Under 2028 No-Build conditions the northbound left-turn movement is projected to operate at 

LOS F during all three peak periods reviewed, indicating congestion would be present for this 

movement due to background growth in traffic volumes, independent of the proposed project. 

The northbound right-turn movement is projected to operate at LOS B during the weekday 

morning peak hour and LOS C during the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter 

peak hours.  

Under 2028 Build conditions, the northbound left-turn movement is projected to continue to 

operate at LOS F under all three peak period analyzed with incremental increases in average 

delay. The northbound right-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at LOS B during 

the weekday morning peak hour and LOS C during the weekday afternoon school and commuter 

peak hours. The 95th percentile queue length along the Route 140 northbound off-ramp is 

projected to increase by 60 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) during 

the weekday morning peak hour as shown in Figure 19A, by 72 feet (approximately two packer 

trucks or one transfer trailer) during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour as shown 

in Figure 19E, and by 33 feet (approximately one packer truck) during the weekday afternoon 

commuter peak hour as shown in Figure 19I. 

Route 140 Southbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road 

The capacity analysis results show that under the 2021 Base and Existing conditions, the stop-

controlled southbound left-turn movement at the Route 140 southbound off-ramp operates at 

LOS F during all three peak hours analyzed, indicating congestion is present for this movement 

independent of the proposed project. The southbound right-turn movement is shown to operate 

at LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed under 2021 Existing and Base conditions.  

Under 2028 No-Build conditions, the southbound left-turn movement is projected to continue to 

operate at LOS F during all three peak periods reviewed due to background growth in traffic 

volumes, independent of the proposed project. The southbound right-turn movement is projected 

to operate at LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed under 2028 No-Build conditions.  

Under 2028 Build conditions, left-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at LOS F 

under all three peak period analyzed with incremental increases in average delay. The 

southbound right-turn movement is projected to operate at LOS C during the weekday morning 

peak hour due to an increase in average delay of 0.7 seconds per vehicle. During the weekday 

afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours, the southbound right-turn movement is 

projected to continue to operate at LOS B. The Route 140 southbound off-ramp is projected to 
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experience a negligible increase in queues as a result of project generated trips. The 95th percentile 

queue length is projected to increase by 2 feet during the weekday morning peak hour and 

weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour as shown in Figures 19B and 19F, respectively, 

and by 3 feet during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour as shown in Figure 19I.  

Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road 

The intersection of Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road operates under all-

way stop sign control. Under 2021 Base and Existing conditions, congestion is experienced on the 

eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard and westbound Braley Road approaches during one or more 

of the peak periods analyzed. The left-turn/through lane on the eastbound approach is shown to 

operate at acceptable LOS B during the weekday morning peak hour under 2021 Base conditions 

and LOS C under Existing conditions, but experiences delays during the weekday afternoon 

school and commuter peaks, operating at LOS E during the weekday afternoon school peak under 

both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, and LOS F during the weekday afternoon commuter peak 

hour under both 2021 Base and Existing conditions. The eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard 

right-turn movement operates at LOS B or better under both 2021 Base and Existing conditions 

during all three peak hours reviewed. The westbound Braley Road approach is shown to operate 

at LOS F during all three peak hours reviewed under both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, 

indicating existing congestion independent of the proposed project. The northbound Phillips 

Road and southbound Braley Road approaches operate at LOS D or better during all three peak 

hours reviewed under under both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, indicating operations with 

acceptable levels of delay. 

Under 2028 No Build conditions, the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard left-turn/though 

movement operates at LOS C during the weekday morning peak hour as under 2021 Existing 

conditions, but experiences congestion in the afternoon. During the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal peak hour, the eastbound left-turn/through movement degrades from LOS E under 

2021 Existing conditions to LOS F under 2028 No-Build conditions. During the weekday 

afternoon commuter peak hour, the eastbound left-turn/through movement shows a minor 

improvement from LOS F under 2021 Existing conditions to LOS E under 2028 No-Build 

conditions due to the increase in peak hour factor (PHF) used in the analysis of forecasted 

conditions discussed previously. The westbound Braley Road approach is shown to continue to 

operate at LOS F during all three peak hours reviewed.  Similarly, the northbound Phillips Road 

and southbound Braley Road approaches and the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard right-turn 

movement are expected to continue to operate at the same LOS as 2021 Existing conditions with 

acceptable levels of delay (LOS D or better). 

Under 2028 Build conditions, the left-turn/through movement along the eastbound Theodore Rice 

Boulevard approach is projected to continue to operate at LOS F during the weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour and LOS E during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour due 

to existing congestion independent of the proposed project, with incremental increases in delay 

due the addition of project-generated trips. Similarly, the westbound Braley Road approach is 

projected to continue to operate at LOS F during all three peak hours reviewed. All other 
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movements at the Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road intersection are 

projected to operate at LOS D or better with acceptable levels of delay under 2028 Build 

conditions during all three peak hours reviewed. The 95th percentile queue lengths are projected 

to increase by 17 feet (less than one packer truck) along the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard 

approach and by 80 feet (approximately three packer trucks or one transfer trailer) along the 

westbound Braley Road approach during the weekday morning peak hour as shown in Figure 

19C; by 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer trailer) along the eastbound 

Theodore Rice Boulevard approach and by 35 feet (approximately one packer truck) along the 

westbound Braley Road approach during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour as 

shown in Figure 19G; and by 25 feet (approximately one packer truck) along the eastbound 

Theodore Rice Boulevard approach and by 45 feet (approximately one packer truck) along the 

westbound Braley Road approach during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour as shown 

in Figure 19K. 

Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard 

The stop-controlled northbound approach at the intersection of Theodore Rice Boulevard at 

Duchaine Boulevard is shown to operate at LOS A during all three peak hours analyzed under 

the 2021 Base and Existing conditions. The southbound left-turn movement is shown to operate 

at LOS E during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS B during the weekday afternoon 

school dismissal and commuter peak hours during both 2021 Base and Existing conditions, while 

the southbound through movement is shown to operate at LOS D during the weekday morning 

peak hour and LOS B during the weekday afternoon school and commuter peak hours.  LOS B 

during the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours during both 2021 Base 

and Existing conditions, while the southbound through movement is shown to operate at LOS D 

during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS B during both the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal and commuter peak hours under 2021 Base and Existing conditions.  

Under the 2028 No Build conditions, the stop-controlled northbound approach is projected to 

continue to operate at LOS A during all three peak hours reviewed. The southbound left-turn 

movement is shown to operate at LOS D during the weekday morning peak hour, with reduced 

delay compared with 2021 Existing conditions due to the increase in PHF used in the analysis of 

forecasted conditions discussed previously. During the weekday afternoon school dismissal and 

commuter peak hours, the southbound left-turn movement is projected to continue to operate at 

LOS B.  Similarly, the southbound through movement is projected to operate at LOS C during the 

weekday morning peak hour with a reduction in delay compared with 2021 Existing conditions 

due to the increase in PHF assumed under forecasted conditions, and is projected to continue to 

operate at LOS B during the weekday afternoon school dismissal and commuter peak hours.  

Under 2028 Build conditions, all movements are projected to operate at equivalent LOS with 

minor incremental increases in delay of 3 seconds or less compared with 2028 No Build conditions 

during all three peak hours reviewed. Similarly, 95th percentile queue lengths are projected to 

remain largely unchanged from No-Build conditions during the weekday morning, weekday 
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afternoon school dismissal, and weekday afternoon commuter peak hours, as shown in Figures 

19D, 19H, and 19L, respectively. 

Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

Under the 2021 Base and Existing conditions, the left-turn and right-turn movements along the 

stop-controlled eastbound Samuel Barnet Boulevard approach are shown to operate at LOS C or 

better during all three peak hours reviewed, and are projected to continue to operate at LOS C or 

better under both 2028 No Build and 2028 Build conditions.   

Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard 

The stop-controlled eastbound Samuel Barnet Boulevard approach is shown to operate at LOS C 

or better during all three peak hours reviewed under 2021 Base and Existing conditions.  

Under the 2028 No Build conditions, the stop controlled eastbound approach is expected to 

operate at LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed, with slight reductions in delay compared 

with 2021 Existing conditions due to the increase in PHF assumed under forecasted conditions.  

With the addition of project-generated trips under 2028 Build conditions, all movement are 

projected to continue to operate at LOS B during all three peak hours reviewed.  

Duchaine Boulevard at Site Driveway 

The stop-controlled westbound approach is shown to operate at LOS A during all three peak 

hours reviewed under 2021 Base and Existing conditions, and is projected to continue to operate 

at LOS A under both 2028 No Build and Build conditions.  
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MITIGATION 

Potential measures were analyzed to evaluate mitigation to the study area intersections. 

Mitigation alternatives analyzed included signalizing the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard if approved by the City. To determine if signalization is 

appropriate, a signal warrant analysis was completed for this intersection. In addition, PPNE will 

consider Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures and will allocate up to $5,000 

toward a Heavy Commercial Vehicle Exclusion study for Phillips Road from Route 140 to Braley 

Road should the City of New Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE through MassDOT. 

 

MassDOT has been contacted to request a meeting, but the meeting has not yet been scheduled.  

Although the proposed project does not meet the MEPA threshold for transportation review, 

MassDOT provided a comment letter to the Expanded Environmental Notification Form (EENF) 

dated March 19, 2019. The MassDOT comment letter moted that “The additional traffic volumes 

associated with the project is not expected to significantly impact safety” and “2025 Build 

conditions experience slightly increased delays compared to the 2025 No-Build conditions, but 

the delays were not significant enough to impact LOS in most cases.” Mitigation recommended 

in the MassDOT comment letter was limited to providing a Transportation Demand Management 

program, which is discussed below. The MassDOT EENF comment letter is included in Appendix 

O of this report. 

 

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 

A traffic signal warrant analysis was performed for the study area intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard analysis was based on procedures outlined in the latest 

edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) as amended.  The MUTCD 

establishes nine criteria, referred to as warrants, for the installation of traffic signals. The warrants 

are based upon traffic volumes, existing roadway conditions, crash history, pedestrian volumes, 

and proximity to schools. The manual states that satisfaction of these warrants does not in itself 

require the installation of a traffic signal. However, a traffic signal should not be installed unless 

one or more of the warrants is met.  

The analyses performed are based on the criteria for Warrant 1 (Eight-Hour), Warrant 2 (Four-

Hour) and Warrant 3 (Peak Hour) volume warrants. The following warrants were not applicable 

to this project: Warrant 4 (Pedestrian Volumes), Warrant 5 (School Crossing), Warrant 6 

(Coordinated Signal System), Warrant 7 (Crash Experience), Warrant 8 (Roadway Network), and 

Warrant 9 (Intersection Near a Grade Crossing).  

The Warrant 1 (Eight-Hour) and Warrant 2 (Four-Hour) vehicular volume signal warrants are 

intended to be applied where the volume of intersecting traffic is the principal reason to consider 

installing traffic signal control at an intersection. Warrant 1 is separated into Conditions A and B. 

According to the MUTCD, “the Minimum Vehicular Volume, Condition A, is intended for 

application at locations where a large volume of intersection traffic is the principal reason to 
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consider installing a traffic control signal.” The MUTCD also sets forth guidelines for Condition 

B, stating “the Interruption of Continuous Traffic, Condition B is intended for application at 

locations where Condition A is not satisfied and where the traffic volume on a major street is so 

heavy that traffic on a minor intersecting street suffers excessive delay or conflict in entering or 

crossing the major street. In order for this warrant to be met, minimum vehicular volumes for the 

major street and minor street, found in Table 4C-1 of the MUTCD, must be exceeded. If any one 

condition is satisfied, Warrant 1 is met.  

 

To satisfy Warrant 2, the plotted points representing the hourly volumes on the major street and 

minor street intersection approaches during any four hours of an average weekday must fall 

above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-2 of the MUTCD. 

 

The Warrant 3 (Peak Hour) vehicular volume signal warrant is intended for use at a location 

where traffic conditions are such that for a minimum of one hour of an average day, the minor-

street traffic experiences undue delay when entering or crossing the major street. Warrant 3 is 

satisfied when the plotted point representing the total hourly traffic volume of both approaches 

on the major street and the corresponding hourly volume of the higher-volume minor street 

approach for one hour of an average day falls above the applicable curve in Figure 4C-4 of the 

MUTCD.  

 

Analyses for Warrants 1, 2, and 3 were performed using the adjusted 2021 Existing, 2028 No Build, 

and 2028 Build traffic volumes at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard. The results of the signal warrant analysis are provided in Appendix P, and a summary 

of the results of the signal warrant analysis is shown in Table 8.  

 

Table 8: Traffic Signal Warrant Summary 

Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice 

Boulevard 

Warrant 1: 

Eight-Hour 

Warrant 2: 

Four-Hour 

Warrant 3: 

Peak Hour 

2021 Existing    

2028 No Build    

2028 Build    
 

According to the warrant analysis results, the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips 

Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard warrants the installation of a traffic signal based on Warrants 1 

and 2 under 2028 No Build conditions, independent of the proposed project.  

Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, PPNE proposes to construct a fully actuated 

traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard to 

mitigate congestion. It is anticipated that the signal will operate with three phases: one vehicle 

phase for eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard and westbound Braley Road, one vehicle phase 
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for northbound Phillips Road and southbound Braley Road, and an exclusive pedestrian phase. 

It is anticipated that marked crosswalks will be provided across the northern and eastern Braley 

Road legs of the intersection, as there is no sidewalk on the southwest corner of the intersection. 

The results of the signalized intersection capacity analyses for the intersection of Braley Road at 

Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard are presented in Table 9 below and in Appendix Q. 

Table 9: Capacity Analysis Results with Mitigation 

 
 

  

Peak

Intersection Period LOS1 Delay2 V/C3 LOS Delay V/C

Braley Road/ EB LT AM C 17.4 0.49 A 8.2 0.27

Theodore Rice Boulevard at School F 82.6 1.09 B 14.0 0.49

Phillips Road PM E 46.9 0.88 B 13.1 0.44

R AM B 10.3 0.07 A 1.1 0.04

School B 11.6 0.14 A 3.8 0.07

PM B 10.8 0.08 A 2.4 0.05

WB LTR AM F 141.7 1.22 B 19.0 0.81

School F 128.5 1.20 E 58.0 1.00

PM F 68.0 0.99 C 24.1 0.78

NB LTR AM B 14.8 0.38 C 22.0 0.42

School C 20.5 0.52 B 17.0 0.41

PM C 19.3 0.48 B 15.9 0.38

SB LTR AM C 18.2 0.38 D 50.4 0.84

School D 30.3 0.74 E 78.4 0.98

PM D 26.5 0.67 E 78.7 0.98

AM F 80.2 n/a C 23.0 0.82

School F 78.5 n/a D 41.5 0.92

PM E 45.1 n/a C 30.2 0.84

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio (Intersection capacity utilization reported for overall)

Overall

Movement

2028 Build

2028 Build with 

Mitigation
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The intersection of Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road is currently 

unsignalized but is proposed to be signalized as potential mitigation for the proposed project.  As 

shown in Table 9, operations for the eastbound Theodore Rice Boulevard left-turn/through 

movement are projected to improve from LOS F to LOS B during the weekday school dismissal 

peak hour and from LOS E to LOS B during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour.  The 

westbound Braley Road approach is projected to improve from LOS F during all three peak hours 

reviewed to LOS B during the weekday morning peak hour, LOS E during the weekday afternoon 

school dismissal peak hour, and LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour.  

Operations along the northbound Phillips Road approach are projected to operate at LOS C or 

better during all three peak hours reviewed.  Operations along the southbound Braley Road 

approach are projected to worsen compared with unsignalized conditions, operating at LOS D 

during the weekday morning peak hour and LOS E during the weekday afternoon school 

dismissal and commuter peak hours. The degradation in LOS for the southbound approach is 

primarily due to the change from all-way STOP control, where each approach is given equal 

priority, to traffic signal control, where the higher-volume eastbound and westbound approaches 

are given more green time. Overall intersection operations are projected to improve from LOS F 

during the weekday morning and afternoon school dismissal peak hours and LOS E during the 

weekday afternoon commuter peak hour under unsignalized conditions to LOS C during the 

weekday morning peak hour, LOS D during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak hour, 

and LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour under signalized conditions. 

Based on the analyses presented, signalization mitigates project generated impacts to the greatest 

extent feasible and satisfies the MassDOT Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines. 

Braley Road at Route 140 Ramps 

As indicated in the Traffic Operations Analysis section above, the addition of project generated 

trips at the intersections of Braley Road at the Route 140 Northbound and Southbound Ramps 

increases average vehicle delay and v/c ratios on the STOP-controlled ramp movements, which 

already operate at LOS F under existing conditions. 95th percentile queues on the ramps are 

projected to increase by a maximum of 72 feet (approximately two packer trucks or one transfer 

trailer) on the Route 140 northbound ramp, and a maximum of 3 feet on the Route 140 

southbound ramp with the addition of project generated trips. As the incremental impact on the 

Route 140 ramps due to the proposed project is minimal and the installation of traffic signals at 

the intersections of Braley Road with the Route 140 ramps would adversely impact currently 

uncontrolled traffic on the eastbound and westbound Braley Road approaches, there is no feasible 

mitigation to reduce project generated impacts at the Route 140 ramp intersections. 
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Transportation Demand Management 

A Transportation Demand management (TDM) plan is proposed to further mitigate the project’s 

traffic impacts to the surrounding roadway network. These measures are anticipated to reduce 

single occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips among employees, and to encourage the use of alternative 

modes of transportation to the site, the project proponent is proposing to apply the following 

TDM measures: 

• Providing opportunities for employees to participate in transit subsidy or reimbursement 

programs.  

• Informing employees of nearby transit stops and bicycle and pedestrian amenities.  

• Coordinate with SRTA to consider revising existing transit service to better service the 

project site.   

• Implementing a carpool system among employees. 

• Direct deposit offered to employees. 

• Providing preferential parking for carpools and vanpools.  

• Providing incentives to encourage bicycle ridership to the site, such as bike racks and 

other storage facilities on site.  

• Subject to request and subsequent approval by the City of New Bedford and New Bedford 

Business Park, providing striped bicycle lanes along Duchaine Boulevard and shared 

bicycle markings along Theodore Rice Boulevard to provide connectivity to the existing 

bicycle amenities along Braley Road. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

 

Phase 2 of the proposed project consists of expanding the existing facility at 100 Duchaine Boulevard 

to accommodate a receiving capacity of approximately 1,500 tons per day (tpd) of MSW. The site is 

currently utilizing the existing buildings on the site to process plastic, aluminum, and recyclable 

glass as part of Phase 1 of the project. The site is proposed to be accessed via the existing site 

driveway on Duchaine Boulevard, which leads to an internal one-way loop roadway surrounding 

the proposed facility.  

The estimated trip generation for Phase 2 incorporated several assumptions to present a 

conservative analysis, including no reduction in trips for backhauls or outbound material being 

transported by rail. In addition, the traffic associated with the previously proposed biosolids 

facility has remained in this study although the biosolids component is no longer being proposed. 

Based on these assumptions, Phase 2 of the proposed project is expected to generate a total of 59 

vehicle trips (17 entering and 42 exiting) during the weekday morning peak hour, 59 vehicle trips 

(17 entering and 42 exiting) during the school dismissal peak hour, and 59 vehicle trips (17 entering 

and 42 exiting) during the weekday afternoon peak hour. Over the course of an average weekday, 

Phase 2 of the proposed project is estimated to result in of approximately 478 vehicle trips (239 

entering and 239 exiting) during the typical weekday.   

Based on the capacity analysis results, the approaches under stop control at the Route 140 off-ramps 

onto Braley Road and at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard 

operate over capacity and with high delays under the 2021 Base conditions. These movements carry 

a majority of the traffic accessing the industrial park on Duchaine Boulevard during the peak hours.  

The proposed project would result in minor increases in delay on these over-capacity movements 

within the study area. 

Based on the MUTCD traffic signal warrant analysis, the installation of a traffic signal at the 

intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard is warranted under 2021 

Existing traffic volumes independent of the project, as a result of existing development in the 

area. Subject to approval by the City of New Bedford, PPNE proposes to construct a fully actuated 

traffic signal at the intersection of Braley Road at Phillips Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard to 

mitigate congestion experienced under existing conditions. With the installation of a traffic signal, 

overall intersection operations are projected to improve from LOS F to LOS C during the weekday 

morning peak hour, from LOS F to LOS D during the weekday afternoon school dismissal peak 

hour, and from LOS E to LOS C during the weekday afternoon commuter peak hour. In addition, 

PPNE will consider Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures and will allocate up 

to $5,000 toward a Heavy Commercial Vehicle Exclusion study for Phillips Road from Route 140 

to Braley Road should the City of New Bedford choose to pursue a HCVE through MassDOT.  

Based on the analyses presented, the proposed mitigation measures mitigate project generated 

impacts to the greatest extent feasible and satisfies the MassDOT Traffic Impact Assessment 

Guidelines. Additionally, it is our opinion that the traffic impacts of the proposed development 
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of this solid waste facility located at 100 Duchaine Boulevard do not constitute a danger to the 

public health, safety, or the environment with consideration to traffic congestion, pedestrian and 

vehicular safety, and roadway configuration. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Manual Turning Movement Count Data 





Map Credit: Google.com

N

New Bedford, MA

Collected on April 10 & 13, 2021 Contact: Michael Pompili

# of TMC’s: 07
BTD ID: 693_010_MM

Client: McMahon Associates, Inc.

# of Videos: 02

1
234

5

7

6

B

A



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 8 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 4 9 0 0 0 25 9

6:15 AM 0 18 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 5 10 0 0 0 34 7

6:30 AM 0 27 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 9 10 0 0 0 36 10

6:45 AM 0 26 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 0 50 5

7:00 AM 0 18 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 3 18 0 0 0 44 10

7:15 AM 0 16 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 6 17 0 0 0 51 10

7:30 AM 0 18 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 6 22 0 0 0 75 11

7:45 AM 0 17 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 9 15 0 0 0 74 6

8:00 AM 0 21 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 13 22 0 0 0 78 4

8:15 AM 0 10 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 9 29 0 0 0 75 13

8:30 AM 0 13 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 13 22 0 0 0 92 10

8:45 AM 0 25 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 11 20 0 0 0 87 8

9:00 AM 0 18 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 14 24 0 0 0 84 9

9:15 AM 0 15 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 13 28 0 0 0 94 15

9:30 AM 0 18 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 7 29 0 0 0 88 10

9:45 AM 0 35 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 7 36 0 0 0 88 12

10:00 AM 0 26 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 17 43 0 0 0 123 11

10:15 AM 0 32 1 59 0 0 0 0 0 10 40 0 0 0 101 9

10:30 AM 0 48 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 10 37 0 0 0 99 16

10:45 AM 0 43 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 10 35 0 0 0 89 6

11:00 AM 0 24 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 18 44 0 0 0 80 13

11:15 AM 0 28 0 77 0 0 0 0 0 9 42 0 0 0 92 8

11:30 AM 0 42 0 76 0 0 0 0 0 10 37 0 0 0 77 14

11:45 AM 0 33 0 67 0 0 0 0 0 8 46 0 0 0 67 8

12:00 PM 0 25 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 8 56 0 0 0 91 9

12:15 PM 0 26 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 5 29 0 0 0 87 6

12:30 PM 0 20 0 85 0 0 0 0 0 11 38 0 0 0 70 13

12:45 PM 0 38 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 11 35 0 0 0 66 16

1:00 PM 0 25 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 5 39 0 0 0 88 10

1:15 PM 0 29 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 7 32 0 0 0 79 10

1:30 PM 0 35 0 81 0 0 0 0 0 3 41 0 0 0 65 7

1:45 PM 0 23 0 80 0 0 0 0 0 16 34 0 0 0 71 9

2:00 PM 0 28 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 10 40 0 0 0 76 10

2:15 PM 0 18 0 87 0 0 0 0 0 8 29 0 0 0 58 16

2:30 PM 0 32 0 61 0 0 0 0 0 6 44 0 0 0 85 8

2:45 PM 0 39 0 77 0 0 0 0 0 5 39 0 0 0 61 7

3:00 PM 0 31 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 8 35 0 0 0 59 13

3:15 PM 0 25 0 75 0 0 0 0 0 10 35 0 0 0 59 11

3:30 PM 0 22 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 6 39 0 0 0 88 9

3:45 PM 0 28 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 7 42 0 0 0 61 5

4:00 PM 0 33 0 59 0 0 0 0 0 4 36 0 0 0 50 10

4:15 PM 0 24 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 5 32 0 0 0 50 8

4:30 PM 0 19 1 62 0 0 0 0 0 3 28 0 0 0 51 11

4:45 PM 0 17 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 6 40 0 0 0 78 6

5:00 PM 0 19 0 81 0 0 0 0 0 3 33 0 0 0 52 10

5:15 PM 0 26 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 2 39 0 0 0 54 8

5:30 PM 0 24 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 9 26 0 0 0 69 6

5:45 PM 0 15 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 2 30 0 0 0 74 10

6:00 PM 0 20 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 3 27 0 0 0 45 18

6:15 PM 0 34 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 4 39 0 0 0 44 23

6:30 PM 0 25 0 61 0 0 0 0 0 5 32 0 0 0 39 4

6:45 PM 0 18 0 72 0 0 0 0 0 5 27 0 0 0 29 6

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

10:00 AM 0 86 0 172 0 0 0 0 0 41 117 0 0 0 354 46
PHF

HV % 0.0% 3.5% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

10:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:00 AM 0 149 1 245 0 0 0 0 0 47 155 0 0 0 412 42
PHF

HV % 0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.4% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 4.8%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 117 0 299 0 0 0 0 0 29 152 0 0 0 280 41
PHF

HV % 0.0% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0%

Braley Road

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road

0.92

Braley Road

Westbound

Braley Road

0.92

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Braley Road

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp

0.84 0.00

0.89 0.00

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.90 0.00 0.91 0.86

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

0.84 0.85

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp

Southbound

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 1

New Bedford, MA

Braley Road

Route 140 NB On/Off Ramps

4/18/2021, 6:17 PM, 693_TMC_1 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

7:15 AM 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

8:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

8:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0

8:30 AM 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

8:45 AM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

9:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0

10:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

10:30 AM 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0

11:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

11:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

11:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

12:15 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

12:30 PM 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

1:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

1:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 1

1:30 PM 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

2:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

2:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

2:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

3:00 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0

3:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

3:45 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

8:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

9:30 AM 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 6 1

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

10:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:00 AM 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 4 2

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 5 1

PHF

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 1

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Braley Road

Route 140 NB On/Off Ramps

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.55 0.00 0.50 0.88

Northbound

Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp

0.00 0.63 0.75

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

0.58

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.75 0.00 0.50 0.75

Northbound

4/18/2021, 6:17 PM, 693_TMC_1 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

10:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:00 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 1

New Bedford, MA

Braley Road

Route 140 NB On/Off Ramps

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

4/18/2021, 6:17 PM, 693_TMC_1 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 38 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 11 9 0 0 0 49 17

6:15 AM 0 57 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 8 20 0 0 0 63 16

6:30 AM 0 79 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 20 23 0 0 0 124 19

6:45 AM 0 88 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 15 16 0 0 0 139 10

7:00 AM 0 59 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 26 35 0 0 0 138 21

7:15 AM 0 61 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 17 18 0 0 0 151 19

7:30 AM 0 74 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 11 34 0 0 0 131 15

7:45 AM 0 80 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 11 41 0 0 0 138 17

8:00 AM 0 58 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 15 44 0 0 0 95 18

8:15 AM 0 64 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 18 40 0 0 0 102 8

8:30 AM 0 50 0 99 0 0 0 0 0 13 52 0 0 0 141 10

8:45 AM 0 53 0 58 0 0 0 0 0 6 28 0 0 0 167 18

9:00 AM 0 57 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 19 35 0 0 0 116 14

9:15 AM 0 33 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 14 35 0 0 0 83 16

9:30 AM 0 39 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 11 26 0 0 0 89 8

9:45 AM 0 38 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 11 32 0 0 0 83 10

10:00 AM 0 36 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 13 16 0 0 0 68 10

10:15 AM 0 44 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 17 24 0 0 0 66 6

10:30 AM 0 35 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 11 28 0 0 0 68 9

10:45 AM 0 41 0 47 0 0 0 0 0 12 29 0 0 0 69 9

11:00 AM 0 33 1 42 0 0 0 0 0 16 30 0 0 0 59 8

11:15 AM 0 44 0 54 0 0 0 0 0 11 13 0 0 0 65 7

11:30 AM 0 40 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 10 29 0 0 0 79 4

11:45 AM 0 60 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 10 25 0 0 0 71 4

12:00 PM 0 43 0 49 0 0 0 0 0 19 63 0 0 0 71 12

12:15 PM 0 44 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 11 34 0 0 0 91 13

12:30 PM 0 38 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 10 38 0 0 0 78 7

12:45 PM 0 58 0 57 0 0 0 0 0 11 27 0 0 0 70 6

1:00 PM 0 47 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 10 41 0 0 0 75 6

1:15 PM 0 42 1 43 0 0 0 0 0 14 24 0 0 0 85 8

1:30 PM 0 56 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 10 35 0 0 0 84 10

1:45 PM 0 56 0 51 0 0 0 0 0 18 18 0 0 0 69 6

2:00 PM 0 52 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 22 39 0 0 0 79 10

2:15 PM 0 74 0 81 0 0 0 0 0 16 45 0 0 0 75 7

2:30 PM 0 83 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 21 42 0 0 0 114 11

2:45 PM 0 75 1 79 0 0 0 0 0 20 34 0 0 0 165 17

3:00 PM 0 51 0 83 0 0 0 0 0 26 74 0 0 0 117 8

3:15 PM 0 57 0 88 0 0 0 0 0 13 59 0 0 0 123 15

3:30 PM 0 47 0 78 0 0 0 0 0 27 57 0 0 0 113 15

3:45 PM 0 62 0 77 0 0 0 0 0 21 50 0 0 0 104 11

4:00 PM 0 58 0 93 0 0 0 0 0 29 69 0 0 0 113 10

4:15 PM 0 47 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 19 65 0 0 0 112 10

4:30 PM 0 40 0 95 0 0 0 0 0 29 54 0 0 0 96 13

4:45 PM 0 29 0 94 0 0 0 0 0 22 48 0 0 0 93 9

5:00 PM 0 59 0 87 0 0 0 0 0 36 45 0 0 0 98 8

5:15 PM 0 29 0 89 0 0 0 0 0 20 47 0 0 0 78 4

5:30 PM 0 40 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 11 45 0 0 0 67 6

5:45 PM 0 34 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 10 35 0 0 0 59 10

6:00 PM 0 32 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 12 41 0 0 0 61 5

6:15 PM 0 28 0 67 0 0 0 0 0 12 33 0 0 0 65 4

6:30 PM 0 28 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 10 26 0 0 0 54 9

6:45 PM 0 28 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 5 16 0 0 0 38 2

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:45 AM 0 252 0 285 0 0 0 0 0 57 177 0 0 0 476 53
PHF

HV % 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.8% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.3% 1.9%

MID PEAK HOUR

12:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

1:00 PM 0 183 0 203 0 0 0 0 0 51 162 0 0 0 310 38
PHF

HV % 0.0% 8.2% 0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.6% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 10.5%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 266 1 344 0 0 0 0 0 80 209 0 0 0 519 51
PHF

HV % 0.0% 10.9% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.8% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 2.0%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 1

New Bedford, MA

Braley Road

Route 140 NB On/Off Ramps

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

0.65 0.84

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.86 0.00 0.72 0.78

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Braley Road

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp

0.90 0.00

0.84 0.00

Braley Road

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road

0.90

Braley Road

Westbound

Braley Road

0.85

4/18/2021, 6:21 PM, 693_TMC_1 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

6:15 AM 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:30 AM 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 4 0

6:45 AM 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 8 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 1

7:30 AM 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 1 0

7:45 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 5 0

8:00 AM 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 4 0 0 0 3 0

8:15 AM 0 7 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 3 1

8:30 AM 0 7 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 14 0

8:45 AM 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 5 0

9:00 AM 0 10 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 3 0

9:15 AM 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 7 2

9:30 AM 0 10 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 2 0

9:45 AM 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0 0 3 1

10:00 AM 0 8 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 0

10:15 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 1

10:30 AM 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

10:45 AM 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 1

11:00 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 1

11:15 AM 0 13 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0

11:30 AM 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 3 1

11:45 AM 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0

12:00 PM 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 1

12:15 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 2

12:30 PM 0 5 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 2 0

12:45 PM 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 4 1

1:00 PM 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 1

1:15 PM 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 1

1:30 PM 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0

2:00 PM 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1

2:15 PM 0 5 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0

2:30 PM 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 8 0

2:45 PM 0 10 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0

3:00 PM 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 7 1

3:30 PM 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1

3:45 PM 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 1

4:00 PM 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0

4:15 PM 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 0

5:00 PM 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

5:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

6:45 PM 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

8:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

9:15 AM 0 32 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 18 7 0 0 0 25 1

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:15 PM 0 31 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 9 6 0 0 0 7 2

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 29 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 7 10 0 0 0 17 1

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.71 0.00 0.71 0.56

Northbound

0.00 0.63 0.56

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

0.60

Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.84 0.00 0.63 0.46

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 1

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Braley Road

Route 140 NB On/Off Ramps

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/18/2021, 6:21 PM, 693_TMC_1 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:45 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

12:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 1

New Bedford, MA

Braley Road

Route 140 NB On/Off Ramps

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Route 140 Northbound Off Ramp Route 140 Northbound On Ramp Braley Road Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/18/2021, 6:21 PM, 693_TMC_1 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 12 0 20 13 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 8 5 0 22 30 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 17 16 0 26 37 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 8 16 0 28 48 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 19 39 0 34 28 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 19 20 0 34 33 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 25 22 0 54 39 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 5 0 0 18 17 0 58 33 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 8 0 0 28 36 0 46 53 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3 0 0 34 26 0 52 33 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 33 28 0 64 41 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 30 24 0 70 42 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 35 41 0 57 45 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 36 29 0 55 54 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 8 0 0 31 27 0 60 46 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 3 0 0 31 37 0 63 60 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 0 0 53 44 0 84 65 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 8 0 0 43 42 0 67 66 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 10 0 0 41 27 0 59 88 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 6 0 0 38 28 0 62 70 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 4 0 0 55 96 0 68 36 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 8 0 0 44 48 0 79 41 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 12 0 0 36 35 0 63 56 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 6 0 0 45 42 0 56 44 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 11 0 0 54 51 0 71 45 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 12 0 0 28 32 0 71 42 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 12 0 0 42 32 0 60 30 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 10 0 0 39 29 0 52 52 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 9 0 0 33 32 0 77 36 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 6 0 0 24 32 0 73 35 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 6 0 0 28 46 0 53 47 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 6 0 0 45 18 0 59 35 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 4 0 0 41 27 0 70 34 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 6 0 0 30 35 0 56 20 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 17 0 0 38 20 0 76 41 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 10 0 0 30 23 0 60 40 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 11 0 0 34 38 0 55 35 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 13 0 0 37 24 0 53 31 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 9 0 0 35 22 0 78 32 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 0 0 35 26 0 58 31 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 13 0 0 32 32 0 58 25 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 11 1 0 24 24 0 44 30 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 11 0 0 23 40 0 54 16 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 42 22 0 64 31 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 9 0 0 30 26 0 50 21 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 5 0 0 29 18 0 52 28 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 7 0 0 24 21 1 59 33 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 9 0 0 24 23 0 61 28 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 10 0 0 19 26 0 50 15 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 13 0 0 31 16 0 57 21 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 8 0 0 27 16 0 42 22 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 13 0 0 26 15 0 28 19 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 21 0 0 133 134 0 235 205 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 6.0% 0.0% 0.9% 2.4% 0.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

10:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 27 1 28 0 0 177 193 0 256 260 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 1.0% 0.0% 0.4% 2.3% 0.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 43 0 51 0 0 139 105 0 244 147 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.9% 0.0% 0.8% 6.1% 0.0%

Braley Road

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd

0.88

Braley Road

Westbound

Braley Road

0.89

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp

0.00 0.77

0.00 0.82

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.81 0.85 0.84

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

0.61 0.88

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp

Southbound

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 2

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd & Braley Road

Route 140 SB On/Off Ramps

4/18/2021, 6:27 PM, 693_TMC_2 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 1 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 4 0 1 2 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 1 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 3 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 2 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 3 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 6 10 0 3 4 0

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

10:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 6 0 2 10 0

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 9 0

PHF

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 2

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Theodore Rice Blvd & Braley Road

Route 140 SB On/Off Ramps

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.33 0.67 0.58

Northbound

Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp

0.50 0.58 0.75

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

0.00

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.25 0.38 0.69

Northbound

4/18/2021, 6:27 PM, 693_TMC_2 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

10:15 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 2

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd & Braley Road

Route 140 SB On/Off Ramps

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

4/18/2021, 6:27 PM, 693_TMC_2 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 0 0 18 22 0 39 48 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 13 0 0 25 26 0 36 84 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 17 0 0 38 27 0 66 137 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 32 0 0 28 36 0 80 147 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 19 0 0 55 105 0 100 97 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 26 0 0 31 50 0 123 89 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 24 0 0 38 54 0 103 102 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 34 0 0 45 45 0 107 111 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 25 0 0 51 52 0 66 87 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 19 0 0 53 42 0 70 96 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 31 0 0 58 48 0 100 91 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 24 0 0 29 43 0 111 109 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 23 0 0 48 46 0 75 98 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 13 0 0 44 37 0 54 62 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 15 0 0 31 45 0 56 72 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 14 0 0 40 40 0 56 65 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 22 0 0 27 36 0 42 62 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 0 0 39 40 0 49 61 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 19 0 0 33 52 0 43 60 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 15 0 0 37 42 0 45 65 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 15 0 0 40 38 0 36 56 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 0 0 22 49 0 40 69 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 14 0 0 32 51 0 51 68 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 11 0 0 28 49 0 39 92 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 13 0 0 75 64 0 49 65 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 18 0 0 38 41 0 53 82 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 13 0 0 37 43 0 53 63 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 18 0 0 31 47 0 43 85 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 11 0 0 46 50 0 49 73 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 10 0 0 34 54 0 53 74 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 15 0 0 43 55 0 64 76 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 18 0 0 32 40 0 44 81 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 17 0 0 56 48 0 57 74 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 19 0 0 52 43 0 47 102 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 22 0 0 52 58 0 66 131 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 18 0 0 49 46 0 97 143 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 27 0 0 81 102 0 88 80 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 23 0 0 60 74 0 93 87 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 18 0 0 67 110 0 77 83 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 23 0 0 60 55 0 67 99 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 29 0 0 86 101 0 80 91 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 18 0 0 63 75 0 86 73 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 19 0 0 75 62 0 59 77 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 26 0 0 62 58 0 68 54 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 14 0 0 76 102 0 71 86 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 57 69 0 47 60 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 16 0 0 41 44 0 43 64 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 14 0 0 29 40 0 42 51 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 13 0 0 32 32 0 43 50 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 13 0 0 34 29 0 43 50 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 13 0 0 29 33 0 36 46 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 11 0 0 15 27 0 33 33 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 103 0 0 169 254 0 433 399 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 9.1% 0.0% 2.1% 5.3% 0.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

12:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 32 2 62 0 0 181 195 0 198 295 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 21.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 10.8% 0.0% 3.5% 5.4% 0.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 53 0 86 0 0 257 332 0 355 393 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 0.0% 15.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 5.4% 0.0% 3.7% 7.4% 0.0%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 2

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd & Braley Road

Route 140 SB On/Off Ramps

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

0.68 0.91

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.76 0.80 0.78

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp

0.00 0.77

0.00 0.92

Braley Road

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd

0.66

Braley Road

Westbound

Braley Road

0.95

4/18/2021, 6:32 PM, 693_TMC_2 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 4 0 3 3 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 1 3 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 3 0 1 4 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 4 0 1 8 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 6 0 3 5 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 10 0 4 4 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 7 8 0 2 5 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 5 0 4 6 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 1 6 0 13 8 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 5 5 0 5 8 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 9 11 0 4 9 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 3 0 5 8 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 4 2 0 4 8 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 5 8 0 2 5 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 4 0 1 9 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 3 10 0 4 5 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 9 0 1 2 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 8 0 0 7 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 0 3 9 0 2 5 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 9 0 1 14 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 5 0 2 7 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 10 0 2 6 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 1 5 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 2 5 0 0 4 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 6 5 0 2 5 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 8 0 4 2 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 4 4 0 1 6 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 7 0 1 5 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 4 0 1 6 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 3 0 1 8 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 5 0 0 4 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 1 5 0 2 5 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 4 0 7 4 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 3 0 2 10 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 0 0 2 2 0 2 7 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 8 0 7 7 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 2 5 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 6 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 7 0 4 10 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 2 5 0 1 2 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 3 0 4 1 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 3 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

8:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 12 0 0 21 27 0 26 31 0

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 12 0 0 11 33 0 7 32 0

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 14 0 0 13 17 0 18 28 0

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.38 0.68 0.82

Northbound

0.47 0.85 0.65

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

0.00

Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.67 0.60 0.68

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 2

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Theodore Rice Blvd & Braley Road

Route 140 SB On/Off Ramps

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/18/2021, 6:32 PM, 693_TMC_2 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

12:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 2

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd & Braley Road

Route 140 SB On/Off Ramps

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Route 140 Southbound On Ramp Route 140 Southbound Off Ramp Theodore Rice Blvd Braley Road

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/18/2021, 6:32 PM, 693_TMC_2 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 7 7 0 11 2 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 7 6

6:15 AM 0 1 4 4 0 6 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 4 14 15

6:30 AM 0 2 3 6 0 19 2 3 0 0 8 0 0 4 26 8

6:45 AM 0 1 3 5 0 14 2 2 0 0 5 1 0 8 27 18

7:00 AM 0 1 7 6 0 12 3 1 0 0 40 2 0 4 14 14

7:15 AM 0 1 8 13 0 21 4 1 0 1 5 4 0 6 12 19

7:30 AM 0 1 10 14 0 24 6 4 0 1 9 1 0 7 16 21

7:45 AM 0 2 12 11 0 21 9 1 0 3 3 1 0 10 7 21

8:00 AM 0 1 8 20 0 31 7 2 0 0 13 0 0 27 11 23

8:15 AM 0 0 8 12 0 40 3 0 0 0 8 1 0 14 6 16

8:30 AM 0 0 9 13 0 33 7 1 0 3 14 0 1 16 9 20

8:45 AM 0 0 13 17 0 29 13 0 0 0 8 2 0 12 10 25

9:00 AM 0 1 6 20 1 41 8 2 0 1 15 6 0 13 6 31

9:15 AM 0 1 14 21 0 34 8 0 0 1 10 0 0 18 13 28

9:30 AM 0 1 7 14 0 35 9 0 0 0 9 0 0 23 5 26

9:45 AM 0 2 16 24 0 29 10 1 0 3 15 1 0 21 11 31

10:00 AM 0 1 8 27 0 42 7 0 0 2 28 6 0 22 13 37

10:15 AM 0 2 12 26 0 45 8 1 0 0 13 3 1 20 18 35

10:30 AM 0 5 11 30 0 27 13 1 0 2 11 1 0 28 28 42

10:45 AM 0 2 16 19 0 36 17 4 0 0 11 1 0 21 27 28

11:00 AM 0 1 17 28 0 37 15 0 0 5 86 23 0 31 5 4

11:15 AM 0 1 13 36 0 38 10 0 0 1 18 2 0 28 10 11

11:30 AM 0 3 15 23 0 39 12 2 0 4 9 3 0 28 20 20

11:45 AM 0 1 10 25 0 49 14 2 0 1 13 9 0 29 11 10

12:00 PM 0 2 16 29 0 40 10 1 0 6 36 3 0 38 9 9

12:15 PM 0 2 11 20 0 22 10 1 0 1 18 6 0 30 12 12

12:30 PM 0 7 23 24 0 37 15 2 0 0 13 6 0 25 7 10

12:45 PM 0 3 16 29 0 30 15 1 0 3 9 2 0 32 15 15

1:00 PM 1 0 29 21 0 33 8 0 0 3 11 2 0 27 9 9

1:15 PM 0 3 11 16 0 28 18 1 0 0 12 9 0 23 9 9

1:30 PM 0 1 11 26 0 41 6 0 0 0 7 4 0 27 13 13

1:45 PM 0 2 12 27 0 32 7 0 0 1 4 1 0 26 8 7

2:00 PM 0 4 13 26 0 25 12 5 0 1 17 1 0 24 7 7

2:15 PM 0 2 15 18 0 34 14 0 0 1 13 3 0 17 5 4

2:30 PM 0 2 17 20 0 27 5 1 0 0 11 5 0 31 13 14

2:45 PM 0 0 7 19 0 26 13 1 0 2 8 2 0 26 11 13

3:00 PM 0 2 19 24 0 31 13 0 0 0 17 1 0 30 8 8

3:15 PM 0 1 9 27 0 24 11 1 0 0 10 0 0 27 8 9

3:30 PM 0 0 14 20 0 30 7 0 0 1 6 2 1 25 8 7

3:45 PM 0 0 12 23 0 30 9 2 0 0 8 2 0 31 7 7

4:00 PM 0 2 9 25 0 29 9 0 0 0 10 1 0 31 4 3

4:15 PM 0 1 14 17 0 25 8 1 0 2 7 4 0 24 10 8

4:30 PM 0 1 8 13 0 43 7 0 0 2 7 0 0 18 4 5

4:45 PM 0 1 6 15 0 46 3 0 0 1 3 1 0 21 7 8

5:00 PM 0 2 9 17 0 30 10 0 0 0 9 0 0 22 4 4

5:15 PM 0 2 8 16 0 26 12 0 0 0 5 1 0 25 4 4

5:30 PM 0 1 8 21 0 19 9 0 0 1 5 1 0 21 9 10

5:45 PM 0 1 7 18 0 26 8 0 0 0 3 3 0 31 3 3

6:00 PM 0 6 13 8 0 27 3 0 0 4 10 1 0 21 2 2

6:15 PM 0 4 5 22 0 22 11 1 0 0 3 1 0 30 2 2

6:30 PM 0 1 7 22 0 17 13 0 0 1 4 2 0 21 5 4

6:45 PM 0 1 13 18 0 22 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 22 5 5

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

10:00 AM 0 5 43 79 1 139 35 3 0 5 49 7 0 75 35 116

PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 5.7% 2.6%

MID PEAK HOUR

10:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:15 AM 0 10 56 103 0 145 53 6 0 7 121 28 1 100 78 109

PHF

HV % 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 1.9% 16.7% 0.0% 14.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 6.4% 1.8%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 5 52 90 0 108 42 3 0 2 46 8 0 114 40 44

PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 2.6% 5.0% 9.1%

0.92 0.89

Theodore Rice Blvd

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd

0.69

Theodore Rice Blvd

Westbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

0.90

Eastbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Phillips Road

0.76 0.86

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.82 0.87 0.78 0.85

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.34 0.73

Phillips Road Phillips Road

Southbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Southbound

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 3

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road

4/18/2021, 6:35 PM, 693_TMC_3 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

8:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 2 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 1

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

10:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0

11:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 2

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 2

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

12:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:45 PM 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

2:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

3:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:30 AM 0 0 1 1 0 6 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 2 4 1

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 1 0 1 4 2 0 1 5 4

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 3 3

PHF

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 3

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.50 0.75 0.56 0.58

Northbound

Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road

0.31 0.58 0.50

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.25

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.25 0.25 0.50 0.75

Northbound

4/18/2021, 6:35 PM, 693_TMC_3 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

8:30 AM 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

10:15 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

11:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 3

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES
Phillips Road Phillips Road

4/18/2021, 6:35 PM, 693_TMC_3 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 4 7 7 0 26 1 0 0 0 7 2 0 4 30 28

6:15 AM 0 7 12 16 0 27 7 2 0 0 8 2 0 9 56 32

6:30 AM 0 9 12 15 0 41 7 7 0 0 9 1 0 8 120 26

6:45 AM 0 12 17 12 0 37 6 9 0 0 15 3 0 4 151 24

7:00 AM 0 3 4 25 0 33 3 7 0 3 102 23 0 9 67 40

7:15 AM 0 4 11 21 0 41 10 6 0 1 19 0 0 24 55 36

7:30 AM 0 5 12 25 0 48 6 8 0 2 19 3 0 10 79 37

7:45 AM 0 2 10 20 0 49 4 8 0 6 21 2 0 17 98 30

8:00 AM 0 3 19 28 0 36 10 7 0 1 39 5 0 16 55 41

8:15 AM 0 6 7 37 0 43 16 6 0 1 15 4 0 16 72 27

8:30 AM 0 3 7 32 0 49 9 5 0 3 25 5 0 23 64 35

8:45 AM 0 4 12 17 0 33 12 6 0 1 22 5 0 35 53 45

9:00 AM 0 1 8 20 0 41 11 2 0 3 33 5 0 24 56 41

9:15 AM 0 4 8 18 0 31 13 2 0 3 32 6 0 19 35 21

9:30 AM 0 2 10 22 0 27 6 4 0 2 27 2 0 29 38 20

9:45 AM 0 5 6 26 0 25 9 1 0 2 29 7 0 17 42 20

10:00 AM 0 4 11 10 0 23 10 3 0 1 30 3 0 19 42 23

10:15 AM 0 1 8 25 0 22 6 2 0 1 32 4 0 14 38 21

10:30 AM 0 7 8 25 0 32 9 2 0 2 28 3 0 23 40 16

10:45 AM 0 1 9 23 0 23 6 4 0 3 33 4 0 15 39 26

11:00 AM 0 0 6 13 0 26 11 2 0 0 39 3 0 20 22 29

11:15 AM 0 3 12 15 0 21 13 3 0 5 35 13 0 19 37 25

11:30 AM 0 7 10 20 0 27 15 0 0 2 35 7 1 18 40 23

11:45 AM 0 2 9 22 0 20 7 3 0 5 35 9 0 20 51 32

12:00 PM 0 4 8 31 0 33 10 2 0 3 75 14 0 18 42 18

12:15 PM 0 3 12 16 0 24 13 2 0 2 39 12 0 29 44 27

12:30 PM 0 8 9 21 0 24 8 1 0 1 35 2 0 18 40 18

12:45 PM 0 3 14 22 0 16 10 3 0 1 40 6 0 20 57 26

1:00 PM 0 5 16 27 0 31 9 1 0 3 38 9 0 13 40 31

1:15 PM 0 2 8 19 0 26 8 2 0 2 41 5 2 14 41 27

1:30 PM 0 3 9 16 0 34 6 1 0 1 48 4 0 16 46 29

1:45 PM 0 2 10 20 0 17 9 2 0 4 35 2 0 20 47 32

2:00 PM 0 5 10 30 0 30 14 3 0 2 44 7 0 24 35 32

2:15 PM 0 7 6 33 0 24 14 6 0 3 38 8 0 25 69 27

2:30 PM 0 7 11 31 0 29 14 3 0 2 50 5 0 31 89 33

2:45 PM 0 3 20 26 0 23 13 6 0 2 46 6 0 44 70 47

3:00 PM 0 3 16 32 0 44 15 2 0 4 107 54 0 42 29 36

3:15 PM 0 12 11 31 0 41 13 2 0 3 62 6 0 39 38 33

3:30 PM 0 2 14 22 0 36 16 2 0 6 119 27 0 32 27 42

3:45 PM 0 0 15 21 0 42 18 0 0 1 52 5 0 30 28 64

4:00 PM 0 2 9 29 0 55 18 1 0 3 103 14 0 43 35 42

4:15 PM 0 5 14 30 0 53 15 1 0 2 55 7 0 28 17 46

4:30 PM 0 2 14 24 0 39 12 0 0 10 74 10 0 32 20 44

4:45 PM 0 1 14 21 0 34 7 1 0 5 65 3 0 28 14 38

5:00 PM 0 0 16 26 0 47 13 0 0 6 105 16 0 32 13 55

5:15 PM 0 2 6 27 0 34 12 1 0 1 65 5 0 34 5 31

5:30 PM 0 1 13 17 0 31 9 0 0 2 37 2 0 32 12 36

5:45 PM 0 1 5 20 0 27 9 0 0 2 22 2 0 27 15 23

6:00 PM 0 0 8 15 0 26 12 0 0 1 23 2 0 23 9 31

6:15 PM 0 3 8 21 0 27 6 1 0 1 15 3 0 34 7 22

6:30 PM 0 1 11 21 0 24 5 0 0 1 17 0 0 20 13 26

6:45 PM 0 1 6 10 0 23 6 0 0 1 9 1 0 10 10 24

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 14 37 91 0 171 23 29 0 12 161 28 0 60 299 143
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 3.3% 0.0% 2.9% 13.0% 6.9% 0.0% 33.3% 17.4% 0.0% 0.0% 11.7% 6.0% 2.8%

MID PEAK HOUR

11:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:30 PM 0 16 39 89 0 104 45 7 0 12 184 42 1 85 177 100
PHF

HV % 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 6.7% 4.4% 14.3% 0.0% 16.7% 14.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4% 15.3% 3.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 20 61 111 0 144 57 12 0 15 334 93 0 157 164 158
PHF

HV % 0.0% 10.0% 13.1% 7.2% 0.0% 5.6% 3.5% 33.3% 0.0% 13.3% 2.7% 1.1% 0.0% 5.7% 17.1% 3.2%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 3

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.65 0.88

Phillips Road Phillips Road

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.89 0.87 0.67 0.74

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Phillips Road

0.85 0.90

0.84 0.87

Theodore Rice Blvd

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd

0.39

Theodore Rice Blvd

Westbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

0.87

4/18/2021, 6:38 PM, 693_TMC_3 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1

6:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 2

6:30 AM 0 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 2 1

6:45 AM 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 4 2

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 3 3

7:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 6 0 0 4 6 1

7:30 AM 0 0 0 2 0 2 1 1 0 2 7 0 0 1 5 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 1 9 0 0 2 4 0

8:00 AM 0 1 3 2 0 4 2 0 0 0 9 1 0 2 6 0

8:15 AM 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 2 0 0 6 2 0 0 6 1

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 5 1 0 0 9 2

8:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 7 0 0 1 9 1

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 17 0 0 0 13 1

9:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 2 8 2

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 6 3

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 1

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 2 12 1

10:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 9 0

10:30 AM 0 1 0 2 0 2 2 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 4 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 0 0 1 4 4

11:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 8 2 0 0 8 3

11:15 AM 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 1 0 1 6 2 0 1 15 0

11:30 AM 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 9 1

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 5 2

12:00 PM 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 1 5 0 0 1 4 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 1 9 0

12:30 PM 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 1

12:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 9 0 0 2 2 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 8 3

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 2 5 0 0 1 5 1

1:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 7 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 7 2

2:00 PM 0 1 0 2 0 1 2 1 0 0 5 2 0 2 3 2

2:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 5 1 0 0 9 1

2:30 PM 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 0 0 1 7 0 0 0 6 0

2:45 PM 0 0 3 2 0 2 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 10 0

3:00 PM 0 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 3 9 3

3:15 PM 0 1 2 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 6 0

3:30 PM 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 4 1 0 1 3 2

3:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 2

4:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 1 8 4

4:15 PM 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 6 0

4:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

8:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

9:15 AM 0 2 0 4 0 9 1 3 0 2 35 3 0 1 37 5

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:00 PM 0 1 2 3 0 10 1 2 0 2 30 4 0 1 37 6

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 2 6 10 0 8 4 3 0 2 12 0 0 8 31 3

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.64 0.75 0.44 0.70

Northbound

0.65 0.90 0.69

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.50

Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.30 0.65 0.56 0.77

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 3

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/18/2021, 6:38 PM, 693_TMC_3 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:30 PM 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

11:30 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

12:30 PM 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 3

New Bedford, MA

Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Theodore Rice Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/18/2021, 6:38 PM, 693_TMC_3 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 2

6:15 AM 0 0 0 7 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 2

6:30 AM 0 0 1 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 4

6:45 AM 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 3

7:00 AM 0 0 0 31 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 3

7:15 AM 0 0 2 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 2

7:30 AM 0 0 1 11 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 4

7:45 AM 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2

8:00 AM 0 0 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 2

8:45 AM 0 0 2 6 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 2 8 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2

9:15 AM 0 0 1 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 3

9:30 AM 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

9:45 AM 0 0 2 10 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

10:00 AM 0 0 1 11 0 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 4

10:30 AM 0 0 1 8 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 3

10:45 AM 0 0 2 6 0 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 3

11:00 AM 0 0 3 78 0 45 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 1 14 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 3

11:30 AM 0 0 1 8 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 2

11:45 AM 0 0 3 6 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 3

12:00 PM 0 0 1 26 0 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

12:15 PM 0 0 0 14 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2

12:30 PM 0 0 2 8 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2

12:45 PM 0 0 1 6 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 3

1:00 PM 0 0 2 4 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2

1:15 PM 0 0 1 5 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4

1:30 PM 0 0 0 5 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 2

1:45 PM 0 0 1 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1

2:00 PM 0 0 5 11 0 5 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3

2:15 PM 0 0 2 14 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

2:30 PM 0 0 0 5 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 2

2:45 PM 0 0 2 7 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1

3:00 PM 0 0 1 14 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1

3:30 PM 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 3 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1

4:15 PM 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

4:45 PM 0 0 3 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1

5:00 PM 0 0 2 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1

5:15 PM 0 0 0 4 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2

5:30 PM 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

5:45 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 11 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 1

6:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2

6:30 PM 0 0 1 7 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3

6:45 PM 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 3 48 0 11 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 47 0 11
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 44.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

10:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:30 AM 0 0 7 106 0 49 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 62 0 9
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0% 2.0% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 11.1%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 0 9 37 0 9 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 7
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 44.4% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 36.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.0% 0.0% 0.0%

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 4

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Theodore Rice Blvd

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.00 0.59

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.72 0.47 0.00 0.80

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd

Northbound

Southbound EastboundNorthbound

EastboundNorthbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.41 0.45

0.35 0.33

Theodore Rice Blvd

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.00

Theodore Rice Blvd

Westbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

0.69

4/18/2021, 6:41 PM, 693_TMC_4 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 1 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

9:30 AM 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

12:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:00 PM 0 0 3 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:15 AM 0 0 2 10 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:00 PM 0 0 1 4 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 0 4 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.42 0.29 0.00 0.38

Northbound

0.50 0.00 1.00

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.63

Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.43 0.63 0.00 0.50

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 4

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Duchaine Blvd

Theodore Rice Blvd

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

4/18/2021, 6:41 PM, 693_TMC_4 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:15 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

2:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

10:30 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

11:30 AM 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 4

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Theodore Rice Blvd

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/18/2021, 6:41 PM, 693_TMC_4 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 8

6:15 AM 0 0 0 4 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 51 0 14

6:30 AM 0 0 2 8 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 0 35

6:45 AM 0 0 1 13 0 4 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 132 0 43

7:00 AM 0 0 3 83 0 49 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 63 0 13

7:15 AM 0 0 3 18 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 0 10

7:30 AM 0 0 1 19 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 73 0 21

7:45 AM 0 0 2 23 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 77 0 22

8:00 AM 0 0 2 30 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 0 12

8:15 AM 0 0 0 17 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 56 0 7

8:30 AM 0 0 1 15 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 0 5

8:45 AM 0 0 3 23 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 3

9:00 AM 0 0 1 32 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 0 8

9:15 AM 0 0 1 16 0 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 5

9:30 AM 0 0 3 18 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 3

9:45 AM 0 0 2 14 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 28 0 4

10:00 AM 0 0 1 19 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 5

10:15 AM 0 0 2 18 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 6

10:30 AM 0 0 4 19 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 2

10:45 AM 0 0 2 26 0 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 11

11:00 AM 0 0 3 20 0 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 9

11:15 AM 0 0 2 31 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 5

11:30 AM 0 0 4 24 0 15 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 9

11:45 AM 0 0 6 27 0 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0 8

12:00 PM 0 0 3 58 0 25 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 25 0 8

12:15 PM 0 0 6 31 0 11 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0 10

12:30 PM 0 0 4 38 0 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 14

12:45 PM 0 0 4 30 0 7 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0 10

1:00 PM 0 0 1 30 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 2

1:15 PM 0 0 0 36 0 4 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 0 9

1:30 PM 0 0 3 29 0 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 0 12

1:45 PM 0 0 0 28 0 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 1

2:00 PM 0 0 4 40 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 31 0 8

2:15 PM 0 0 1 25 0 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 15

2:30 PM 0 0 2 32 0 11 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 83 0 14

2:45 PM 0 0 1 32 0 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 0 12

3:00 PM 0 0 1 119 0 49 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 0 8

3:15 PM 0 0 3 41 0 28 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 13

3:30 PM 0 0 3 68 0 61 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 9

3:45 PM 0 0 1 43 0 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 5

4:00 PM 0 0 3 81 0 24 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 5

4:15 PM 0 0 2 36 0 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 7

4:30 PM 0 0 0 55 0 17 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 3

4:45 PM 0 0 1 48 0 10 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 2

5:00 PM 0 0 1 52 0 45 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 5

5:15 PM 0 0 2 54 0 16 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 30 0 9 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2

5:45 PM 0 0 1 17 0 6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 1

6:00 PM 0 0 2 18 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 1

6:15 PM 0 0 1 14 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4

6:30 PM 0 0 0 20 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 1

6:45 PM 0 0 0 6 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 3

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 9 143 0 56 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 269 0 66
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 44.4% 26.6% 0.0% 5.4% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.7% 0.0% 4.5%

MID PEAK HOUR

12:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

1:00 PM 0 0 17 157 0 51 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 143 0 42
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 64.7% 15.3% 0.0% 13.7% 63.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.4% 0.0% 21.4%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 0 8 260 0 146 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 122 0 42
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 62.5% 3.5% 0.0% 3.4% 38.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22.1% 0.0% 23.8%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 4

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Theodore Rice Blvd

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.00 0.91

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.56 0.62 0.00 0.61

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd

Northbound

Southbound EastboundNorthbound

EastboundNorthbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.44 0.32

0.71 0.58

Theodore Rice Blvd

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.00

Theodore Rice Blvd

Westbound

Theodore Rice Blvd

0.85

4/18/2021, 6:45 PM, 693_TMC_4 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

6:15 AM 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

6:30 AM 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

6:45 AM 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1

7:00 AM 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 2 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 2

7:30 AM 0 0 1 9 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1

7:45 AM 0 0 1 13 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1

8:15 AM 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 1

8:30 AM 0 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 2 9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 2

9:00 AM 0 0 0 16 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 1

9:15 AM 0 0 1 4 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 1

9:30 AM 0 0 3 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 2

9:45 AM 0 0 2 7 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 2

10:15 AM 0 0 0 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 3

10:30 AM 0 0 3 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 2 12 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1

11:00 AM 0 0 3 7 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 2

11:15 AM 0 0 0 8 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 4

11:30 AM 0 0 1 5 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 1

11:45 AM 0 0 3 9 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 1

12:00 PM 0 0 3 6 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 3

12:15 PM 0 0 3 5 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 2

12:30 PM 0 0 3 7 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 3

12:45 PM 0 0 2 6 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1

1:00 PM 0 0 1 7 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 7 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 1

1:30 PM 0 0 3 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 10 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

2:15 PM 0 0 0 5 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 4

2:30 PM 0 0 0 9 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 3

3:00 PM 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 3

3:15 PM 0 0 2 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 2

3:30 PM 0 0 2 3 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

3:45 PM 0 0 1 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 3

4:15 PM 0 0 2 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 4

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 1

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1

5:00 PM 0 0 0 3 0 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2

5:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

10:00 AM 0 0 6 33 0 4 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 4

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

10:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:45 AM 0 0 6 32 0 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 35 0 8

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:15 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:15 PM 0 0 1 18 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 10

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.53 0.50 0.00 0.77

Northbound

0.81 0.00 0.63

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

0.68

Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.61 0.69 0.00 0.77

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 4

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Duchaine Blvd

Theodore Rice Blvd

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/18/2021, 6:45 PM, 693_TMC_4 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

6:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

12:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 4

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Theodore Rice Blvd

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Theodore Rice Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/18/2021, 6:45 PM, 693_TMC_4 (April 13)



Client:
Project #:
BTD #:

Location:
Street 1:
Street 2:
Count Date:
Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 13 1 0 2 8 0 7 0 13 0 0 0 5

6:15 AM 0 0 1 3 0 0 5 13 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 8

6:30 AM 0 0 3 4 0 0 4 38 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 29

6:45 AM 0 0 0 5 0 0 10 60 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 45

7:00 AM 0 0 0 19 0 0 5 12 0 19 0 16 0 0 0 7

7:15 AM 0 0 2 6 0 0 6 13 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 4

7:30 AM 0 0 9 5 0 0 7 16 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 5

7:45 AM 0 0 0 6 0 0 4 12 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:00 AM 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 10 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 3

8:15 AM 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 10 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 7

8:30 AM 0 0 2 5 0 0 1 5 0 7 0 4 0 0 0 3

8:45 AM 0 0 1 6 0 0 1 6 0 7 0 3 0 0 0 3

9:00 AM 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 7 0 6 0 5 0 0 0 4

9:15 AM 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 4

9:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 2

9:45 AM 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 7 0 9 0 5 0 0 0 6

10:00 AM 0 0 2 14 0 0 2 8 0 7 0 17 0 0 0 5

10:15 AM 0 0 3 10 0 0 5 14 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 9

10:30 AM 0 0 3 7 0 0 3 6 0 7 0 6 0 0 0 3

10:45 AM 0 0 1 4 0 0 2 21 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 17

11:00 AM 0 0 3 71 0 0 7 8 0 43 0 67 0 0 0 5

11:15 AM 0 0 3 11 0 0 1 9 0 7 0 12 0 0 0 7

11:30 AM 0 0 1 17 0 0 4 20 0 8 0 17 0 0 0 9

11:45 AM 0 0 2 10 0 0 2 16 0 4 0 8 0 0 0 8

12:00 PM 0 0 2 60 1 0 5 6 0 24 0 59 0 0 0 8

12:15 PM 0 0 2 8 0 0 3 5 0 11 0 8 0 0 0 4

12:30 PM 0 0 3 2 0 0 3 2 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 1

12:45 PM 0 0 3 3 0 0 4 1 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 5 3 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 1

1:15 PM 0 0 3 7 0 0 4 2 0 2 0 5 0 0 0 3

1:30 PM 0 0 1 4 0 0 6 6 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 6

1:45 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2

2:00 PM 0 0 7 8 1 0 12 2 0 6 0 2 0 0 0 2

2:15 PM 0 0 6 9 0 0 5 4 0 9 0 7 0 0 0 6

2:30 PM 0 0 1 7 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 5

2:45 PM 0 0 6 2 0 0 1 5 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 1

3:00 PM 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 2

3:15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:30 PM 0 0 5 2 0 0 2 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:00 PM 0 0 1 4 0 0 3 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 3

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 4 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

4:30 PM 0 0 2 8 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 8 0 0 0 3

4:45 PM 0 0 2 3 0 0 6 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

5:00 PM 0 0 3 14 1 0 5 1 0 7 0 12 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 4 0 0 0 5 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:30 PM 0 0 1 4 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 1

5:45 PM 0 0 1 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

6:00 PM 0 0 1 15 0 0 0 4 0 7 0 15 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 7 0 0 3 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 1

6:30 PM 0 0 3 5 0 0 2 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 2

6:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 11 36 0 0 22 53 0 26 0 18 0 0 0 20
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 81.8% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 22.7% 7.5% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

10:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:45 AM 0 0 8 103 0 0 14 58 0 60 0 100 0 0 0 38
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 8.6% 0.0% 3.3% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 0 20 26 1 0 20 13 0 19 0 15 0 0 0 14
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 55.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Samuel Barnet Blvd

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.31

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Westbound

Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.71

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.62 0.82

0.38 0.75

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.77 0.57 0.53 0.58

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.36 0.56

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd

Southbound

4/10/2021
Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM
Location 5

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd
Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/19/2021, 1:43 PM, 693_TMC_5 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 7 2 0 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:45 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

8:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

8:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1

8:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1

9:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1

10:00 AM 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:45 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:00 PM 0 0 3 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:15 AM 0 0 10 6 0 0 5 7 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

10:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:00 AM 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 8 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 1

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 0 5 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 5

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Duchaine Blvd

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.44 0.75 0.50 0.75

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.75 0.50 0.25

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.42

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.42 0.34 0.00 0.00

Northbound

4/19/2021, 1:43 PM, 693_TMC_5 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

10:45 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 5

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

4/19/2021, 1:43 PM, 693_TMC_5 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 2 4 1 0 13 33 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 19

6:15 AM 0 0 3 1 0 0 15 41 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 36

6:30 AM 0 0 2 8 1 0 27 129 0 4 0 7 0 0 0 99

6:45 AM 0 0 7 9 1 0 22 171 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 115

7:00 AM 0 0 6 56 0 0 29 76 0 40 0 45 0 0 0 38

7:15 AM 0 0 8 16 0 0 32 59 0 13 0 9 0 0 0 47

7:30 AM 0 0 9 18 2 0 10 94 0 10 0 7 0 0 0 37

7:45 AM 0 0 10 13 1 0 5 108 0 15 0 4 0 0 0 50

8:00 AM 0 0 9 31 0 0 11 60 0 21 0 20 0 0 0 33

8:15 AM 0 0 6 17 0 0 8 64 0 10 0 8 0 0 0 22

8:30 AM 0 0 5 15 0 0 11 42 0 8 0 5 0 0 0 25

8:45 AM 0 0 6 8 0 0 7 31 0 19 0 2 0 0 0 12

9:00 AM 0 0 7 18 0 0 23 31 0 23 0 3 0 0 0 18

9:15 AM 0 0 5 6 0 0 16 31 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 19

9:30 AM 0 0 6 8 0 0 5 25 0 13 0 5 0 0 0 10

9:45 AM 0 0 7 10 0 0 12 23 0 12 0 10 0 0 0 7

10:00 AM 0 0 4 8 0 0 9 30 0 12 0 6 0 0 0 11

10:15 AM 0 0 8 17 0 0 10 22 0 18 0 7 0 0 0 8

10:30 AM 0 0 5 12 0 0 3 29 0 10 0 9 0 0 0 12

10:45 AM 0 0 3 8 0 0 4 19 0 16 0 8 0 0 0 11

11:00 AM 0 0 6 18 0 0 7 20 0 14 0 16 0 0 0 12

11:15 AM 0 0 5 18 0 0 6 23 0 19 0 13 0 0 0 14

11:30 AM 0 0 7 18 0 0 6 40 0 16 0 18 0 0 0 16

11:45 AM 0 0 9 24 0 0 18 33 0 22 0 13 0 0 0 19

12:00 PM 0 0 6 32 0 0 12 33 0 43 0 27 0 0 0 15

12:15 PM 0 0 9 21 1 0 17 42 0 22 0 18 0 0 0 19

12:30 PM 0 0 12 21 0 0 7 38 0 35 0 16 0 0 0 15

12:45 PM 0 0 7 15 0 0 5 46 0 19 0 16 0 0 0 17

1:00 PM 0 0 5 18 0 0 11 46 0 22 0 16 0 0 0 23

1:15 PM 0 0 2 14 1 0 7 32 0 23 0 11 0 0 0 17

1:30 PM 0 0 2 34 0 0 8 31 0 30 0 29 0 0 0 13

1:45 PM 0 0 3 22 0 0 14 40 0 23 0 15 0 0 0 20

2:00 PM 0 0 6 40 0 0 13 19 0 26 0 16 0 0 0 16

2:15 PM 0 0 2 10 0 0 21 47 0 20 0 6 0 0 0 20

2:30 PM 0 0 4 32 0 0 15 72 0 18 0 17 0 0 0 34

2:45 PM 0 0 8 23 0 0 13 57 0 18 0 15 0 0 0 31

3:00 PM 0 0 8 106 0 0 25 22 0 47 0 83 0 0 0 15

3:15 PM 0 0 3 32 0 0 12 46 0 24 0 21 0 0 0 28

3:30 PM 0 0 7 118 1 0 13 25 0 58 0 97 0 0 0 19

3:45 PM 0 0 9 34 0 0 6 28 0 26 0 22 0 0 0 17

4:00 PM 0 0 6 86 0 0 15 16 0 62 0 71 0 0 0 2

4:15 PM 0 0 2 28 0 0 6 11 0 25 0 22 0 0 0 2

4:30 PM 0 0 4 46 0 0 3 18 0 45 0 40 0 0 0 5

4:45 PM 0 0 2 36 0 0 6 11 0 36 0 34 0 0 0 3

5:00 PM 0 0 5 47 0 0 13 9 0 41 0 42 0 0 0 3

5:15 PM 0 0 5 40 0 0 8 2 0 42 0 31 0 0 0 6

5:30 PM 0 0 2 22 0 0 4 8 0 25 0 14 0 0 0 7

5:45 PM 0 0 0 13 0 0 2 8 0 16 0 10 0 0 0 2

6:00 PM 0 0 1 14 0 0 4 6 0 16 0 6 0 0 0 1

6:15 PM 0 0 2 13 0 0 3 7 0 12 0 10 0 0 0 4

6:30 PM 0 0 1 4 0 0 4 7 0 13 0 4 0 0 0 4

6:45 PM 0 0 1 3 0 0 2 12 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 5

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 33 103 3 0 76 337 0 78 0 65 0 0 0 172
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 60.6% 16.5% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 6.5% 0.0% 24.4% 0.0% 4.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9%

MID PEAK HOUR

11:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:45 PM 0 0 36 98 1 0 54 146 0 122 0 74 0 0 0 68
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 10.2% 0.0% 0.0% 25.9% 17.8% 0.0% 18.0% 0.0% 10.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 14.7%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 0 26 279 1 0 63 150 0 147 0 216 0 0 0 93
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 15.3% 0.0% 6.1% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.1%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 5

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.70 0.89

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.61 0.76 0.59 0.75

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Duchaine Blvd

0.55 0.91

0.88 0.84

Samuel Barnet Blvd

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.42

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Westbound

Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.86

4/19/2021, 1:46 PM, 693_TMC_5 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 2 1 0 0 1 4 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 3

6:45 AM 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:00 AM 0 0 4 2 0 0 3 4 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 1

7:15 AM 0 0 6 3 0 0 3 3 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 1

7:30 AM 0 0 4 8 0 0 1 9 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:45 AM 0 0 6 4 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 1 0 0 0 2

8:00 AM 0 0 4 6 0 0 2 6 0 3 0 1 0 0 0 2

8:15 AM 0 0 1 4 0 0 1 5 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 2 3 0 0 4 5 0 3 0 2 0 0 0 1

8:45 AM 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 3 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 5 2 0 0 8 5 0 10 0 1 0 0 0 2

9:15 AM 0 0 1 2 0 0 6 7 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 5

9:30 AM 0 0 3 3 0 0 2 7 0 6 0 2 0 0 0 1

9:45 AM 0 0 4 3 0 0 5 10 0 7 0 5 0 0 0 1

10:00 AM 0 0 3 2 0 0 4 10 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 2

10:15 AM 0 0 3 1 0 0 3 7 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 2

10:30 AM 0 0 4 4 0 0 2 8 0 4 0 2 0 0 0 6

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 1

11:00 AM 0 0 4 2 0 0 4 7 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 6

11:15 AM 0 0 4 5 0 0 5 8 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 2

11:30 AM 0 0 4 5 0 0 2 13 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 3

11:45 AM 0 0 6 1 0 0 3 8 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 5

12:00 PM 0 0 3 3 0 0 4 5 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 1

12:15 PM 0 0 5 2 0 0 6 7 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 3

12:30 PM 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 6 0 7 0 2 0 0 0 1

12:45 PM 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 3 0 4 0 3 0 0 0 3

1:00 PM 0 0 5 5 0 0 2 10 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 2

1:15 PM 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 6 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 1

1:30 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 7 0 8 0 2 0 0 0 3

1:45 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 10 0 9 0 2 0 0 0 2

2:00 PM 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 2 0 6 0 3 0 0 0 3

2:15 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 7 7 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:30 PM 0 0 2 3 0 0 2 4 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2

2:45 PM 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 8 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 2

3:00 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 8 4 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 5

3:15 PM 0 0 2 2 0 0 6 8 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 6

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 2

3:45 PM 0 0 3 2 0 0 3 5 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3

4:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 4 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 4 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

10:00 AM 0 0 13 10 0 0 21 29 0 27 0 8 0 0 0 9

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:00 PM 0 0 18 13 0 0 14 36 0 14 0 16 0 0 0 16

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 0 4 10 0 0 21 24 0 7 0 10 0 0 0 15

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.70 0.80 0.85 0.63

Northbound

0.83 0.83 0.67

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.86

Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.82 0.83 0.73 0.45

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 5

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Duchaine Blvd

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/19/2021, 1:46 PM, 693_TMC_5 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

11:45 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 5

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Duchaine Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/19/2021, 1:46 PM, 693_TMC_5 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 5 10 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 8 9 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 28 10 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 44 4 0 0 0 11 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 7 9 0 0 0 13 0 0 1 0 18 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 4 13 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 5 21 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 5 20 0 0 0 22 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 3 17 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 7 17 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 3 14 0 0 0 24 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 3 23 0 0 0 19 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 4 17 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 4 30 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 2 18 0 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 6 30 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 4 26 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 9 26 0 0 0 26 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 5 29 0 0 0 36 0 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 16 35 0 0 0 37 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 5 25 0 0 0 53 0 0 2 0 71 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 6 40 0 0 0 42 1 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 9 34 0 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 9 32 0 0 0 41 0 0 2 0 7 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 6 35 0 0 0 45 2 0 1 0 60 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 4 35 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 45 0 0 0 43 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 38 0 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 1 42 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 3 24 0 0 0 42 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 6 32 0 0 0 32 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 2 36 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 3 28 0 0 0 29 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 6 78 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 5 33 0 0 0 40 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 1 25 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 2 38 0 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 1 36 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 25 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 1 33 0 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 3 28 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 3 31 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 4 17 0 0 0 20 1 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 18 0 0 0 26 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 30 0 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 1 25 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 1 33 0 0 0 31 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 2 20 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 25 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 1 26 0 0 0 34 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 2 24 0 0 0 31 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 24 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

10:00 AM 0 16 95 0 0 0 106 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 56.3% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

10:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:45 AM 0 36 134 0 0 0 167 3 0 4 0 102 0 0 0 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:15 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:15 PM 0 14 174 0 0 0 138 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 6

New Bedford, MA

Phillips Road

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.36 0.00

Phillips Road Phillips Road

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.56 0.86 0.50 0.00

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Phillips Road

0.77 0.85

0.83 0.80

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.63

Westbound

0.00

4/19/2021, 2:10 PM, 693_TMC_6 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:15 AM 0 3 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

10:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:00 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.25 0.75 0.25 0.00

Northbound

0.63 0.50 0.00

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.50

Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.50 0.25 0.75 0.00

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 6

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Phillips Road

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

4/19/2021, 2:10 PM, 693_TMC_6 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

9:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

10:45 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:15 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 6

New Bedford, MA

Phillips Road

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/19/2021, 2:10 PM, 693_TMC_6 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 19 14 0 0 0 5 1 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 39 19 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 100 30 0 0 0 20 2 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 108 36 0 0 0 15 3 0 1 0 8 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 36 20 0 0 0 39 0 0 3 0 53 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 43 26 0 0 0 32 3 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 38 32 0 0 0 21 1 0 1 0 18 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 44 26 0 0 0 19 2 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 33 35 0 0 0 23 0 0 2 0 30 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 21 42 0 0 0 32 1 0 2 0 16 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 20 27 0 0 0 32 5 0 1 0 13 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 10 22 0 0 0 39 2 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 20 19 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 18 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 16 23 0 0 0 31 2 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 9 18 0 0 0 19 1 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 5 19 0 0 0 22 1 0 3 0 7 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 11 18 0 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 8 21 0 0 0 23 0 0 2 0 15 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 11 31 0 0 0 26 2 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 12 24 0 0 0 16 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 11 14 0 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 15 19 0 0 0 41 0 0 6 0 12 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 14 34 0 0 0 31 1 0 3 0 15 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 18 20 0 0 0 34 1 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 13 28 0 0 0 38 1 0 4 0 29 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 18 25 0 0 0 44 1 0 1 0 20 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 14 37 0 0 0 30 2 0 3 0 19 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 15 40 0 0 0 25 1 0 1 0 12 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 22 35 0 0 0 28 2 0 2 0 18 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 14 18 0 0 0 28 2 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 15 26 0 0 0 20 2 0 2 0 33 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 17 25 0 0 0 23 0 0 1 0 18 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 16 36 0 0 0 43 1 0 4 0 39 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 18 31 0 0 0 26 1 0 1 0 10 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 33 41 0 0 0 40 3 0 1 0 30 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 31 41 0 0 0 49 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 15 47 0 0 0 96 0 0 5 0 100 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 27 34 0 0 0 45 1 0 2 0 30 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 19 28 0 0 0 59 0 0 7 0 111 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 16 33 0 0 0 55 1 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 3 43 0 0 0 57 0 0 1 0 86 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 2 44 0 0 0 40 0 0 1 0 26 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 2 28 0 0 0 52 2 0 2 0 44 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 3 37 0 0 0 38 0 0 0 0 36 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 3 39 0 0 0 45 0 0 3 0 42 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 5 27 0 0 0 41 0 0 1 0 41 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 5 32 0 0 0 34 2 0 3 0 19 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 2 26 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 1 19 0 0 0 33 0 0 1 0 15 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 3 25 0 0 0 40 1 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 4 26 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 5 28 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 161 104 0 0 0 111 6 0 4 0 99 0 0 0 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 3.1% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

MID PEAK HOUR

11:45 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:45 PM 0 63 110 0 0 0 146 5 0 8 0 91 0 0 0 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 17.5% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 6.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 92 150 0 0 0 249 1 0 14 0 263 0 0 0 0
PHF

HV % 0.0% 16.3% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 6

New Bedford, MA

Phillips Road

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.75 0.00

Phillips Road Phillips Road

Southbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.84 0.65 0.59 0.00

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

Phillips Road

0.95 0.75

0.85 0.84

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.46

Westbound

0.00

4/19/2021, 2:15 PM, 693_TMC_6 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 1 3 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 2 2 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 4 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 6 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 5 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 4 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 3 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 4 5 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 2 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 2 5 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 5 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 6 5 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 4 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:15 AM 0 6 6 0 0 0 13 0 0 1 0 19 0 0 0 0

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

10:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

11:30 AM 0 15 3 0 0 0 8 0 0 3 0 7 0 0 0 0

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:30 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:30 PM 0 15 14 0 0 0 11 0 0 2 0 8 0 0 0 0

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.66 0.92 0.83 0.00

Northbound

0.67 0.50 0.00

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

0.56

Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.75 0.54 0.63 0.00

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 6

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Phillips Road

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/19/2021, 2:15 PM, 693_TMC_6 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

11:45 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 6

New Bedford, MA

Phillips Road

Samuel Barnet Blvd

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Phillips Road Phillips Road Samuel Barnet Blvd

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/19/2021, 2:15 PM, 693_TMC_6 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 57.1%

MID PEAK HOUR

1:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Site Drive

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive

0.00

Site Drive

Westbound

Site Drive

0.53

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Site Drive

Northbound

EastboundNorthbound

0.00 0.59

0.00 0.63

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.48 0.00 0.88

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

0.00 0.42

Duchaine Blvd

Southbound

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 7

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Site Drive

4/19/2021, 2:20 PM, 693_TMC_7 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:15 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

1:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PHF

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 7

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Duchaine Blvd

Site Drive

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.42 0.00 0.46

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.39 0.00 0.00

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

0.00

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.38 0.00 0.00

Northbound

4/19/2021, 2:20 PM, 693_TMC_7 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

1:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:00 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 7

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Site Drive

4/10/2021

Saturday

Mostly Sunny, 65°F

Northbound Southbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

4/19/2021, 2:20 PM, 693_TMC_7 (April 10)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 9

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 28

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 17

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 12

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 6

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 23

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 23

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 16

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 57 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 74
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 83.3% 28.4%

MID PEAK HOUR

11:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 30
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.1% 0.0% 0.0% 41.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0%

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 43 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 68
PHF

HV % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 46.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 1.5%

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 7

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Site Drive

Westbound

PASSENGER CARS & HEAVY VEHICLES COMBINED

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

0.00 0.65

Duchaine Blvd

Southbound

Westbound

0.00 0.76 0.00 0.74

0.00 0.69

Northbound Southbound Eastbound

EastboundNorthbound

0.00 0.57

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive

Northbound

Southbound Eastbound

Site Drive

Northbound

Site Drive

WestboundSouthbound Eastbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive

0.00

Site Drive

Westbound

Site Drive

0.65

4/19/2021, 2:28 PM, 693_TMC_7 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 10

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 5

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:30 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 28

PHF

MID PEAK HOUR

11:00 AM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 17

PHF

PM PEAK HOUR

3:00 PM

to U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right U-Turn Left Thru Right

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3

PHF

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.75 0.00 0.63

Northbound

0.68 0.00 0.79

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

0.00

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

0.00 0.56 0.00 0.60

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 7

New Bedford, MA

HEAVY VEHICLES

Duchaine Blvd

Site Drive

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

4/19/2021, 2:28 PM, 693_TMC_7 (April 13)



Client:

Project #:

BTD #:

Location:

Street 1:

Street 2:

Count Date:

Day of Week:

Weather:

Start Time Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

9:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

11:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

12:00 AM

AM PEAK HOUR

7:00 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MID PEAK HOUR

11:30 AM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

12:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

PM PEAK HOUR

2:45 PM

to Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED Left Thru Right PED

3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

NOTE: Peak hour summaries here correspond to peak hours identified for passenger car and heavy vehicles combined.

Site Drive

4/13/2021

Tuesday

Clouds & Sun, 60°F

Northbound

PEDESTRIANS & BICYCLES

Michael Pompili

693_010_MM

Location 7

New Bedford, MA

Duchaine Blvd

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Eastbound WestboundSouthbound

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Duchaine Blvd Site Drive Site Drive

Northbound Southbound Eastbound Westbound

4/19/2021, 2:28 PM, 693_TMC_7 (April 13)
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Page 1 
 
Duchaine Boulevard north of
U-turn, north of Sam Barnet Boulevard
City, State: New Bedford, MA
Client: McM/S. Hawkins

 
 

05063Avolume
Site Code: Y-18215.11

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Transportation Data Corporation
Mario Perone, mperone1@verizon.net
tel (781) 587-0086 cell (781) 439-4999

 
Start 13-Jun-18 NB SB Combined 14-Jun NB SB Combined
Time Wed A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. Thu A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M. A.M. P.M.

12:00 16 57 4 41 20 98 16 69 1 50 17 119
12:15 2 29 0 48 2 77 2 46 3 49 5 95
12:30 0 38 2 44 2 82 0 30 0 31 0 61
12:45 4 44 0 47 4 91 1 34 0 64 1 98
01:00 2 39 1 37 3 76 1 43 1 46 2 89
01:15 1 22 0 27 1 49 1 37 0 36 1 73
01:30 1 26 2 59 3 85 3 35 3 29 6 64
01:45 2 44 2 25 4 69 1 33 0 54 1 87
02:00 1 30 0 48 1 78 6 40 1 37 7 77
02:15 4 46 2 35 6 81 1 36 0 27 1 63
02:30 1 34 3 43 4 77 1 39 2 39 3 78
02:45 4 30 2 51 6 81 0 25 2 40 2 65
03:00 3 66 1 29 4 95 1 56 2 36 3 92
03:15 1 54 8 31 9 85 6 40 5 25 11 65
03:30 2 51 2 31 4 82 5 42 5 37 10 79
03:45 9 31 7 30 16 61 13 40 3 28 16 68
04:00 9 75 2 16 11 91 3 77 6 25 9 102
04:15 10 36 5 12 15 48 8 36 5 20 13 56
04:30 2 44 16 19 18 63 6 43 14 23 20 66
04:45 14 42 25 16 39 58 5 39 27 20 32 59
05:00 23 49 12 13 35 62 26 59 20 13 46 72
05:15 10 29 10 16 20 45 17 34 23 13 40 47
05:30 19 29 35 12 54 41 8 31 30 21 38 52
05:45 11 16 31 13 42 29 19 19 36 27 55 46
06:00 9 16 17 13 26 29 5 24 18 9 23 33
06:15 16 17 35 4 51 21 9 16 27 8 36 24
06:30 28 8 59 5 87 13 24 18 57 7 81 25
06:45 24 13 84 10 108 23 25 6 92 15 117 21
07:00 44 9 55 8 99 17 32 9 54 10 86 19
07:15 23 5 48 15 71 20 19 17 46 12 65 29
07:30 27 14 95 5 122 19 16 8 68 7 84 15
07:45 42 9 71 10 113 19 34 10 93 7 127 17
08:00 27 5 67 2 94 7 19 6 60 2 79 8
08:15 16 3 57 0 73 3 23 3 54 7 77 10
08:30 15 2 31 5 46 7 15 10 55 6 70 16
08:45 41 2 51 4 92 6 49 4 34 5 83 9
09:00 32 1 39 2 71 3 30 2 37 6 67 8
09:15 17 3 27 3 44 6 27 4 22 2 49 6
09:30 32 6 28 6 60 12 26 10 32 5 58 15
09:45 27 12 25 4 52 16 25 2 30 7 55 9
10:00 35 19 28 4 63 23 34 4 24 1 58 5
10:15 28 3 38 6 66 9 22 4 25 6 47 10
10:30 31 10 25 14 56 24 13 7 31 19 44 26
10:45 19 10 30 22 49 32 26 8 31 18 57 26
11:00 43 24 37 9 80 33 42 25 29 14 71 39
11:15 27 6 35 1 62 7 28 2 35 0 63 2
11:30 49 3 35 2 84 5 24 1 20 6 44 7
11:45 42 4 44 3 86 7 48 6 43 5 91 11
Total  845 1165 1233 900 2078 2065  765 1189 1206 974 1971 2163

Day Total  2010 2133 4143  1954 2180 4134
% Total  20.4% 28.1% 29.8% 21.7%    18.5% 28.8% 29.2% 23.6%   

 
Peak - 11:00 03:15 07:30 12:00 07:00 12:00 - 11:00 03:15 07:30 12:00 07:30 12:00

Vol. - 161 211 290 180 405 348 - 142 199 275 194 367 373
P.H.F.  0.821 0.703 0.763 0.938 0.830 0.888  0.740 0.646 0.739 0.758 0.722 0.784

  
ADT ADT 4,138 AADT 4,138



Page 1 
 
Duchaine Boulevard north of
U-turn, north of Sam Barnet Boulevard
City, State: New Bedford, MA
Client: McM/S. Hawkins

 
 

05063Avolume
Site Code: Y-18215.11

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Transportation Data Corporation
Mario Perone, mperone1@verizon.net
tel (781) 587-0086 cell (781) 439-4999

 
Start 13-Jun-18 NB Hour Totals SB Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Wed Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon

12:00 16 57 4 41
12:15 2 29 0 48
12:30 0 38 2 44
12:45 4 44 22 168 0 47 6 180 28 348
01:00 2 39 1 37
01:15 1 22 0 27
01:30 1 26 2 59
01:45 2 44 6 131 2 25 5 148 11 279
02:00 1 30 0 48
02:15 4 46 2 35
02:30 1 34 3 43
02:45 4 30 10 140 2 51 7 177 17 317
03:00 3 66 1 29
03:15 1 54 8 31
03:30 2 51 2 31
03:45 9 31 15 202 7 30 18 121 33 323
04:00 9 75 2 16
04:15 10 36 5 12
04:30 2 44 16 19
04:45 14 42 35 197 25 16 48 63 83 260
05:00 23 49 12 13
05:15 10 29 10 16
05:30 19 29 35 12
05:45 11 16 63 123 31 13 88 54 151 177
06:00 9 16 17 13
06:15 16 17 35 4
06:30 28 8 59 5
06:45 24 13 77 54 84 10 195 32 272 86
07:00 44 9 55 8
07:15 23 5 48 15
07:30 27 14 95 5
07:45 42 9 136 37 71 10 269 38 405 75
08:00 27 5 67 2
08:15 16 3 57 0
08:30 15 2 31 5
08:45 41 2 99 12 51 4 206 11 305 23
09:00 32 1 39 2
09:15 17 3 27 3
09:30 32 6 28 6
09:45 27 12 108 22 25 4 119 15 227 37
10:00 35 19 28 4
10:15 28 3 38 6
10:30 31 10 25 14
10:45 19 10 113 42 30 22 121 46 234 88
11:00 43 24 37 9
11:15 27 6 35 1
11:30 49 3 35 2
11:45 42 4 161 37 44 3 151 15 312 52
Total  845 1165   1233 900   2078 2065

Combined
Total  2010   2133   4143

Percentag
e 0.0%           



Page 2 
 
Duchaine Boulevard north of
U-turn, north of Sam Barnet Boulevard
City, State: New Bedford, MA
Client: McM/S. Hawkins

 
 

05063Avolume
Site Code: Y-18215.11

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Transportation Data Corporation
Mario Perone, mperone1@verizon.net
tel (781) 587-0086 cell (781) 439-4999

 
Start 14-Jun-18 NB Hour Totals SB Hour Totals Combined Totals
Time Thu Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon Morning Afternoon

12:00 16 69 1 50
12:15 2 46 3 49
12:30 0 30 0 31
12:45 1 34 19 179 0 64 4 194 23 373
01:00 1 43 1 46
01:15 1 37 0 36
01:30 3 35 3 29
01:45 1 33 6 148 0 54 4 165 10 313
02:00 6 40 1 37
02:15 1 36 0 27
02:30 1 39 2 39
02:45 0 25 8 140 2 40 5 143 13 283
03:00 1 56 2 36
03:15 6 40 5 25
03:30 5 42 5 37
03:45 13 40 25 178 3 28 15 126 40 304
04:00 3 77 6 25
04:15 8 36 5 20
04:30 6 43 14 23
04:45 5 39 22 195 27 20 52 88 74 283
05:00 26 59 20 13
05:15 17 34 23 13
05:30 8 31 30 21
05:45 19 19 70 143 36 27 109 74 179 217
06:00 5 24 18 9
06:15 9 16 27 8
06:30 24 18 57 7
06:45 25 6 63 64 92 15 194 39 257 103
07:00 32 9 54 10
07:15 19 17 46 12
07:30 16 8 68 7
07:45 34 10 101 44 93 7 261 36 362 80
08:00 19 6 60 2
08:15 23 3 54 7
08:30 15 10 55 6
08:45 49 4 106 23 34 5 203 20 309 43
09:00 30 2 37 6
09:15 27 4 22 2
09:30 26 10 32 5
09:45 25 2 108 18 30 7 121 20 229 38
10:00 34 4 24 1
10:15 22 4 25 6
10:30 13 7 31 19
10:45 26 8 95 23 31 18 111 44 206 67
11:00 42 25 29 14
11:15 28 2 35 0
11:30 24 1 20 6
11:45 48 6 142 34 43 5 127 25 269 59
Total  765 1189   1206 974   1971 2163

Combined
Total  1954   2180   4134

Percentag
e 0.0%           

Total  1610 2354   2439 1874   4049 4228
Percent  40.6% 59.4%   56.5% 43.5%   48.9% 51.1%

  
ADT ADT 4,138 AADT 4,138



APPENDIX D 

 

Crash Summary 





Rte 140 NB Ramp 

at Braley Rd

Rte 140 SB Ramp 

at Braley Rd

Braley Rd/ 

Theodore Rice 

Blvd at Phillips Rd

Theodore Rive 

Blvd at Duchaine 

Blvd

Duchaine Blvd at 

Samuel Barnet 

Blvd

Phillips Rd at 

Samuel Barnet 

Blvd

Year

2013 5 0 1 5 2 0

2014 0 0 4 3 0 1

2015 3 1 4 0 0 2

2016 5 1 2 0 2 0

2017 2 0 3 2 1 0

Total 15 2 14 10 5 3

Type

Angle 7 0 2 4 0 1

Rear‐end 5 0 3 1 0 1

Sideswipe 0 1 1 0 0 0

Head‐on 0 0 2 0 0 1

Pedestrian 0 0 0 1 0 0

Bicycle 0 0 0 0 0 0

Single Vehicle 3 1 4 4 5 0

Unknown 0 0 2 0 0 0

Total 15 2 14 10 5 3

Severity

Property Damage 8 2 9 7 3 1

Personal Injury 6 0 5 2 1 2

Fatality 0 0 0 1 0 0

Unknown 1 0 0 0 1 0

Total 15 2 14 10 5 3

Weather

Clear 12 1 9 6 4 3

Cloudy 1 0 2 0 0 0

Rain 0 1 1 2 0 0

Snow 1 0 1 1 1 0

Sleet 0 0 1 1 0 0

Fog 0 0 0 0 0 0

Unknown 1 0 0 0 0 0

Total 15 2 14 10 5 3

Time

7:00 AM to 9:00 AM 2 0 0 2 0 0

9:00 AM to 4:00 PM 6 1 0 2 1 1

4:00 PM to 6:00 PM 3 1 0 1 2 0

6:00 PM to 7:00 AM 4 0 14 5 2 2

Total 15 2 14 10 5 3

Crash Rate 0.49 0.06 0.48 1.01 0.24 0.18

Statewide Average 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57

District 5 Average 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.57

Source: MassDOT

Crash Summary



APPENDIX E 

 

SRTA Map and Schedules 





6 Shawmut/Rockdale
5 Rivet Street
4 Ashley Boulevard
3 Dartmouth Street
2 Lund’s Corner
1 Fort Rodman

Intercity New Bedford / Fall River

11 Fairhaven

8 Mount Pleasant

10 Dartmouth Mall

North End

oAugust 2019

Southeastern Regional Transit Authority
700 Pleasant Street - Suite 320 

New Bedford, MA 02740
508-999-5211

info@srtabus.com

Main Line Service

SRTA Terminal
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1 
SRTA  

Terminal 



New Bedford  
Vocational 
School 

Industrial Park 

INBOUND 
ROUTE 

1 
RO 
UTE 

1 

 
OUTBOUND 

ROUTE 

4 
ROUTE 

4 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 SRTA Ashley Blvd. at Ashley Blvd. at Industrial  Trucchi’s 

 Terminal Sawyer St. Daniel St. Park  

WEEKDAYS 

AM 5:40 5:47 5:52 6:24  

 6:05 6:12 6:17 6:49   

  6:50 6:57 7:02  7:10 

  7:15 7:22 7:27  7:35 

  7:45 7:52 7:57  8:05 

  8:15 8:22 8:27  8:35 

  8:45 8:52 8:57  9:05 

  9:15 9:22 9:27  9:35 

  9:45 9:52 9:57  10:05 

  10:15 10:22 10:27  10:35 

  10:45 10:52 10:57  11:05 

  11:15 11:22 11:27  11:35 

  11:45 11:52 11:57  12:05 

PM 12:15 12:22 12:27  12:35 

  12:45 12:52 12:57  1:05 

  1:15 1:22 1:27  1:35 

  1:45 1:52 1:57  2:05 

  2:15 2:22 2:27  2:35 

  2:45 2:52 2:57  3:05 

  3:15 3:22 3:27  3:35 

  3:45 3:52 3:27  4:05 

  4:15 4:22 4:27  4:35 

  4:45 4:52 4:57  5:05 

  5:15 5:22 5:27  5:35 

  5:45 5:52 5:57  6:05 

  6:15 6:22 6:27  6:35 

  6:45 6:52 6:57  7:05 

  7:15 7:22 7:27  7:35 

  7:45 7:52 7:57  8:05 

  8:15 8:22 8:27  8:35 

SATURDAY 
AM 7:45 7:52 7:57  8:05 

  8:15 8:22 8:27  8:35 

  8:45 8:52 8:57  9:05 

  9:15 9:22 9:27  9:35 

  9:45 9:52 9:57  10:05 

  10:15 10:22 10:27  10:35 

 10:45 10:52 10:57  11:05 

  11:15 11:22 11:27  11:35 

  11:45 11:52 11:57  12:05 

 PM 12:15 12:22 12:27  12:35 

  12:45 12:52 12:57  1:05 

  1:15 1:22 1:27  1:35 

  1:45 1:52 1:57  2:05 

 2:15 14:22 2:27  2:35 

 2:45 14:52 2:57  3:05 

 3:15 3:22 3:27  3:35 

 3:45 3:52 3:27  4:05 

 4:15 4:22 4:27  4:35 

 4:45 4:52 4:57  5:05 

 5:15 5:22 5:27  5:35 

Please note that schedule times are approximate. 

5 

Ashley Blvd.  at 
Daniel St. 

Church St. 

Trucchi’s 



3 
4 

5 



New Bedford  
Vocational 
School 

SRTA  
Terminal 

2 
Trucchi’s 

INBOUND 
ROUTE 

1 
RO 
UTE 

1 

 
INBOUND 

ROUTE 

4 
ROUTE 

4 

Please note that schedule times are approximate. 

1 Industrial Park 

 1 2 3 4 5 

 Industrial Trucchi’s Ashley Blvd. at Ashley Blvd. at SRTA 

 Park  Tarkiln Hill Rd. Holly St. Terminal 

WEEKDAYS 
AM 6:24 6:30 6:33 6:38 6:46 

  6:49 6:55 6:58 7:03 7:11 

   7:15 7:18 7:23 7:31 

    7:40 7:43 7:48 7:56 

   8:10 8:13 8:18 8:26 

    8:40 8:43 8:48 8:56 

   9:10 9:13 9:18 9:26 

    9:40 9:43 9:48 9:56 

   10:10 10:13 10:18 10:26 

    10:40 10:43 10:48 10:56 

   11:10 11:13 11:18 11:26 

    11:40 11:43 11:48 11:56 

PM   12:10 12:13 12:18 12:26 

    12:40 12:43 12:48 12:56 

    1:10 1:13 1:18 1:26 

    1:40 1:43 1:48 1:56 

    2:10 2:13 2:18 2:26 

    2:40 2:43 2:48 2:56 

    3:10 3:13 3:18 3:26 

   3:40 3:43 3:48 3:56 

 3:35 3:41 3:45 3:50 3:58 

    4:10 4:13 4:18 4:26 

    4:40 4:43 4:48 4:56 

    5:10 5:13 5:18 5:26 

    5:40 5:43 5:48 5:56 

    6:10 6:13 6:18 6:26 

    6:40 6:43 6:48 6:56 

    7:10 7:13 7:18 7:26 

    7:40 7:43 7:48 7:56 

    8:10 8:13 8:18 8:26 

   8:40 8:43 8:48 8:56 

SATURDAY 
AM  8:10 8:13 8:18 8:26 

    8:40 8:43 8:48 8:56 

    9:10 9:13 9:18 9:26 

    9:40 9:43 9:48 9:56 

    10:10 10:13 10:18 10:26 

    10:40 10:43 10:48 10:56 

   11:10 11:13 11:18 11:26 

    11:40 11:43 11:48 11:56 

 PM   12:10 12:13 12:18 12:26 

    12:40 12:43 12:48 12:56 

    1:10 1:13 1:18 1:26 

    1:40 1:43 1:48 1:56 

    2:10 2:13 2:18 2:26 

  2:40 2:43 2:48 2:56 

  3:10 3:13 3:18 3:26 

  3:40 3:43 3:48 3:56 

  4:10 4:13 4:18 4:26 

  4:40 4:43 4:48 4:56 

  5:10 5:13 5:18 5:26 

  5:40 5:43 5:48 5:56 
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 1 2 3 4 5 1 

 Fieldstone Lund's Acushnet Ave. at City Dottin Fieldstone 

 Marketplace Corner Phillips Road Line Apartments Marketplace 

WEEKDAY 
AM 9:05 9:15 9:20 9:26 9:36 9:41 

  9:45 9:55 10:00 10:06 10:16 10:21 

  10:25 10:35 10:40 10:46 10:56 11:01 

  11:05 11:15 11:20 11:26 11:36 11:41 

  11:45 11:55 12:00 12:06 12:16 12:21 

PM 12:25 12:35 12:40 12:46 12:56 1:01 

  1:05 1:15 1:20 1:26 1:36 1:41 

  1:45 1:55 2:00 2:06 2:16 2:21 

  2:25 2:35 2:40 2:46 2:56 3:01 

  3:05 3:15 3:20 3:26 3:36 3:41 

  3:45 3:55 4:00 4:06 4:16 4:21 

  4:25 4:35 4:40 4:46 4:56 5:01 

SATURDAY  
AM 9:05 9:13 9:16 9:21 9:30 9:35 

  9:45 9:53 9:56 10:01 10:10 10:15 

  10:25 10:33 10:36 10:41 10:50 10:55 

  11:05 11:13 11:16 11:21 11:30 11:35 

  11:45 11:53 11:56 12:01 12:10 12:15 

PM 12:25 12:33 12:36 12:41 12:50 12:55 

  1:05 1:13 1:16 1:21 1:30 1:35 

  1:45 1:53 1:56 2:01 2:10 2:15 

  2:25 2:33 2:36 2:41 2:50 2:55 

  3:05 3:13 3:16 3:21 3:30 3:35 

  3:45 3:53 3:56 4:01 4:10 4:15 

  4:25 4:33 4:36 4:41 4:50 4:55 

Please note that schedule times are approximate. 
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NORTH END SHUTTLE 

LIKE  US ON  
FACEBOOK! 

Visit our website: 
WWW.SRTABUS.COM 



APPENDIX F 

 

Traffic Projection Model 



 



PP truck in 4 PP employee in 0 NWD in 3 COVID ADJ In Park 0.05 Phase 2 ENTER VOL 17 EXIT VOL 17

PP truck out 4 PP employee out 25 NWD out 3 Out of Park 0.05 w/Biosolids EMPLOYEE IN 0 EMPLOYEE OUT 25

Parallel NWD Trucking 2021 2021 2021 Background 2028 New Project New New Project New New Project New New Project New New 2028 2021

Products Trips Base Existing COVID-19 Balancing Existing Growth 7 yrs No-Build Trucks Project Trucks Project Employee Project Employee Project Project Build PHF PHF Existing %HV %HV %HV

Existing Volumes Counted Adjustment Adjustment Volumes
1

(at 1% Volumes PERCENT Truck Trips PERCENT Truck Trips PERCENT Employee Trips PERCENT Employee Trips Trips Volumes (Approach) (Intersection) Counted Existing Build Build

Intersection Dir. Turn Trips Volumes per year) ENTER ENTER EXIT EXIT ENTER ENTER EXIT EXIT TOTAL w/ Biosolids HV Volumes w/ Biosolids w/o Biosolids

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB L 15 1 68 78 4 82 6 88 0 50% 8 0 50% 12 20 108 0.70 0.97 10 13% 18% 18%

at Braley Road T 0 0 97 92 5 97 6 103 0 0 0 0 0 103 0.70 0.97 6 7% 7% 7%

WB T 0 0 580 552 28 580 40 620 0 0 0 0 0 620 0.91 0.97 5 1% 1% 1%

R 0 0 72 69 3 72 5 77 0 0 0 0 0 77 0.91 0.97 1 1% 1% 1%

NB L 2 2 301 287 14 301 21 322 50% 9 0 40% 0 0 9 331 0.84 0.97 19 7% 9% 9%

R 0 0 192 183 9 192 13 205 0 0 0 0 0 205 0.84 0.97 11 6% 6% 6%

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB T 15 1 146 152 8 160 11 171 0 50% 8 0 50% 12 20 191 0.58 0.86 10 7% 10% 10%

at Braley Road R 12 2 219 218 11 229 15 244 0 50% 9 0 40% 10 19 263 0.58 0.86 12 6% 8% 8%

WB L 0 0 387 369 18 387 27 414 0 0 0 0 0 414 0.92 0.86 6 2% 2% 2%

T 2 2 494 470 24 494 34 528 50% 9 0 40% 0 0 9 537 0.92 0.86 18 4% 5% 5%

SB L 0 0 19 18 1 19 1 20 0 0 0 0 0 20 0.80 0.86 6 33% 35% 35%

R 2 1 98 94 5 99 7 106 50% 8 0 50% 0 0 8 114 0.80 0.86 10 11% 17% 16%

Braley Road/ EB L 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0.34 0.86 1 25% 25% 25%

Theodore Rice Boulevard at T 27 3 128 145 7 152 10 162 0 100% 17 0 90% 22 39 201 0.34 0.86 17 12% 18% 17%

Phillips Road R 0 0 28 27 1 28 2 30 0 0 0 0 0 30 0.34 0.86 1 4% 3% 3%

WB L 0 0 47 45 2 47 3 50 0 0 0 0 0 50 0.79 0.86 6 13% 14% 14%

T 4 3 412 393 20 413 29 442 100% 17 0 90% 0 0 17 459 0.79 0.86 15 4% 7% 7%

R 0 0 133 126 7 133 9 142 0 0 0 0 0 142 0.79 0.86 7 6% 6% 6%

NB L 0 0 29 28 1 29 3 32 0 0 0 0 0 32 0.88 0.86 1 4% 3% 3%

T 0 0 46 44 2 46 3 49 0 0 0 0 0 49 0.88 0.86 2 5% 4% 4%

R 0 0 77 73 4 77 5 82 0 0 0 0 0 82 0.88 0.86 2 3% 2% 2%

SB L 0 0 160 152 8 160 11 171 0 0 0 0 0 171 0.91 0.86 3 2% 2% 2%

T 0 0 27 26 1 27 2 29 0 0 0 0 0 29 0.91 0.86 4 15% 14% 14%

R 0 0 30 29 1 30 3 33 0 0 0 0 0 33 0.91 0.86 1 3% 3% 3%

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB L 4 3 370 353 18 371 25 396 100% 17 0 90% 0 0 17 413 0.65 0.77 7 2% 6% 6%

Duchaine Boulevard R 0 0 106 101 5 106 7 113 0 0 0 0 0 113 0.65 0.77 4 4% 4% 4%

NB T 0 0 9 9 0 9 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0.38 0.77 2 22% 20% 20%

R 27 3 104 122 6 128 8 136 0 100% 17 0 90% 22 39 175 0.38 0.77 23 19% 25% 24%

SB L 0 0 57 54 3 57 4 61 0 0 0 0 0 61 0.34 0.77 0 0% 0% 0%

T 0 0 17 16 1 17 1 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0.34 0.77 1 6% 6% 6%

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L 0 0 70 67 3 70 5 75 0 0 0 0 0 75 0.41 0.79 11 16% 16% 16%

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R 0 0 75 71 4 75 5 80 0 0 0 0 0 80 0.41 0.79 3 4% 4% 4%

WB R 0 0 314 299 15 314 21 335 0 0 10% 0 0 0 335 0.65 0.79 6 2% 2% 2%

NB T 27 3 0 23 1 24 2 26 0 100% 17 0 90% 22 39 65 0.45 0.79 14 61% 51% 49%

R 2 0 91 89 4 93 6 99 0 0 0 10% 3 3 102 0.45 0.79 5 6% 6% 6%

SB U 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.70 0.79 0 0% 0% 0%

T 4 3 115 110 6 116 8 124 100% 17 0 100% 0 0 17 141 0.70 0.79 7 6% 18% 17%

R 0 0 457 435 22 457 31 488 0 0 0 0 0 488 0.70 0.79 14 3% 3% 3%

Phillips Road at EB L 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0.40 0.88 0 0% 0% 0%

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R 2 0 87 85 4 89 6 95 0 0 0 10% 3 3 98 0.40 0.88 5 6% 6% 6%

NB L 0 0 306 287 14 5 306 21 327 0 0 10% 0 0 0 327 0.69 0.88 4 1% 2% 2%

T 0 0 118 112 6 118 8 126 0 0 0 0 0 126 0.69 0.88 5 4% 5% 5%

SB T 0 0 111 106 5 111 8 119 0 0 0 0 0 119 0.73 0.88 10 9% 9% 9%

R 0 0 8 8 0 8 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0.73 0.88 2 25% 22% 22%

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0.76 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Site Driveway WB R 29 3 14 38 2 40 0 40 0 100% 17 0 100% 25 42 82 0.51 0.76 9 24% 32% 30%

SB R 4 3 101 97 5 102 0 102 100% 17 0 100% 0 0 17 119 0.88 0.76 8 8% 21% 20%

U 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.88 0.76 0 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0

Peak Hour: 6:30 AM - 7:30 AM

1 - Includes volumes associated with Phase 1

Transfer Station Traffic Study

Weekday Morning Peak Hour

New Bedford, MA

TRAFFIC PROJECTION MODEL



PP truck in 4 PP employee in 0 NWD in 3 COVID ADJ In Park 0.05 Phase 2 ENTER VOL 17 EXIT VOL 17

PP truck out 4 PP employee out 25 NWD out 3 Out of Park 0.05 w/Biosolids EMPLOYEE IN 0 EMPLOYEE OUT 25

Parallel NWD Trucking 2021 2021 2021 Background 2028 New Project New New Project New New Project New New Project New New 2028 2021

Products Trips Base Existing COVID-19 Balancing Existing Growth 7 yrs No-Build Trucks Project Trucks Project Employee Project Employee Project Project Build PHF PHF Existing %HV %HV %HV

Existing Volumes Counted Adjustment Adjustment Volumes
1

(at 1% Volumes PERCENT Truck Trips PERCENT Truck Trips PERCENT Employee Trips PERCENT Employee Trips Trips Volumes (Approach) (Intersection) Counted Existing Build Build

Intersection Dir. Turn Trips Volumes per year) ENTER ENTER EXIT EXIT ENTER ENTER EXIT EXIT TOTAL w/ Biosolids HV Volumes w/ Biosolids w/o Biosolids

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB L 15 1 81 90 5 95 6 101 0 50% 8 0 50% 12 20 121 0.83 0.93 1 1% 7% 7%

at Braley Road T 0 0 247 235 12 247 17 264 0 0 0 0 0 264 0.83 0.93 4 2% 2% 2%

WB T 0 0 476 453 23 476 33 509 0 0 0 0 0 509 0.91 0.93 18 4% 4% 4%

R 0 0 54 51 3 54 4 58 0 0 0 0 0 58 0.91 0.93 3 6% 5% 5%

NB L 2 2 235 224 11 235 16 251 50% 9 0 40% 0 0 9 260 0.93 0.93 24 11% 14% 14%

R 0 0 353 336 17 353 24 377 0 0 0 0 0 377 0.93 0.93 11 3% 3% 3%

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB T 15 1 273 273 14 287 19 306 0 50% 8 0 50% 12 20 326 0.82 0.90 4 1% 4% 4%

at Braley Road R 12 2 347 340 17 357 25 382 0 50% 9 0 40% 10 19 401 0.82 0.90 21 6% 8% 8%

WB L 0 0 333 317 16 333 23 356 0 0 0 0 0 356 0.94 0.90 14 4% 4% 4%

T 2 2 378 360 18 378 26 404 50% 9 0 40% 0 0 9 413 0.94 0.90 28 8% 10% 9%

SB L 0 0 55 52 3 55 4 59 0 0 0 0 0 59 0.88 0.90 1 2% 2% 2%

R 2 1 97 93 5 98 7 105 50% 8 0 50% 0 0 8 113 0.88 0.90 7 8% 14% 13%

Braley Road/ EB L 0 0 14 13 1 14 1 15 0 0 0 0 0 15 0.66 0.89 1 8% 7% 7%

Theodore Rice Boulevard at T 27 3 329 336 17 353 24 377 0 100% 17 0 90% 22 39 416 0.66 0.89 13 4% 8% 7%

Phillips Road R 0 0 55 52 3 55 4 59 0 0 0 0 0 59 0.66 0.89 1 2% 2% 2%

WB L 0 0 151 144 7 151 10 161 0 0 0 0 0 161 0.93 0.89 7 5% 5% 5%

T 4 3 133 128 6 134 9 143 100% 17 0 90% 0 0 17 160 0.93 0.89 20 16% 24% 23%

R 0 0 191 181 9 1 191 14 205 0 0 0 0 0 205 0.93 0.89 8 4% 4% 4%

NB L 0 0 17 16 1 17 1 18 0 0 0 0 0 18 0.78 0.89 1 6% 6% 6%

T 0 0 51 49 2 51 4 55 0 0 0 0 0 55 0.78 0.89 5 10% 11% 11%

R 0 0 108 103 5 108 7 115 0 0 0 0 0 115 0.78 0.89 5 5% 5% 5%

SB L 0 0 183 174 9 183 13 196 0 0 0 0 0 196 0.82 0.89 7 4% 4% 4%

T 0 0 68 65 3 68 5 73 0 0 0 0 0 73 0.82 0.89 1 2% 1% 1%

R 0 0 5 5 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0.82 0.89 2 40% 40% 40%

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB L 4 3 76 73 4 77 5 82 100% 17 0 90% 0 0 17 99 0.67 0.76 17 23% 36% 35%

Duchaine Boulevard R 0 0 34 32 2 34 2 36 0 0 0 0 0 36 0.67 0.76 7 22% 22% 22%

NB T 0 0 11 10 1 11 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0.72 0.76 5 50% 50% 50%

R 27 3 221 233 12 245 17 262 0 100% 17 0 90% 22 39 301 0.72 0.76 15 6% 11% 11%

SB L 0 0 127 121 6 127 9 136 0 0 0 0 0 136 0.50 0.76 7 6% 6% 6%

T 0 0 15 14 1 15 1 16 0 0 0 0 0 16 0.50 0.76 7 50% 50% 50%

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L 0 0 179 170 9 179 12 191 0 0 0 0 0 191 0.61 0.67 11 6% 6% 6%

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R 0 0 222 211 11 222 15 237 0 0 0 0 0 237 0.61 0.67 5 2% 3% 3%

WB R 0 0 70 66 4 70 5 75 0 0 10% 0 0 0 75 0.59 0.67 12 18% 19% 19%

NB T 27 3 2 25 1 26 2 28 0 100% 17 0 90% 22 39 67 0.59 0.67 6 24% 36% 34%

R 2 0 282 270 14 284 20 304 0 0 0 10% 3 3 307 0.59 0.67 4 1% 2% 2%

SB U 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.70 0.67 0 0% 0% 0%

T 4 3 47 46 2 48 3 51 100% 17 0 100% 0 0 17 68 0.70 0.67 13 28% 46% 44%

R 0 0 121 115 6 121 8 129 0 0 0 0 0 129 0.70 0.67 20 17% 17% 17%

Phillips Road at EB L 0 0 11 10 1 11 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0.57 0.77 0 0% 0% 0%

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R 2 0 272 261 13 274 19 293 0 0 0 10% 3 3 296 0.57 0.77 4 2% 1% 1%

NB L 0 0 68 65 3 68 4 72 0 0 10% 0 0 0 72 0.83 0.77 13 20% 19% 19%

T 0 0 145 138 7 145 10 155 0 0 0 0 0 155 0.83 0.77 9 7% 6% 6%

SB T 0 0 227 216 11 227 16 243 0 0 0 0 0 243 0.92 0.77 8 4% 4% 4%

R 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.92 0.77 0 0% 0% 0%

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0.68 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Site Driveway WB R 29 3 31 54 3 57 0 57 0 100% 17 0 100% 25 42 99 0.60 0.68 4 7% 21% 20%

SB R 4 3 27 27 1 28 0 28 100% 17 0 100% 0 0 17 45 0.67 0.68 18 67% 80% 79%

U 0 0 5 5 0 5 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0.67 0.68 0 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0

Peak Hour: 3:15 PM - 4:15 PM

1 - Includes volumes associated with Phase 1

Transfer Station Traffic Study

Weekday School Dismissal Peak Hour

New Bedford, MA

TRAFFIC PROJECTION MODEL



PP truck in 4 PP employee in 0 NWD in 3 COVID ADJ In Park 0.05 Phase 2 ENTER VOL 17 EXIT VOL 17

PP truck out 4 PP employee out 0 NWD out 3 Out of Park 0.05 w/Biosolids EMPLOYEE IN 0 EMPLOYEE OUT 0

Parallel NWD Trucking 2021 2021 2021 Background 2028 New Project New New Project New New Project New New Project New New 2028 2021

Products Trips Base Existing COVID-19 Balancing Existing Growth 7 yrs No-Build Trucks Project Trucks Project Employee Project Employee Project Project Build PHF PHF Existing %HV %HV %HV

Existing Volumes Counted Adjustment Adjustment Volumes
1

(at 1% Volumes PERCENT Truck Trips PERCENT Truck Trips PERCENT Employee Trips PERCENT Employee Trips Trips Volumes (Approach) (Intersection) Counted Existing Build Build

Intersection Dir. Turn Trips Volumes per year) ENTER ENTER EXIT EXIT ENTER ENTER EXIT EXIT TOTAL w/ Biosolids HV Volumes w/ Biosolids w/o Biosolids

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB L 2 1 103 99 5 104 7 111 0 50% 9 0 50% 0 9 120 0.85 0.90 3 3% 10% 9%

at Braley Road T 0 0 248 236 12 248 18 266 0 0 0 0 0 266 0.85 0.90 1 0% 0% 0%

WB T 0 0 435 414 21 435 30 465 0 0 0 0 0 465 0.93 0.90 11 3% 3% 3%

R 0 0 44 42 2 44 3 47 0 0 0 0 0 47 0.93 0.90 0 0% 0% 0%

NB L 2 2 183 174 9 183 13 196 50% 9 0 40% 0 0 9 205 0.91 0.90 13 7% 12% 11%

R 0 0 397 378 19 397 27 424 0 0 0 0 0 424 0.91 0.90 11 3% 3% 3%

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB T 2 1 300 286 15 301 21 322 0 50% 9 0 50% 0 9 331 0.78 0.82 3 1% 4% 3%

at Braley Road R 2 2 311 296 15 311 21 332 0 50% 8 0 40% 0 8 340 0.78 0.82 18 6% 8% 8%

WB L 0 0 308 293 15 308 21 329 0 0 0 0 0 329 0.86 0.82 10 3% 3% 3%

T 2 2 310 295 15 310 22 332 50% 9 0 40% 0 0 9 341 0.86 0.82 14 5% 7% 7%

SB L 0 0 51 49 2 51 4 55 0 0 0 0 0 55 0.86 0.82 1 2% 2% 2%

R 2 1 96 92 5 97 7 104 50% 8 0 50% 0 0 8 112 0.86 0.82 10 11% 17% 16%

Braley Road/ EB L 0 0 21 20 1 21 1 22 0 0 0 0 0 22 0.73 0.80 0 0% 0% 0%

Theodore Rice Boulevard at T 4 3 312 297 15 1 313 21 334 0 100% 17 0 90% 0 17 351 0.73 0.80 13 4% 9% 9%

Phillips Road R 0 0 36 34 2 36 2 38 0 0 0 0 0 38 0.73 0.80 1 3% 3% 3%

WB L 0 0 138 131 7 138 10 148 0 0 0 0 0 148 0.81 0.80 2 2% 1% 1%

T 4 3 89 86 4 90 6 96 100% 17 0 90% 0 0 17 113 0.81 0.80 16 19% 31% 30%

R 0 0 179 170 9 179 13 192 0 0 0 0 0 192 0.81 0.80 5 3% 3% 3%

NB L 0 0 11 10 1 11 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 12 0.84 0.80 2 20% 17% 17%

T 0 0 54 51 3 54 4 58 0 0 0 0 0 58 0.84 0.80 3 6% 5% 5%

R 0 0 109 104 5 109 8 117 0 0 0 0 0 117 0.84 0.80 0 0% 0% 0%

SB L 0 0 190 181 9 190 13 203 0 0 0 0 0 203 0.80 0.80 7 4% 4% 4%

T 0 0 55 52 3 55 4 59 0 0 0 0 0 59 0.80 0.80 0 0% 0% 0%

R 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0.80 0.80 2 67% 67% 67%

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB L 4 3 63 61 3 64 4 68 100% 17 0 90% 0 0 17 85 0.81 0.70 15 25% 40% 39%

Duchaine Boulevard R 0 0 18 17 1 18 1 19 0 0 0 0 0 19 0.81 0.70 9 53% 53% 53%

NB T 0 0 6 6 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 0.67 0.70 2 33% 33% 33%

R 4 3 230 220 11 231 16 247 0 100% 17 0 90% 0 17 264 0.67 0.70 12 5% 11% 11%

SB L 0 0 64 61 3 64 4 68 0 0 0 0 0 68 0.67 0.70 5 8% 9% 9%

T 0 0 9 9 0 9 1 10 0 0 0 0 0 10 0.67 0.70 2 22% 20% 20%

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L 0 0 176 168 8 176 12 188 0 0 0 0 0 188 0.63 0.62 11 7% 6% 6%

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R 0 0 175 167 8 175 12 187 0 0 0 0 0 187 0.63 0.62 1 1% 1% 1%

WB R 0 0 13 12 1 13 1 14 0 0 10% 0 0 0 14 0.60 0.62 3 25% 29% 29%

NB T 4 3 14 14 1 15 1 16 0 100% 17 0 90% 0 17 33 0.57 0.62 1 7% 55% 52%

R 0 0 206 196 10 206 14 220 0 0 0 10% 0 0 220 0.57 0.62 3 2% 1% 1%

SB U 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.69 0.62 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

T 4 3 31 30 2 32 2 34 100% 17 0 100% 0 0 17 51 0.69 0.62 7 23% 49% 47%

R 0 0 59 56 3 59 4 63 0 0 0 0 0 63 0.69 0.62 12 21% 22% 22%

Phillips Road at EB L 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0.56 0.72 1 25% 25% 25%

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R 0 0 202 192 10 202 14 216 0 0 0 10% 0 0 216 0.56 0.72 2 1% 1% 1%

NB L 0 0 11 10 1 11 1 12 0 0 10% 0 0 0 12 0.88 0.72 3 30% 33% 33%

T 0 0 160 152 8 160 11 171 0 0 0 0 0 171 0.88 0.72 3 2% 2% 2%

SB T 0 0 196 187 9 196 13 209 0 0 0 0 0 209 0.83 0.72 3 2% 1% 1%

R 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.83 0.72 0 0% 0% 0%

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - 0.85 0 #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Site Driveway WB R 4 3 24 24 1 25 0 25 0 100% 17 0 100% 0 17 42 0.72 0.85 3 13% 48% 45%

SB R 4 3 17 17 1 18 0 18 100% 17 0 100% 0 0 17 35 0.78 0.85 7 41% 69% 67%

U 0 0 8 8 0 8 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 0.78 0.85 0 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0

Peak Hour: 4:00 PM - 5:00 PM

1 - Includes volumes associated with Phase 1

TRAFFIC PROJECTION MODEL

Transfer Station Traffic Study

Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour

New Bedford, MA



APPENDIX G 

 

Hourly Distribution Data 





Inbound 

MSW and 

C&D

Inbound 

MSW and 

C&D

Inbound 

Biosolid 

Deliveries

Inbound 

Biosolid 

Deliveries

Outbound 

Materials

Time Taunton Covanta Assumed for TIS
(# 

vehicles)

(one-way 

trips)

(# 

vehicles)

(one-way 

trips)

(# 

vehicles) 

5-6 AM 0% 8% 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0

6-7 AM 5% 7% 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

7-8 AM 10% 6% 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8

8-9 AM 10% 7% 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8

9-10 AM 11% 8% 9% 7 14 2 4 5 10

10-11 AM 11% 10% 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

11-12 AM 11% 9% 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

12-1 PM 12% 10% 11% 8 16 2 4 6 12

1-2 PM 12% 8% 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

2-3 PM 10% 10% 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

3-4 PM 6% 8% 7% 5 10 2 4 4 8

4-5 PM 1% 5% 3% 2 4 1 2 1 2

5-6 PM 1% 2% 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2

6-7 PM 0% 1% 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2

7-8 PM 0% 1% 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0

8-9 PM 0% 1% 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0

100% 100% 100% 76 152 23 46 56 112

Hourly Trip Distribution

Outbound 

Materials 

(one-way 

trips)



APPENDIX H 

 

Trip Generation Calculations 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Truck Type Tons per day
Truck Weight 

(tons)

No. of Trucks 

per day 

(inbound)

  Packer 295 9 33

  Transfer 1065 28 38

  Transfer 140 28 5

Large 220 28 8

Rolloffs 120 12 10

Small 60 12 5

Transfer 1,550 28 56

Time
Hourly distribution 

of trucks (%)

No of trucks-

Inbound MSW 

and C&D

Total No of 

Truck Trips 

(MSW and 

C&D)

Number of 

Biosolid Trips 

Inbound

Total Number 

of Biosolids 

Trips

Outbound 

Materials 

Inbound

Total Number 

of Outbound 

Material Trips

5-6 AM 4% 3 6 1 2 2 4

6-7 AM 6% 5 10 2 4 3 6

7-8 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 4 8

8-9 AM 8% 6 12 2 4 5 10

9-10 AM 9% 7 14 2 4 6 12

10-11 AM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

11-12 AM 10% 7 14 2 4 5 10

12-1 PM 11% 8 16 2 4 6 12

1-2 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

2-3 PM 10% 8 16 2 4 6 12

3-4 PM 7% 5 10 2 4 4 8

4-5 PM 3% 2 4 1 2 2 4

5-6 PM 2% 1 2 1 2 1 2

6-7 PM 1% 1 2 0 0 0 0

7-8 PM 1% 1 2 0 0 0 0

8-9 PM 0% 0 0 0 0 0 0

100% 76 152 23 46 56 112

MSW (1,360 Tons/Day)

C & D (140 Tons/Day)

Biosolids (400 Tons/Day)

Outbound Trailers (1,550 Tons/Day)



 

 

 

 

APPENDIX I 

 

Highway Capacity Manual Methodologies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 



CAPACITY/LEVEL-OF-SERVICE ANALYSES METHODOLOGY 

 

The detailed capacity/level-of-service analysis contained in this traffic impact study was 

performed in accordance with the standard techniques contained in the Highway Capacity 

Manual.(1) By definition, capacity represents “the maximum rate of flow that can reasonably be 

expected to pass a point on a uniform section of a lane or roadway under prevailing roadway, 

traffic, and control conditions.”  The level of functioning of an intersection or a uniform section 

of a lane or roadway can be expressed in terms of levels of service.  Level of service (LOS) is 

defined as “a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, and 

their perception by motorists and/or passengers”.  Such measures include “speed and travel 

time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety.” 

 

At unsignalized intersections, a methodology for evaluating the relative functioning of 

intersections controlled by stop or yield signs has been developed, and is based on several 

assumptions, including: 

 

• Major street flows are not affected by the minor (stop-sign controlled) street 

movements. 

 

• Left turns from the major street to the minor street are influenced only by opposing 

major street through flow. 

 

• Minor street left turns are impeded by all major street traffic plus opposing minor 

street traffic. 

 

• Minor street through traffic is impeded by all major street traffic. 

 

• Minor street right turns are impeded only by the major street traffic coming from the 

left. 

 

The concept of stop-controlled or yield-controlled intersection analysis is based on the estimate 

of average total delay on minor streets.  The methodology of analysis relies on three elements:  

the size and distribution of gaps in the major traffic stream, the usefulness of these gaps to the 

minor stream drivers, and the relative priority of the various traffic streams at the intersection.  

The results of the analysis provide an estimate of average total delay for the various critical 

movements at the unsignalized intersections.   Correlation between average total delay and the 

respective levels of service are provided for unsignalized intersections as follows: 

 

                                                 
(1) Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition, published by the Transportation 

Research Board, Washington, DC, 2016. 



Unsignalized Intersections 

Level of Service Control Delay Per Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A 0 – 10 

  B >10 – 15 

  C >15 – 25 

  D >25 – 35 

  E >35 – 50 

  F > 50 

 

 

At signalized intersections, an additional element must be considered: time allocation.  

Level of service is based on the average control delay per vehicle for various 

movements within the intersection.  Volume/capacity relationships also affect the 

operations of signalized intersections.  Thus, both volume/capacity and delay must be 

considered to evaluate the overall operation of a signalized intersection.  Correlation 

between average delay per vehicle and the respective levels of service are provided for 

signalized intersections as follows: 
 

Signalized Intersections 

Level of 

Service 

Control Delay Per Vehicle 

(seconds) 

A  10 

  B >10 – 20 

  C >20 – 35 

  D >35 – 55 

  E >55 – 80 

  F > 80 

 



 

 

 

APPENDIX J 

 

2021 Base Capacity/Level-of-Service Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 68 97 0 0 580 72 301 0 192 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 68 97 0 0 580 72 301 0 192 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 13 7 0 0 1 1 7 0 6 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 70 100 0 0 598 74 310 0 198 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 672 0 - - - 0 875 - 100
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 240 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 635 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.23 - - - - - 4.6 - 6.26
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.317 - - - - - 3.563 - 3.354
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 869 - 0 0 - - 494 0 945
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 788 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 519 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 869 - - - - - 452 0 945
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 452 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 721 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 519 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 3.9 0 21.3
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 452 945 869 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.687 0.209 0.081 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 28.7 9.8 9.5 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS D A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 5.1 0.8 0.3 - - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 146 219 387 494 0 0 0 0 19 0 98
Future Vol, veh/h 0 146 219 387 494 0 0 0 0 19 0 98
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 7 6 2 4 0 2 2 2 33 0 11
Mvmt Flow 0 170 255 450 574 0 0 0 0 22 0 114
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 425 0 0 1772 - 574
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1474 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 298 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.12 - - 4.6 - 6.31
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.73 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.73 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - - 3.797 - 3.399
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 1134 - 0 218 0 502
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 179 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 688 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1134 - - 91 0 502
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 91 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 179 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 287 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.5 21.2
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 1134 - 91 502
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.397 - 0.243 0.227
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.2 0 56.8 14.3
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 1.9 - 0.9 0.9



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 64.5
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 128 28 47 412 133 29 46 77 160 27 30
Future Vol, veh/h 4 128 28 47 412 133 29 46 77 160 27 30
Peak Hour Factor 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 12 4 13 4 6 4 5 3 2 15 3
Mvmt Flow 5 149 33 55 479 155 34 53 90 186 31 35
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 13.4 108.7 13.9 16.8
HCM LOS B F B C
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 19% 3% 0% 8% 74%
Vol Thru, % 30% 97% 0% 70% 12%
Vol Right, % 51% 0% 100% 22% 14%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 152 132 28 592 217
LT Vol 29 4 0 47 160
Through Vol 46 128 0 412 27
RT Vol 77 0 28 133 30
Lane Flow Rate 177 153 33 688 252
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.334 0.317 0.059 1.151 0.48
Departure Headway (Hd) 7.265 7.787 6.824 6.021 7.292
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 498 465 528 606 497
Service Time 5.265 5.487 4.524 4.079 5.292
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.355 0.329 0.063 1.135 0.507
HCM Control Delay 13.9 14.1 10 108.7 16.8
HCM Lane LOS B B A F C
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.5 1.3 0.2 22.5 2.6



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 13.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 370 0 106 0 9 104 57 17 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 370 0 106 0 9 104 57 17 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 22 19 0 6 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 481 0 138 0 12 135 74 22 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 963 - 969 963 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 962 962 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 962 - 7 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - - 6.72 - 7.1 6.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.72 - 6.1 5.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.72 - 6.1 5.56 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - - 4.198 - 3.5 4.054 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - 0 0 237 0 235 252 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 857 0 310 329 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 309 0 1020 887 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - - - 167 - 172 177 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 167 - 172 177 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 857 - 310 231 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 217 - 1006 887 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 8.2 42.4
HCM LOS - E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 167 - - - - 1622 - 173 177
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 - - - - 0.296 - 0.492 0.062
HCM Control Delay (s) 27.3 - 0 - - 8.2 0 44.4 26.7
HCM Lane LOS D - A - - A A E D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - - 1.3 - 2.4 0.2



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 70 0 75 0 0 314 0 1 91 2 0 115 457
Future Vol, veh/h 70 0 75 0 0 314 0 1 91 2 0 115 457
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Heavy Vehicles, % 16 0 4 0 0 2 0 61 6 0 0 6 3
Mvmt Flow 89 0 95 0 0 397 0 1 115 3 0 146 578
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 442 - 362 - - 1 - 0 - - 1 0 0
          Stage 1 441 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.54 - 6.96 - - 6.23 - - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.74 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.34 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.652 - 3.338 - - 3.319 - - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 485 0 631 0 0 1083 0 - 0 - 1635 - -
          Stage 1 535 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
          Stage 2 985 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 307 - 631 - - 1083 - - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 307 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 535 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 623 - - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 16.4 10.2 0
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 307 631 1083 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.289 0.15 0.367 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 21.4 11.7 10.2 - - -
HCM Lane LOS - C B B - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.2 0.5 1.7 - - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 87 306 118 111 8
Future Vol, veh/h 4 87 306 118 111 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 88 88 88 88 88 88
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 6 1 4 9 25
Mvmt Flow 5 99 348 134 126 9
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 961 131 135 0 - 0
          Stage 1 131 - - - - -
          Stage 2 830 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.26 4.11 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.354 2.209 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 287 908 1456 - - -
          Stage 1 900 - - - - -
          Stage 2 432 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 213 908 1456 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 213 - - - - -
          Stage 1 668 - - - - -
          Stage 2 432 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 6 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1456 - 794 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.239 - 0.13 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 0 10.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.9 - 0.4 - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 14 1 101
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 14 1 101
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 18 1 133
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 20 2 135 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 20 2 135 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.4 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 98 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 980 897 759 1024 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 18 134
Volume Left 0 1
Volume Right 18 133
cSH 1024 1636
Volume to Capacity 0.02 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0
Control Delay (s) 8.6 0.1
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 8.6 0.1
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 1.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 15.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 81 247 0 0 476 54 235 0 353 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 81 247 0 0 476 54 235 0 353 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 2 0 0 4 6 11 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 87 266 0 0 512 58 253 0 380 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 570 0 - - - 0 981 - 266
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 440 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 541 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.11 - - - - - 5.9 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.51 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.51 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.209 - - - - - 3.599 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1007 - 0 0 - - 314 0 770
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 630 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 566 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1007 - - - - - 282 0 770
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 282 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 566 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 566 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.2 0 36.4
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 282 770 1007 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.896 0.493 0.086 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 69.8 14.1 8.9 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 8.1 2.8 0.3 - - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 273 347 333 378 0 0 0 0 55 0 97
Future Vol, veh/h 0 273 347 333 378 0 0 0 0 55 0 97
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 6 4 8 0 2 2 2 2 0 8
Mvmt Flow 0 303 386 370 420 0 0 0 0 61 0 108
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 689 0 0 1656 - 420
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1160 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 496 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.14 - - 5.9 - 6.28
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.236 - - 3.518 - 3.372
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 896 - 0 137 0 621
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 298 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 612 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 896 - - 63 0 621
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 63 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 298 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 282 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5.5 84.9
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 896 - 63 621
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.413 - 0.97 0.174
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 11.8 0 213.5 12
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2 - 4.7 0.6



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 49.2
Intersection LOS E

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 329 55 151 133 191 17 51 108 183 68 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 329 55 151 133 191 17 51 108 183 68 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 8 4 2 5 16 4 6 10 5 4 2 10
Mvmt Flow 16 370 62 170 149 215 19 57 121 206 76 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 35.5 85.3 17.8 25
HCM LOS E F C C
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 10% 4% 0% 32% 71%
Vol Thru, % 29% 96% 0% 28% 27%
Vol Right, % 61% 0% 100% 40% 2%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 176 343 55 475 256
LT Vol 17 14 0 151 183
Through Vol 51 329 0 133 68
RT Vol 108 0 55 191 5
Lane Flow Rate 198 385 62 534 288
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.44 0.83 0.12 1.065 0.639
Departure Headway (Hd) 8.397 8.062 7.248 7.181 8.353
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 431 451 497 507 434
Service Time 6.397 5.762 4.948 5.181 6.353
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.459 0.854 0.125 1.053 0.664
HCM Control Delay 17.8 39.4 10.9 85.3 25
HCM Lane LOS C E B F C
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.2 8 0.4 16.3 4.3



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 10

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 76 0 34 0 11 221 127 15 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 76 0 34 0 11 221 127 15 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 23 2 22 2 50 6 6 50 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 100 0 45 0 14 291 167 20 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 201 - 208 201 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 200 200 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 200 - 8 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.33 - - - 7 - 7.16 7 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 6 - 6.16 6 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 6 - 6.16 6 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.407 - - - 4.45 - 3.554 4.45 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1494 - 0 0 618 0 741 618 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 808 0 793 654 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 654 0 1003 808 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1494 - - - 577 - 690 577 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 577 - 690 577 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 808 - 793 610 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 610 - 985 808 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.6 12.1
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 577 - - - - 1494 - 683 577
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.013 - - - - 0.067 - 0.259 0.017
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.3 - 0 - - 7.6 0 12.1 11.3
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 1 0.1



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 179 0 222 0 0 70 0 2 282 1 47 121
Future Vol, veh/h 179 0 222 0 0 70 0 2 282 1 47 121
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67
Heavy Vehicles, % 6 0 2 0 0 18 0 24 1 0 28 17
Mvmt Flow 267 0 331 0 0 104 0 3 421 1 70 181
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 166 - 126 - - 3 - 0 - 3 0 0
          Stage 1 163 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 3 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.39 - 6.93 - - 6.47 - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.59 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.19 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.557 - 3.319 - - 3.471 - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 780 0 901 0 0 1033 0 - 0 1632 - -
          Stage 1 813 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 1008 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 700 - 901 - - 1033 - - - 1632 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 700 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 813 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 906 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.2 8.9 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 700 901 1033 1632 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.382 0.368 0.101 0.001 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 13.3 11.3 8.9 7.2 0 -
HCM Lane LOS - B B A A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.8 1.7 0.3 0 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 272 68 145 227 2
Future Vol, veh/h 11 272 68 145 227 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 77 77 77 77 77 77
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 20 7 4 0
Mvmt Flow 14 353 88 188 295 3
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 661 297 298 0 - 0
          Stage 1 297 - - - - -
          Stage 2 364 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.22 4.3 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.318 2.38 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 431 742 1167 - - -
          Stage 1 758 - - - - -
          Stage 2 707 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 395 742 1167 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 395 - - - - -
          Stage 1 694 - - - - -
          Stage 2 707 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.2 2.7 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1167 - 718 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.076 - 0.512 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 15.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 2.9 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 31 5 27
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 31 5 27
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 46 7 40
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 60 14 54 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 60 14 54 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.3 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 96 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 897 881 838 1070 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 46 47
Volume Left 0 7
Volume Right 46 40
cSH 1070 1636
Volume to Capacity 0.04 0.00
Queue Length 95th (ft) 3 0
Control Delay (s) 8.5 1.1
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 1.1
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 103 248 0 0 435 44 183 0 397 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 103 248 0 0 435 44 183 0 397 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 0 0 0 3 0 7 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 114 276 0 0 483 49 203 0 441 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 532 0 - - - 0 1012 - 276
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 504 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 508 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.13 - - - - - 5.7 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - - - 3.563 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1030 - 0 0 - - 322 0 760
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 597 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 594 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1030 - - - - - 280 0 760
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 280 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 519 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 594 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.6 0 25.4
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 280 760 1030 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.726 0.58 0.111 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 45.7 16.1 8.9 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS E C A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 5.2 3.8 0.4 - - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 300 311 308 310 0 0 0 0 51 0 96
Future Vol, veh/h 0 300 311 308 310 0 0 0 0 51 0 96
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 6 3 5 0 2 2 2 2 0 11
Mvmt Flow 0 366 379 376 378 0 0 0 0 62 0 117
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 745 0 0 1686 - 378
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1130 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 556 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.13 - - 5.7 - 6.31
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.227 - - 3.518 - 3.399
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 858 - 0 145 0 649
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 308 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 574 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 858 - - 65 0 649
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 65 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 308 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 255 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.2 79
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 858 - 65 649
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.438 - 0.957 0.18
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.4 0 205.4 11.8
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2.3 - 4.7 0.7



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 57.7
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 21 312 36 138 89 179 11 54 109 190 55 3
Future Vol, veh/h 21 312 36 138 89 179 11 54 109 190 55 3
Peak Hour Factor 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 4 3 2 19 3 20 6 0 4 0 67
Mvmt Flow 26 390 45 173 111 224 14 68 136 238 69 4
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 52.9 93.3 21.7 31.9
HCM LOS F F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 6% 6% 0% 34% 77%
Vol Thru, % 31% 94% 0% 22% 22%
Vol Right, % 63% 0% 100% 44% 1%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 174 333 36 406 248
LT Vol 11 21 0 138 190
Through Vol 54 312 0 89 55
RT Vol 109 0 36 179 3
Lane Flow Rate 218 416 45 508 310
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.525 0.934 0.092 1.083 0.727
Departure Headway (Hd) 9.102 8.385 7.697 7.685 8.803
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 398 437 468 477 412
Service Time 7.102 6.085 5.397 5.685 6.803
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.548 0.952 0.096 1.065 0.752
HCM Control Delay 21.7 57.4 11.2 93.3 31.9
HCM Lane LOS C F B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.9 10.6 0.3 16.4 5.7



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 63 0 18 0 6 230 64 9 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 63 0 18 0 6 230 64 9 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 25 2 53 2 33 5 8 22 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 90 0 26 0 9 329 91 13 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 181 - 186 181 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 180 180 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 180 - 6 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.35 - - - 6.83 - 7.18 6.72 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.72 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.72 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.425 - - - 4.297 - 3.572 4.198 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1483 - 0 0 661 0 762 679 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 837 0 808 714 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 696 0 1000 857 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1483 - - - 621 - 719 638 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 621 - 719 638 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 837 - 808 670 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 654 - 990 857 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.6 10.9
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 621 - - - - 1483 - 713 638
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - - - 0.061 - 0.137 0.01
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.8 - 0 - - 7.6 0 10.9 10.7
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 0.5 0



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Base
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 176 0 175 0 0 13 0 14 206 0 31 59
Future Vol, veh/h 176 0 175 0 0 13 0 14 206 0 31 59
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 2 1 0 0 25 0 7 2 0 23 21
Mvmt Flow 284 0 282 0 0 21 0 23 332 0 50 95
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 121 - 73 - - 23 - 0 - - - 0
          Stage 1 98 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 23 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.405 - 6.915 - - 6.575 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.605 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.205 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5665 - 3.3095 - - 3.5375 - - - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 835 0 978 0 0 987 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 885 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 2 981 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 817 - 978 - - 987 - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 817 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 885 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 960 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11 8.7 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 817 978 987 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.347 0.289 0.021 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 11.7 10.2 8.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.6 1.2 0.1 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 202 11 160 196 2
Future Vol, veh/h 4 202 11 160 196 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 72 72 72 72 72 72
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 1 30 2 2 0
Mvmt Flow 6 281 15 222 272 3
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 526 274 275 0 - 0
          Stage 1 274 - - - - -
          Stage 2 252 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.65 6.21 4.4 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.65 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.65 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.725 3.309 2.47 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 474 767 1143 - - -
          Stage 1 722 - - - - -
          Stage 2 739 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 467 767 1143 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 467 - - - - -
          Stage 1 711 - - - - -
          Stage 2 739 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.6 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1143 - 758 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.013 - 0.377 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 0 12.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.8 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2021 Base

12/06/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 24 8 17
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 24 8 17
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 28 9 20
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 46 18 38 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 46 18 38 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.3 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 97 99
cM capacity (veh/h) 931 875 853 1054 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 28 29
Volume Left 0 9
Volume Right 28 20
cSH 1054 1636
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0
Control Delay (s) 8.5 2.3
Lane LOS A A
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 2.3
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.3
Intersection Capacity Utilization Err% ICU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15



 

 

 

APPENDIX K 

 

2021 Existing Capacity/Level-of-Service Analysis 



 



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 9.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 82 97 0 0 580 72 301 0 192 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 82 97 0 0 580 72 301 0 192 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97 97
Heavy Vehicles, % 13 7 0 0 1 1 7 0 6 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 85 100 0 0 598 74 310 0 198 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 672 0 - - - 0 905 - 100
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 270 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 635 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.23 - - - - - 4.6 - 6.26
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.317 - - - - - 3.563 - 3.354
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 869 - 0 0 - - 481 0 945
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 764 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 519 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 869 - - - - - 431 0 945
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 431 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 685 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 519 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 4.4 0 23.4
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 431 945 869 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.72 0.209 0.097 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 32.1 9.8 9.6 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS D A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 5.6 0.8 0.3 - - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 160 229 387 494 0 0 0 0 19 0 99
Future Vol, veh/h 0 160 229 387 494 0 0 0 0 19 0 99
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86 86
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 7 6 2 4 0 2 2 2 33 0 11
Mvmt Flow 0 186 266 450 574 0 0 0 0 22 0 115
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 452 0 0 1793 - 574
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1474 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 319 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.12 - - 4.6 - 6.31
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.73 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.73 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - - 3.797 - 3.399
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 1109 - 0 214 0 502
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 179 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 672 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1109 - - 86 0 502
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 86 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 179 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 271 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.6 21.8
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 1109 - 86 502
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.406 - 0.257 0.229
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.4 0 60.8 14.3
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2 - 0.9 0.9



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 67.8
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 152 28 47 413 133 29 46 77 160 27 30
Future Vol, veh/h 4 152 28 47 413 133 29 46 77 160 27 30
Peak Hour Factor 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86 0.86
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 12 4 13 4 6 4 5 3 2 15 3
Mvmt Flow 5 177 33 55 480 155 34 53 90 186 31 35
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 14.4 116.5 14.2 17.3
HCM LOS B F B C
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 19% 3% 0% 8% 74%
Vol Thru, % 30% 97% 0% 70% 12%
Vol Right, % 51% 0% 100% 22% 14%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 152 156 28 593 217
LT Vol 29 4 0 47 160
Through Vol 46 152 0 413 27
RT Vol 77 0 28 133 30
Lane Flow Rate 177 181 33 690 252
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.339 0.376 0.059 1.171 0.487
Departure Headway (Hd) 7.427 7.839 6.878 6.114 7.436
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 488 463 524 593 487
Service Time 5.427 5.539 4.578 4.179 5.436
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.363 0.391 0.063 1.164 0.517
HCM Control Delay 14.2 15.2 10 116.5 17.3
HCM Lane LOS B C A F C
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.5 1.7 0.2 23.4 2.6



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 13.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 371 0 106 0 9 128 57 17 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 371 0 106 0 9 128 57 17 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 22 19 0 6 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 482 0 138 0 12 166 74 22 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 965 - 971 965 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 964 964 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 964 - 7 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - - 6.72 - 7.1 6.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.72 - 6.1 5.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.72 - 6.1 5.56 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - - 4.198 - 3.5 4.054 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - 0 0 236 0 234 251 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 857 0 309 328 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 309 0 1020 887 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - - - 166 - 171 176 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 166 - 171 176 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 857 - 309 231 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 217 - 1006 887 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 8.2 42.7
HCM LOS - E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 166 - - - - 1622 - 172 176
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.035 - - - - 0.297 - 0.495 0.063
HCM Control Delay (s) 27.5 - 0 - - 8.2 0 44.8 26.8
HCM Lane LOS D - A - - A A E D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - - 1.3 - 2.4 0.2



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 70 0 75 0 0 314 0 24 93 2 0 116 457
Future Vol, veh/h 70 0 75 0 0 314 0 24 93 2 0 116 457
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79 79
Heavy Vehicles, % 16 0 4 0 0 2 0 61 6 0 0 6 3
Mvmt Flow 89 0 95 0 0 397 0 30 118 3 0 147 578
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 472 - 363 - - 30 - 0 - - 30 0 0
          Stage 1 442 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 30 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.54 - 6.96 - - 6.23 - - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.74 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.34 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.652 - 3.338 - - 3.319 - - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 462 0 630 0 0 1044 0 - 0 - 1596 - -
          Stage 1 535 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
          Stage 2 949 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 286 - 630 - - 1044 - - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 286 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 535 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 588 - - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.2 10.6 0
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 286 630 1044 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.31 0.151 0.381 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 23.1 11.7 10.6 - - -
HCM Lane LOS - C B B - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.3 0.5 1.8 - - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 89 306 118 111 8
Future Vol, veh/h 4 89 306 118 111 8
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 88 88 88 88 88 88
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 6 1 4 9 25
Mvmt Flow 5 101 348 134 126 9
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 961 131 135 0 - 0
          Stage 1 131 - - - - -
          Stage 2 830 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.26 4.11 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.354 2.209 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 287 908 1456 - - -
          Stage 1 900 - - - - -
          Stage 2 432 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 213 908 1456 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 213 - - - - -
          Stage 1 668 - - - - -
          Stage 2 432 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 6 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1456 - 796 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.239 - 0.133 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 0 10.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.9 - 0.5 - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 40 0 102
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 40 0 102
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76 0.76
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 53 0 134
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 53 0 134 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 53 0 134 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.4 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 95 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 901 900 760 1024 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 53 134
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 53 134
cSH 1024 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0
Control Delay (s) 8.7 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.7 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 2.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 9.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Existing

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 17.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 95 247 0 0 476 54 235 0 353 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 95 247 0 0 476 54 235 0 353 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93 93
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 2 0 0 4 6 11 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 102 266 0 0 512 58 253 0 380 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 570 0 - - - 0 1011 - 266
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 470 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 541 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.11 - - - - - 5.9 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.51 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.51 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.209 - - - - - 3.599 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1007 - 0 0 - - 303 0 770
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 611 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 566 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1007 - - - - - 267 0 770
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 267 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 538 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 566 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.5 0 41.7
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 267 770 1007 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.946 0.493 0.101 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 83.2 14.1 9 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 8.9 2.8 0.3 - - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Existing

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 12

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 287 357 333 378 0 0 0 0 55 0 98
Future Vol, veh/h 0 287 357 333 378 0 0 0 0 55 0 98
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 6 4 8 0 2 2 2 2 0 8
Mvmt Flow 0 319 397 370 420 0 0 0 0 61 0 109
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 716 0 0 1678 - 420
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1160 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 518 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.14 - - 5.9 - 6.28
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.236 - - 3.518 - 3.372
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 875 - 0 133 0 621
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 298 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 598 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 875 - - ~ 60 0 621
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 60 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 298 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 268 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5.7 92.2
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 875 - 60 621
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.423 - 1.019 0.175
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.1 0 235.1 12
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2.1 - 4.9 0.6

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 54.5
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 353 55 151 134 191 17 51 108 183 68 5
Future Vol, veh/h 14 353 55 151 134 191 17 51 108 183 68 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89 0.89
Heavy Vehicles, % 8 4 2 5 16 4 6 10 5 4 2 10
Mvmt Flow 16 397 62 170 151 215 19 57 121 206 76 6
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 43.9 92.5 18.4 26
HCM LOS E F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 10% 4% 0% 32% 71%
Vol Thru, % 29% 96% 0% 28% 27%
Vol Right, % 61% 0% 100% 40% 2%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 176 367 55 476 256
LT Vol 17 14 0 151 183
Through Vol 51 353 0 134 68
RT Vol 108 0 55 191 5
Lane Flow Rate 198 412 62 535 288
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.448 0.893 0.12 1.086 0.649
Departure Headway (Hd) 8.589 8.135 7.321 7.313 8.52
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 421 449 493 503 426
Service Time 6.589 5.835 5.021 5.313 6.52
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.47 0.918 0.126 1.064 0.676
HCM Control Delay 18.4 48.8 11 92.5 26
HCM Lane LOS C E B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.3 9.6 0.4 17.1 4.5



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2021 Existing

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 10

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 77 0 34 0 11 245 127 15 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 77 0 34 0 11 245 127 15 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76 76
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 23 2 22 2 50 6 6 50 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 101 0 45 0 14 322 167 20 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 203 - 210 203 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 202 202 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 202 - 8 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.33 - - - 7 - 7.16 7 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 6 - 6.16 6 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 6 - 6.16 6 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.407 - - - 4.45 - 3.554 4.45 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1494 - 0 0 616 0 739 616 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 808 0 791 653 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 653 0 1003 808 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1494 - - - 574 - 687 574 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 574 - 687 574 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 808 - 791 609 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 609 - 985 808 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.6 12.1
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 574 - - - - 1494 - 680 574
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.013 - - - - 0.068 - 0.26 0.017
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.4 - 0 - - 7.6 0 12.1 11.4
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 1 0.1



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Existing

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 179 0 222 0 0 70 0 26 284 1 48 121
Future Vol, veh/h 179 0 222 0 0 70 0 26 284 1 48 121
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67 67
Heavy Vehicles, % 6 0 2 0 0 18 0 24 1 0 28 17
Mvmt Flow 267 0 331 0 0 104 0 39 424 1 72 181
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 204 - 127 - - 39 - 0 - 39 0 0
          Stage 1 165 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 39 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.39 - 6.93 - - 6.47 - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.59 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.19 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.557 - 3.319 - - 3.471 - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 735 0 900 0 0 985 0 - 0 1584 - -
          Stage 1 811 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 965 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 656 - 900 - - 985 - - - 1584 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 656 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 811 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 863 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 12.6 9.1 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 656 900 985 1584 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.407 0.368 0.106 0.001 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 14.2 11.3 9.1 7.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 2 1.7 0.4 0 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Existing

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 274 68 145 227 2
Future Vol, veh/h 11 274 68 145 227 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 77 77 77 77 77 77
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 20 7 4 0
Mvmt Flow 14 356 88 188 295 3
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 661 297 298 0 - 0
          Stage 1 297 - - - - -
          Stage 2 364 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.22 4.3 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.318 2.38 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 431 742 1167 - - -
          Stage 1 758 - - - - -
          Stage 2 707 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 395 742 1167 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 395 - - - - -
          Stage 1 694 - - - - -
          Stage 2 707 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.2 2.7 0
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1167 - 718 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.076 - 0.516 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 15.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A C - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 3 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 57 0 28
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 57 0 28
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 84 0 41
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 84 0 41 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 84 0 41 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.3 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 92 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 836 900 855 1070 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 84 41
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 84 41
cSH 1070 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0
Control Delay (s) 8.6 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.6 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 6.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Existing

12/02/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 104 248 0 0 435 44 183 0 397 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 104 248 0 0 435 44 183 0 397 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90 90
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 0 0 0 3 0 7 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 116 276 0 0 483 49 203 0 441 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 532 0 - - - 0 1016 - 276
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 508 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 508 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.13 - - - - - 5.7 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - - - 3.563 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1030 - 0 0 - - 321 0 760
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 594 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 594 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1030 - - - - - 278 0 760
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 278 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 515 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 594 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.6 0 25.7
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 278 760 1030 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.731 0.58 0.112 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 46.5 16.1 8.9 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS E C A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 5.2 3.8 0.4 - - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2021 Existing

12/02/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 301 311 308 310 0 0 0 0 51 0 97
Future Vol, veh/h 0 301 311 308 310 0 0 0 0 51 0 97
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 6 3 5 0 2 2 2 2 0 11
Mvmt Flow 0 367 379 376 378 0 0 0 0 62 0 118
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 746 0 0 1687 - 378
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1130 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 557 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.13 - - 5.7 - 6.31
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.227 - - 3.518 - 3.399
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 858 - 0 144 0 649
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 308 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 574 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 858 - - 64 0 649
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 64 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 308 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 255 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.2 80.8
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 858 - 64 649
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.438 - 0.972 0.182
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.4 0 211.9 11.8
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2.3 - 4.7 0.7



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 58.6
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 21 313 36 138 90 179 11 54 109 190 55 3
Future Vol, veh/h 21 313 36 138 90 179 11 54 109 190 55 3
Peak Hour Factor 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 4 3 2 19 3 20 6 0 4 0 67
Mvmt Flow 26 391 45 173 113 224 14 68 136 238 69 4
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 53.7 95 21.8 32.2
HCM LOS F F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 6% 6% 0% 34% 77%
Vol Thru, % 31% 94% 0% 22% 22%
Vol Right, % 63% 0% 100% 44% 1%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 174 334 36 407 248
LT Vol 11 21 0 138 190
Through Vol 54 313 0 90 55
RT Vol 109 0 36 179 3
Lane Flow Rate 218 418 45 509 310
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.526 0.938 0.092 1.088 0.729
Departure Headway (Hd) 9.127 8.4 7.712 7.699 8.823
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 398 434 468 473 412
Service Time 7.127 6.1 5.412 5.699 6.823
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.548 0.963 0.096 1.076 0.752
HCM Control Delay 21.8 58.3 11.2 95 32.2
HCM Lane LOS C F B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 3 10.7 0.3 16.6 5.7



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2021 Existing

12/02/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 64 0 18 0 6 231 64 9 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 64 0 18 0 6 231 64 9 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 70
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 25 2 53 2 33 5 8 22 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 91 0 26 0 9 330 91 13 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 183 - 188 183 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 182 182 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 182 - 6 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.35 - - - 6.83 - 7.18 6.72 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.72 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.72 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.425 - - - 4.297 - 3.572 4.198 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1483 - 0 0 659 0 759 677 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 837 0 806 713 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 694 0 1000 857 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1483 - - - 619 - 716 636 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 619 - 716 636 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 837 - 806 670 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 652 - 990 857 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.6 10.9
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 619 - - - - 1483 - 710 636
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - - - 0.062 - 0.138 0.01
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.9 - 0 - - 7.6 0 10.9 10.7
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 0.5 0



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Existing

12/02/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 176 0 175 0 0 13 0 15 206 0 32 59
Future Vol, veh/h 176 0 175 0 0 13 0 15 206 0 32 59
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 2 1 0 0 25 0 7 2 0 23 21
Mvmt Flow 284 0 282 0 0 21 0 24 332 0 52 95
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 124 - 74 - - 24 - 0 - - - 0
          Stage 1 100 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 24 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.405 - 6.915 - - 6.575 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.605 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.205 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5665 - 3.3095 - - 3.5375 - - - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 831 0 976 0 0 986 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 882 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 2 980 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 814 - 976 - - 986 - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 814 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 882 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 959 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11 8.7 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 814 976 986 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.349 0.289 0.021 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 11.8 10.2 8.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.6 1.2 0.1 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2021 Existing

12/02/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 202 11 160 196 2
Future Vol, veh/h 4 202 11 160 196 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 56 56 88 88 83 83
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 1 30 2 2 0
Mvmt Flow 7 361 13 182 236 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 445 237 238 0 - 0
          Stage 1 237 - - - - -
          Stage 2 208 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.65 6.21 4.4 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.65 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.65 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.725 3.309 2.47 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 530 804 1181 - - -
          Stage 1 751 - - - - -
          Stage 2 775 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 524 804 1181 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 524 - - - - -
          Stage 1 742 - - - - -
          Stage 2 775 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13.3 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1181 - 796 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - 0.462 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 13.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.5 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2021 Existing

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 25 0 18
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 25 0 18
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.85
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 29 0 21
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 29 0 21 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 29 0 21 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.3 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 97 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 958 900 877 1054 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 29 21
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 29 21
cSH 1054 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0
Control Delay (s) 8.5 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 6.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



 

 

 

APPENDIX L 

 

2028 No-Build Capacity/Level-of-Service Analysis 

 



 



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 16

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 88 103 0 0 620 77 322 0 205 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 88 103 0 0 620 77 322 0 205 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 13 7 0 0 1 1 7 0 6 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 96 112 0 0 674 84 350 0 223 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 758 0 - - - 0 1020 - 112
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 304 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 716 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.23 - - - - - 4.6 - 6.26
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.317 - - - - - 3.563 - 3.354
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 806 - 0 0 - - 436 0 930
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 737 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 475 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 806 - - - - - 381 0 930
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 381 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 643 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 475 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 4.6 0 41.4
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 381 930 806 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.919 0.24 0.119 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 61.3 10.1 10.1 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F B B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 9.7 0.9 0.4 - - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 171 244 414 528 0 0 0 0 20 0 106
Future Vol, veh/h 0 171 244 414 528 0 0 0 0 20 0 106
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 7 6 2 4 0 2 2 2 33 0 11
Mvmt Flow 0 186 265 450 574 0 0 0 0 22 0 115
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 451 0 0 1793 - 574
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1474 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 319 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.12 - - 4.6 - 6.31
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.73 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.73 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - - 3.797 - 3.399
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 1109 - 0 214 0 502
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 179 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 672 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1109 - - 86 0 502
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 86 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 179 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 271 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.6 21.6
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 1109 - 86 502
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.406 - 0.253 0.23
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.4 0 60.5 14.3
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2 - 0.9 0.9



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 67.7
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 162 30 50 442 142 32 49 82 171 29 33
Future Vol, veh/h 4 162 30 50 442 142 32 49 82 171 29 33
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 12 4 13 4 6 4 5 3 2 15 3
Mvmt Flow 4 176 33 54 480 154 35 53 89 186 32 36
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 14.4 116.5 14.2 17.3
HCM LOS B F B C
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 20% 2% 0% 8% 73%
Vol Thru, % 30% 98% 0% 70% 12%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 100% 22% 14%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 163 166 30 634 233
LT Vol 32 4 0 50 171
Through Vol 49 162 0 442 29
RT Vol 82 0 30 142 33
Lane Flow Rate 177 180 33 689 253
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.34 0.374 0.059 1.171 0.489
Departure Headway (Hd) 7.431 7.847 6.886 6.119 7.432
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 487 462 523 593 489
Service Time 5.431 5.547 4.586 4.182 5.432
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.363 0.39 0.063 1.162 0.517
HCM Control Delay 14.2 15.2 10 116.5 17.3
HCM Lane LOS B C A F C
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.5 1.7 0.2 23.4 2.6



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 396 0 113 0 10 136 61 18 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 396 0 113 0 10 136 61 18 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 4 2 22 19 0 6 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 430 0 123 0 11 148 66 20 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 861 - 867 861 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 860 860 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 860 - 7 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - - 6.72 - 7.1 6.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.72 - 6.1 5.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.72 - 6.1 5.56 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - - 4.198 - 3.5 4.054 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - 0 0 272 0 275 289 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 857 0 353 367 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 346 0 1020 887 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - - - 200 - 210 212 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 200 - 210 212 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 857 - 353 270 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 254 - 1007 887 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 8 30.6
HCM LOS - D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 200 - - - - 1622 - 210 212
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.027 - - - - 0.265 - 0.362 0.046
HCM Control Delay (s) 23.5 - 0 - - 8 0 31.6 22.8
HCM Lane LOS C - A - - A A D C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - - 1.1 - 1.6 0.1



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 75 0 80 0 0 336 0 26 99 2 0 124 488
Future Vol, veh/h 75 0 80 0 0 336 0 26 99 2 0 124 488
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 16 0 4 0 0 2 0 61 6 0 0 6 3
Mvmt Flow 82 0 87 0 0 365 0 28 108 2 0 135 530
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 432 - 333 - - 28 - 0 - - 28 0 0
          Stage 1 404 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 28 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.54 - 6.96 - - 6.23 - - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.74 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.34 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.652 - 3.338 - - 3.319 - - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 493 0 658 0 0 1047 0 - 0 - 1599 - -
          Stage 1 564 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
          Stage 2 952 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 321 - 658 - - 1047 - - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 321 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 564 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 620 - - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.5 10.3 0
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 321 658 1047 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.254 0.132 0.349 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 20 11.3 10.3 - - -
HCM Lane LOS - C B B - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1 0.5 1.6 - - -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 95 327 126 119 9
Future Vol, veh/h 4 95 327 126 119 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 6 1 4 9 25
Mvmt Flow 4 103 355 137 129 10
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 981 134 139 0 - 0
          Stage 1 134 - - - - -
          Stage 2 847 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.26 4.11 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.354 2.209 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 279 904 1451 - - -
          Stage 1 897 - - - - -
          Stage 2 424 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 205 904 1451 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 205 - - - - -
          Stage 1 659 - - - - -
          Stage 2 424 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 6 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1451 - 795 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.245 - 0.135 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 10.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1 - 0.5 - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 40 0 102
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 40 0 102
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.51 0.51 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 78 0 116
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 78 0 116 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 78 0 116 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.4 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 92 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 846 900 778 1024 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 78 116
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 78 116
cSH 1024 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.08 0.07
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 0
Control Delay (s) 8.8 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.8 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 3.5
Intersection Capacity Utilization 9.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 28

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 101 264 0 0 509 58 251 0 377 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 101 264 0 0 509 58 251 0 377 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 1 2 0 0 4 6 11 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 110 287 0 0 553 63 273 0 410 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 616 0 - - - 0 1092 - 287
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 507 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 585 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.11 - - - - - 5.9 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.51 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.51 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.209 - - - - - 3.599 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 969 - 0 0 - - 275 0 750
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 587 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 540 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 969 - - - - - ~ 238 0 750
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 238 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 508 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 540 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.5 0 68.1
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 238 750 969 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 1.146 0.546 0.113 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 147.3 15.4 9.2 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F C A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 12.5 3.4 0.4 - - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 17.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 306 382 356 404 0 0 0 0 59 0 105
Future Vol, veh/h 0 306 382 356 404 0 0 0 0 59 0 105
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 6 4 8 0 2 2 2 2 0 8
Mvmt Flow 0 333 415 387 439 0 0 0 0 64 0 114
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 748 0 0 1754 - 439
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1213 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 541 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.14 - - 5.9 - 6.28
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.236 - - 3.518 - 3.372
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 852 - 0 121 0 605
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 281 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 583 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 852 - - ~ 48 0 605
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 48 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 281 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 233 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5.9 144.9
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 852 - 48 605
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.454 - 1.336 0.189
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.7 0 $ 381 12.3
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2.4 - 6 0.7

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 65.7
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 377 59 161 143 205 18 55 115 196 73 5
Future Vol, veh/h 15 377 59 161 143 205 18 55 115 196 73 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 8 4 2 5 16 4 6 10 5 4 2 40
Mvmt Flow 16 410 64 175 155 223 20 60 125 213 79 5
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 52.8 113.9 19.7 28.9
HCM LOS F F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 10% 4% 0% 32% 72%
Vol Thru, % 29% 96% 0% 28% 27%
Vol Right, % 61% 0% 100% 40% 2%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 188 392 59 509 274
LT Vol 18 15 0 161 196
Through Vol 55 377 0 143 73
RT Vol 115 0 59 205 5
Lane Flow Rate 204 426 64 553 298
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.475 0.942 0.128 1.146 0.685
Departure Headway (Hd) 8.918 8.378 7.563 7.454 8.795
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 407 435 477 487 414
Service Time 6.918 6.078 5.263 5.54 6.795
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.501 0.979 0.134 1.136 0.72
HCM Control Delay 19.7 59 11.4 113.9 28.9
HCM Lane LOS C F B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.5 10.9 0.4 19.3 5



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 9.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 82 0 36 0 12 262 136 16 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 82 0 36 0 12 262 136 16 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 23 2 22 2 50 6 6 50 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 89 0 39 0 13 285 148 17 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 179 - 186 179 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 178 178 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 178 - 8 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.33 - - - 7 - 7.16 7 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 6 - 6.16 6 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 6 - 6.16 6 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.407 - - - 4.45 - 3.554 4.45 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1494 - 0 0 637 0 766 637 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 808 0 815 670 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 670 0 1003 808 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1494 - - - 599 - 719 599 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 599 - 719 599 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 808 - 815 630 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 630 - 987 808 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.6 11.5
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 599 - - - - 1494 - 711 599
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - - - - 0.06 - 0.22 0.015
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.1 - 0 - - 7.6 0 11.5 11.1
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 0.8 0



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 191 0 237 0 0 75 0 28 304 1 51 129
Future Vol, veh/h 191 0 237 0 0 75 0 28 304 1 51 129
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 6 0 2 0 0 18 0 24 1 0 28 17
Mvmt Flow 208 0 258 0 0 82 0 30 330 1 55 140
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 157 - 98 - - 30 - 0 - 30 0 0
          Stage 1 127 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 30 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.39 - 6.93 - - 6.47 - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.59 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.19 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.557 - 3.319 - - 3.471 - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 792 0 939 0 0 997 0 - 0 1596 - -
          Stage 1 854 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 976 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 727 - 939 - - 997 - - - 1596 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 727 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 854 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 896 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11 8.9 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 727 939 997 1596 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.286 0.274 0.082 0.001 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 11.9 10.3 8.9 7.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.2 1.1 0.3 0 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 293 73 155 243 2
Future Vol, veh/h 12 293 73 155 243 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 2 20 7 4 0
Mvmt Flow 13 318 79 168 264 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 591 265 266 0 - 0
          Stage 1 265 - - - - -
          Stage 2 326 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.22 4.3 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.318 2.38 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 473 774 1201 - - -
          Stage 1 784 - - - - -
          Stage 2 736 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 438 774 1201 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 438 - - - - -
          Stage 1 727 - - - - -
          Stage 2 736 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13.5 2.6 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1201 - 751 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.066 - 0.441 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 0 13.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 2.3 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
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Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 57 0 28
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 57 0 28
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 62 0 30
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 62 0 30 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 62 0 30 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.3 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 94 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 884 900 867 1070 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 62 30
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 62 30
cSH 1070 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.06 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0
Control Delay (s) 8.6 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.6 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.8
Intersection Capacity Utilization 6.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 13.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 111 266 0 0 465 47 196 0 424 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 111 266 0 0 465 47 196 0 424 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 3 0 0 0 3 0 7 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 121 289 0 0 505 51 213 0 461 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 556 0 - - - 0 1062 - 289
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 531 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 531 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.13 - - - - - 5.7 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.47 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.227 - - - - - 3.563 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1010 - 0 0 - - 304 0 748
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 580 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 580 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1010 - - - - - 261 0 748
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 261 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 497 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 580 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.7 0 30.7
HCM LOS D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 261 748 1010 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.816 0.616 0.119 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 59.8 17.2 9 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F C A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 6.4 4.3 0.4 - - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 322 332 329 332 0 0 0 0 55 0 104
Future Vol, veh/h 0 322 332 329 332 0 0 0 0 55 0 104
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 6 3 5 0 2 2 2 2 0 11
Mvmt Flow 0 350 361 358 361 0 0 0 0 60 0 113
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 711 0 0 1608 - 361
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1077 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 531 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.13 - - 5.7 - 6.31
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.227 - - 3.518 - 3.399
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 884 - 0 159 0 664
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 327 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 590 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 884 - - 78 0 664
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 78 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 327 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 291 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5.9 54.3
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 884 - 78 664
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.405 - 0.766 0.17
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 11.8 0 135.3 11.5
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2 - 3.7 0.6



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 38.4
Intersection LOS E

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 334 38 148 96 192 12 58 117 203 59 3
Future Vol, veh/h 22 334 38 148 96 192 12 58 117 203 59 3
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 4 3 2 19 3 20 6 0 4 0 67
Mvmt Flow 24 363 41 161 104 209 13 63 127 221 64 3
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 37.6 55.5 18.7 25.4
HCM LOS E F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 6% 6% 0% 34% 77%
Vol Thru, % 31% 94% 0% 22% 22%
Vol Right, % 63% 0% 100% 44% 1%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 187 356 38 436 265
LT Vol 12 22 0 148 203
Through Vol 58 334 0 96 59
RT Vol 117 0 38 192 3
Lane Flow Rate 203 387 41 474 288
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.471 0.844 0.082 0.949 0.653
Departure Headway (Hd) 8.344 7.856 7.172 7.209 8.162
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 431 464 501 507 441
Service Time 6.425 5.578 4.894 5.228 6.231
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.471 0.834 0.082 0.935 0.653
HCM Control Delay 18.7 40.5 10.5 55.5 25.4
HCM Lane LOS C E B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.5 8.4 0.3 11.8 4.6



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 68 0 19 0 6 247 68 10 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 68 0 19 0 6 247 68 10 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 25 2 53 2 33 5 8 22 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 74 0 21 0 7 268 74 11 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 149 - 153 149 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 148 148 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 148 - 5 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.35 - - - 6.83 - 7.18 6.72 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.72 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.72 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.425 - - - 4.297 - 3.572 4.198 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1483 - 0 0 689 0 801 707 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 837 0 841 738 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 719 0 1002 857 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1483 - - - 655 - 765 672 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 655 - 765 672 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 837 - 841 701 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 683 - 994 857 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.6 10.3
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 655 - - - - 1483 - 758 672
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - - - 0.05 - 0.105 0.008
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.5 - 0 - - 7.6 0 10.3 10.4
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 0.3 0



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 188 0 187 0 0 14 0 16 220 0 34 63
Future Vol, veh/h 188 0 187 0 0 14 0 16 220 0 34 63
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 2 1 0 0 25 0 7 2 0 23 21
Mvmt Flow 204 0 203 0 0 15 0 17 239 0 37 68
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 88 - 53 - - 17 - 0 - - - 0
          Stage 1 71 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 17 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.405 - 6.915 - - 6.575 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.605 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.205 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5665 - 3.3095 - - 3.5375 - - - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 880 0 1007 0 0 995 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 918 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 2 989 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 867 - 1007 - - 995 - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 867 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 918 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 974 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 8.7 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 867 1007 995 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.236 0.202 0.015 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 10.4 9.5 8.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0.9 0.8 0 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 No Build

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 216 12 171 209 2
Future Vol, veh/h 4 216 12 171 209 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 1 30 2 2 0
Mvmt Flow 4 235 13 186 227 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 440 228 229 0 - 0
          Stage 1 228 - - - - -
          Stage 2 212 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.65 6.21 4.4 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.65 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.65 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.725 3.309 2.47 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 534 814 1190 - - -
          Stage 1 759 - - - - -
          Stage 2 772 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 528 814 1190 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 528 - - - - -
          Stage 1 750 - - - - -
          Stage 2 772 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.3 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1190 - 806 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - 0.297 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 11.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.2 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2028 No Build

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 25 0 18
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 25 0 18
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 27 0 20
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 27 0 20 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 27 0 20 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.3 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.4 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 97 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 963 900 878 1054 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 27 20
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 27 20
cSH 1054 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.03 0.01
Queue Length 95th (ft) 2 0
Control Delay (s) 8.5 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.5 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 6.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



 

 

 

APPENDIX M 

 

2028 Build Capacity/Level-of-Service Analysis 





New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 22.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 108 103 0 0 620 77 331 0 205 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 108 103 0 0 620 77 331 0 205 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 19 6 0 0 1 1 9 0 6 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 117 112 0 0 674 84 360 0 223 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 758 0 - - - 0 1062 - 112
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 346 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 716 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.29 - - - - - 4.6 - 6.26
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.49 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.49 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.371 - - - - - 3.581 - 3.354
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 782 - 0 0 - - 419 0 930
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 701 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 472 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 782 - - - - - ~ 352 0 930
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 352 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 589 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 472 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 5.3 0 58.8
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 352 930 782 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 1.022 0.24 0.15 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 89 10.1 10.4 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F B B A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 12.1 0.9 0.5 - - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 191 263 414 537 0 0 0 0 20 0 114
Future Vol, veh/h 0 191 263 414 537 0 0 0 0 20 0 114
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 11 9 2 5 0 2 2 2 32 0 17
Mvmt Flow 0 208 286 450 584 0 0 0 0 22 0 124
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 494 0 0 1835 - 584
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1484 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 351 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.12 - - 4.6 - 6.37
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.72 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.72 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.218 - - 3.788 - 3.453
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 1070 - 0 206 0 485
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 178 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 651 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1070 - - 78 0 485
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 78 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 178 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 246 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.7 22.9
HCM LOS C
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 1070 - 78 485
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.421 - 0.279 0.255
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 10.8 0 68.1 15
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2.1 - 1 1



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 80.2
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 201 30 50 459 142 32 49 82 171 29 33
Future Vol, veh/h 4 201 30 50 459 142 32 49 82 171 29 33
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 18 3 13 8 6 3 4 3 2 14 3
Mvmt Flow 4 218 33 54 499 154 35 53 89 186 32 36
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 16.5 141.7 14.8 18.2
HCM LOS C F B C
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 20% 2% 0% 8% 73%
Vol Thru, % 30% 98% 0% 71% 12%
Vol Right, % 50% 0% 100% 22% 14%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 163 205 30 651 233
LT Vol 32 4 0 50 171
Through Vol 49 201 0 459 29
RT Vol 82 0 30 142 33
Lane Flow Rate 177 223 33 708 253
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.348 0.465 0.061 1.235 0.499
Departure Headway (Hd) 7.735 7.968 7.114 6.281 7.721
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 468 455 506 580 471
Service Time 5.735 5.668 4.814 4.341 5.721
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.378 0.49 0.065 1.221 0.537
HCM Control Delay 14.8 17.4 10.3 141.7 18.2
HCM Lane LOS B C B F C
HCM 95th-tile Q 1.5 2.4 0.2 26.6 2.7



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 11.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 413 0 113 0 10 175 61 18 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 413 0 113 0 10 175 61 18 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 6 4 2 20 25 0 6 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 449 0 123 0 11 190 66 20 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 899 - 905 899 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 898 898 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 898 - 7 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.12 - - - 6.7 - 7.1 6.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.7 - 6.1 5.56 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.7 - 6.1 5.56 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.218 - - - 4.18 - 3.5 4.054 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - 0 0 260 0 260 274 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 860 0 337 353 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 335 0 1020 887 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1622 - - - 188 - 196 198 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 188 - 196 198 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 860 - 337 255 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 242 - 1007 887 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 8.1 33.4
HCM LOS - D
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 188 - - - - 1622 - 196 198
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.029 - - - - 0.277 - 0.388 0.049
HCM Control Delay (s) 24.7 - 0 - - 8.1 0 34.6 24.1
HCM Lane LOS C - A - - A A D C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - - 1.1 - 1.7 0.2



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBU SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 75 0 80 0 0 336 0 65 102 2 0 141 488
Future Vol, veh/h 75 0 80 0 0 336 0 65 102 2 0 141 488
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 17 0 4 0 0 2 0 50 5 0 0 19 3
Mvmt Flow 82 0 87 0 0 365 0 71 111 2 0 153 530
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 493 - 342 - - 71 - 0 - - 71 0 0
          Stage 1 422 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 71 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.555 - 6.96 - - 6.23 - - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.755 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.355 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.6615 - 3.338 - - 3.319 - - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 444 0 650 0 0 991 0 - 0 - 1542 - -
          Stage 1 548 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
          Stage 2 899 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 280 - 650 - - 991 - - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 280 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 548 - - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 568 - - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.1 10.7 0
HCM LOS C B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 280 650 991 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.291 0.134 0.369 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 23.1 11.4 10.7 - - -
HCM Lane LOS - C B B - - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.2 0.5 1.7 - - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 98 327 126 119 9
Future Vol, veh/h 4 98 327 126 119 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 5 1 4 10 22
Mvmt Flow 4 107 355 137 129 10
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 981 134 139 0 - 0
          Stage 1 134 - - - - -
          Stage 2 847 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.25 4.11 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.345 2.209 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 279 907 1451 - - -
          Stage 1 897 - - - - -
          Stage 2 424 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 205 907 1451 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 205 - - - - -
          Stage 1 659 - - - - -
          Stage 2 424 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 6 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1451 - 800 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.245 - 0.139 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.3 0 10.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 1 - 0.5 - -



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 82 0 119
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 82 0 119
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.51 0.51 0.88 0.88
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 161 0 135
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 161 0 135 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 161 0 135 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.5 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.6 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 84 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 679 900 760 1001 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 161 135
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 161 135
cSH 1001 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.16 0.08
Queue Length 95th (ft) 14 0
Control Delay (s) 9.3 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 9.3 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 5.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 10.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 39.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 121 264 0 0 509 58 260 0 377 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 121 264 0 0 509 58 260 0 377 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 9 2 0 0 4 5 14 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 132 287 0 0 553 63 283 0 410 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 616 0 - - - 0 1136 - 287
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 551 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 585 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.19 - - - - - 5.9 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.54 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.54 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.281 - - - - - 3.626 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 931 - 0 0 - - ~ 259 0 750
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 554 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 534 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 931 - - - - - ~ 215 0 750
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 215 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 460 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 534 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 3 0 96.7
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 215 750 931 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 1.314 0.546 0.141 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 214.6 15.4 9.5 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F C A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 15.4 3.4 0.5 - - -

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 20

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 326 401 356 413 0 0 0 0 59 0 113
Future Vol, veh/h 0 326 401 356 413 0 0 0 0 59 0 113
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 4 8 4 10 0 2 2 2 2 0 15
Mvmt Flow 0 354 436 387 449 0 0 0 0 64 0 123
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 790 0 0 1795 - 449
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1223 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 572 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.14 - - 5.9 - 6.35
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.236 - - 3.518 - 3.435
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 821 - 0 115 0 584
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 278 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 565 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 821 - - ~ 43 0 584
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - ~ 43 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 278 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 210 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 6.1 166.5
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 821 - 43 584
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.471 - 1.491 0.21
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 13.2 0$ 460.8 12.8
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2.6 - 6.4 0.8

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 78.5
Intersection LOS F

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 416 59 161 160 205 18 55 115 196 73 5
Future Vol, veh/h 15 416 59 161 160 205 18 55 115 196 73 5
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 8 2 5 25 5 6 9 5 4 1 40
Mvmt Flow 16 452 64 175 174 223 20 60 125 213 79 5
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 74.1 128.5 20.5 30.3
HCM LOS F F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 10% 3% 0% 31% 72%
Vol Thru, % 29% 97% 0% 30% 27%
Vol Right, % 61% 0% 100% 39% 2%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 188 431 59 526 274
LT Vol 18 15 0 161 196
Through Vol 55 416 0 160 73
RT Vol 115 0 59 205 5
Lane Flow Rate 204 468 64 572 298
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.483 1.036 0.129 1.184 0.696
Departure Headway (Hd) 9.218 8.463 7.737 7.731 9.05
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 394 431 466 475 402
Service Time 7.218 6.163 5.437 5.731 7.05
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.518 1.086 0.137 1.204 0.741
HCM Control Delay 20.5 82.6 11.6 128.5 30.3
HCM Lane LOS C F B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.5 13.8 0.4 20.7 5.1



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 9.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 99 0 36 0 12 301 136 16 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 99 0 36 0 12 301 136 16 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 37 2 21 2 55 11 6 53 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 108 0 39 0 13 327 148 17 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 217 - 224 217 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 216 216 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 216 - 8 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.47 - - - 7.05 - 7.16 7.03 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 6.05 - 6.16 6.03 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 6.05 - 6.16 6.03 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.533 - - - 4.495 - 3.554 4.477 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1420 - 0 0 598 0 723 601 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 800 0 777 639 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 636 0 1003 803 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1420 - - - 553 - 669 555 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 553 - 669 555 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 800 - 777 590 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 588 - 987 803 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.7 12.1
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 553 - - - - 1420 - 661 555
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - - - - 0.076 - 0.237 0.016
HCM Control Delay (s) 11.6 - 0 - - 7.7 0 12.1 11.6
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 0.9 0



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 191 0 237 0 0 75 0 67 307 1 68 129
Future Vol, veh/h 191 0 237 0 0 75 0 67 307 1 68 129
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 0 2 0 0 18 0 35 1 0 47 17
Mvmt Flow 208 0 258 0 0 82 0 73 334 1 74 140
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 219 - 107 - - 73 - 0 - 73 0 0
          Stage 1 146 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 73 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.405 - 6.93 - - 6.47 - - - 4.1 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.605 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.205 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5665 - 3.319 - - 3.471 - - - 2.2 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 716 0 927 0 0 942 0 - 0 1540 - -
          Stage 1 829 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
          Stage 2 923 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 654 - 927 - - 942 - - - 1540 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 654 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 829 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 843 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.6 9.2 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 654 927 942 1540 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.317 0.278 0.087 0.001 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 13 10.4 9.2 7.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1.4 1.1 0.3 0 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 6.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 296 73 155 243 2
Future Vol, veh/h 12 296 73 155 243 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 1 20 7 4 0
Mvmt Flow 13 322 79 168 264 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 591 265 266 0 - 0
          Stage 1 265 - - - - -
          Stage 2 326 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.21 4.3 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.309 2.38 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 473 776 1201 - - -
          Stage 1 784 - - - - -
          Stage 2 736 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 438 776 1201 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 438 - - - - -
          Stage 1 727 - - - - -
          Stage 2 736 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13.6 2.6 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1201 - 753 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.066 - 0.445 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.2 0 13.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - 2.3 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 99 0 45
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 99 0 45
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 108 0 49
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 108 0 49 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 108 0 49 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.4 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.5 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 90 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 784 900 846 1029 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 108 49
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 108 49
cSH 1029 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.10 0.03
Queue Length 95th (ft) 9 0
Control Delay (s) 8.9 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 6.1
Intersection Capacity Utilization 9.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
1: Route 140 NB Off Ramp/Route 140 NB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 15.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 120 266 0 0 465 47 205 0 424 0 0 0
Future Vol, veh/h 120 266 0 0 465 47 205 0 424 0 0 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - Stop - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - 0 - 75 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 16965 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 10 0 0 0 3 0 12 0 3 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 130 289 0 0 505 51 223 0 461 0 0 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 556 0 - - - 0 1080 - 289
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 549 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 531 - -
Critical Hdwy 4.2 - - - - - 5.7 - 6.23
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.52 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.52 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.29 - - - - - 3.608 - 3.327
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 976 - 0 0 - - 295 0 748
          Stage 1 - - 0 0 - - 559 0 -
          Stage 2 - - 0 0 - - 570 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 976 - - - - - 248 0 748
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 248 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 470 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 570 0 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 2.9 0 36.6
HCM LOS E
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT WBT WBR
Capacity (veh/h) 248 748 976 - - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.898 0.616 0.134 - - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 76.6 17.2 9.3 0 - -
HCM Lane LOS F C A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 7.7 4.3 0.5 - - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
2: Route 140 SB Off Ramp/Route 140 SB On Ramp & Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 331 340 329 341 0 0 0 0 55 0 112
Future Vol, veh/h 0 331 340 329 341 0 0 0 0 55 0 112
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - Stop
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - 0 - 75
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 16974 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 4 9 4 7 0 2 2 2 2 0 18
Mvmt Flow 0 360 370 358 371 0 0 0 0 60 0 122
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All - 0 0 730 0 0 1632 - 371
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1087 - -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 545 - -
Critical Hdwy - - - 4.14 - - 5.7 - 6.38
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 5.42 - -
Follow-up Hdwy - - - 2.236 - - 3.518 - 3.462
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 0 - - 865 - 0 155 0 641
          Stage 1 0 - - - - 0 323 0 -
          Stage 2 0 - - - - 0 581 0 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 865 - - 74 0 641
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 74 0 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 323 0 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 278 0 -
 

Approach EB WB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 5.9 57.5
HCM LOS F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) - - 865 - 74 641
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.413 - 0.808 0.19
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 12.1 0 150.3 11.9
HCM Lane LOS - - B A F B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 2 - 3.9 0.7



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 45.1
Intersection LOS E

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 351 38 148 113 192 12 58 117 203 59 3
Future Vol, veh/h 22 351 38 148 113 192 12 58 117 203 59 3
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 9 3 1 31 3 18 5 0 4 0 67
Mvmt Flow 24 382 41 161 123 209 13 63 127 221 64 3
Number of Lanes 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 2 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 2 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 2
HCM Control Delay 43.6 68 19.3 26.5
HCM LOS E F C D
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 EBLn2 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 6% 6% 0% 33% 77%
Vol Thru, % 31% 94% 0% 25% 22%
Vol Right, % 63% 0% 100% 42% 1%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 187 373 38 453 265
LT Vol 12 22 0 148 203
Through Vol 58 351 0 113 59
RT Vol 117 0 38 192 3
Lane Flow Rate 203 405 41 492 288
Geometry Grp 2 7 7 5 2
Degree of Util (X) 0.478 0.885 0.085 1.001 0.663
Departure Headway (Hd) 8.613 7.992 7.371 7.316 8.426
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 421 458 487 497 432
Service Time 6.613 5.692 5.096 5.322 6.426
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.482 0.884 0.084 0.99 0.667
HCM Control Delay 19.3 46.9 10.8 68 26.5
HCM Lane LOS C E B F D
HCM 95th-tile Q 2.5 9.4 0.3 13.6 4.7



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
4: Duchaine Boulevard & Theodore Rice Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 8.8

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 85 0 19 0 6 264 68 10 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 0 85 0 19 0 6 264 68 10 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - Free - - Free - - None
Storage Length - - - - - 0 - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 40 2 56 2 33 12 8 20 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 0 92 0 21 0 7 287 74 11 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 0 1 0 0 - 185 - 189 185 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 184 184 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 184 - 5 1 -
Critical Hdwy 4.12 - - 4.5 - - - 6.83 - 7.18 6.7 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.7 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - - 5.83 - 6.18 5.7 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.218 - - 2.56 - - - 4.297 - 3.572 4.18 -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1405 - 0 0 657 0 758 678 0
          Stage 1 - - - - - 0 0 837 0 804 715 0
          Stage 2 - - - - - 0 0 693 0 1002 860 0
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - - 1405 - - - 614 - 715 634 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 614 - 715 634 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - - 837 - 804 669 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - - 648 - 994 860 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 7.7 10.7
HCM LOS - B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 NBLn2 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT SBLn1 SBLn2
Capacity (veh/h) 614 - - - - 1405 - 709 634
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - - - 0.066 - 0.112 0.009
HCM Control Delay (s) 10.9 - 0 - - 7.7 0 10.7 10.7
HCM Lane LOS B - A - - A A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - - - 0.2 - 0.4 0



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
5: Duchaine Boulevard & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 4

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 7.4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 188 0 187 0 0 14 0 33 220 0 51 63
Future Vol, veh/h 188 0 187 0 0 14 0 33 220 0 51 63
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - Stop - - Stop - - Free - - None
Storage Length 0 - 50 - - 0 - - 0 - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 7 2 1 0 0 23 0 56 1 0 49 22
Mvmt Flow 204 0 203 0 0 15 0 36 239 0 55 68
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 125 - 62 - - 36 - 0 - - - 0
          Stage 1 89 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 36 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 7.405 - 6.915 - - 6.545 - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.605 - - - - - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.205 - - - - - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5665 - 3.3095 - - 3.5185 - - - - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 830 0 993 0 0 975 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 1 896 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
          Stage 2 966 0 - 0 0 - 0 - 0 0 - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 817 - 993 - - 975 - - - - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 817 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 1 896 - - - - - - - - - - -
          Stage 2 951 - - - - - - - - - - -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.3 8.8 0 0
HCM LOS B A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT EBLn1 EBLn2WBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) - 817 993 975 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.25 0.205 0.016 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) - 10.9 9.6 8.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS - B A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 1 0.8 0 - -



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
6: Phillips Road & Samuel Barnet Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

12/01/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 5

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 4 216 12 171 209 2
Future Vol, veh/h 4 216 12 171 209 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 25 1 27 2 2 0
Mvmt Flow 4 235 13 186 227 2
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 440 228 229 0 - 0
          Stage 1 228 - - - - -
          Stage 2 212 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.65 6.21 4.37 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.65 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.65 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.725 3.309 2.443 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 534 814 1205 - - -
          Stage 1 759 - - - - -
          Stage 2 772 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 528 814 1205 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 528 - - - - -
          Stage 1 750 - - - - -
          Stage 2 772 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 11.3 0.5 0
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1205 - 806 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.011 - 0.297 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8 0 11.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A B - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.2 - -





New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour
14: SIte Driveway & Duchaine Boulevard 2028 Build w Bio

11/29/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 0 0 0 42 0 35
Future Volume (Veh/h) 0 0 0 42 0 35
Sign Control Stop Stop Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 0 0 46 0 38
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 46 0 38 0 0
vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 46 0 38 0 0
tC, single (s) 7.1 6.5 6.5 6.7 4.1
tC, 2 stage (s)
tF (s) 3.5 4.0 4.0 3.7 2.2
p0 queue free % 100 100 100 95 100
cM capacity (veh/h) 915 900 858 962 1636

Direction, Lane # WB 1 SB 1
Volume Total 46 38
Volume Left 0 0
Volume Right 46 38
cSH 962 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.05 0.02
Queue Length 95th (ft) 4 0
Control Delay (s) 8.9 0.0
Lane LOS A
Approach Delay (s) 8.9 0.0
Approach LOS A

Intersection Summary
Average Delay 4.9
Intersection Capacity Utilization 6.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Capacity/Level-of-Service Analysis Summary 





Capacity Analysis Summary

New Bedford Transfer Station

New Bedford, MA

Intersection LOS1 Delay2 V/C3 LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB LT A 3.9 0.08 A 4.4 0.10 A 4.6 0.12 A 5.3 0.15 A 5.3 0.15

at Braley Road WB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

NB L D 28.7 0.69 D 32.1 0.72 F 61.3 0.92 F 89.0 1.02 F 89.0 1.02

R A 9.8 0.21 A 9.8 0.21 B 10.1 0.24 B 10.1 0.24 B 10.1 0.24

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

at Braley Road WB LT B 10.2 0.40 A 4.6 0.41 A 4.6 0.41 A 4.7 0.42 A 4.7 0.42

SB L F 56.8 0.24 F 60.8 0.26 F 60.5 0.25 F 68.1 0.28 F 68.1 0.28

R B 14.3 0.23 B 14.3 0.23 B 14.3 0.23 C 15.0 0.26 C 15.0 0.26

Braley Road/ EB LT B 14.1 0.33 C 15.2 0.39 C 15.2 0.39 C 17.4 0.49 A 8.2 0.27

Theodore Rice Boulevard at R A 10.0 0.06 A 10.0 0.06 A 10.0 0.06 B 10.3 0.07 A 1.1 0.04

Phillips Road WB LTR F 108.7 1.14 F 116.5 1.16 F 116.5 1.16 F 141.7 1.22 B 19.0 0.81

NB LTR B 13.9 0.36 B 14.2 0.36 B 14.2 0.36 B 14.8 0.38 C 22.0 0.42

SB LTR C 16.8 0.51 C 17.3 0.52 C 17.3 0.52 C 18.2 0.54 D 50.4 0.84

F 64.5 n/a F 67.8 n/a F 67.7 n/a F 80.2 n/a C 23.0 0.82

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB LR A 8.2 0.30 A 8.2 0.30 A 8.0 0.27 A 8.1 0.28 A 8.1 0.28

Duchaine Boulevard NB TR A 0.0 0.04 A 0.0 0.04 A 0.0 0.03 A 0.0 0.03 A 0.0 0.03

SB L E 44.4 0.49 E 44.8 0.50 D 31.6 0.36 D 34.6 0.39 D 34.6 0.39

T D 26.7 0.06 D 26.8 0.06 C 22.8 0.05 C 24.1 0.05 C 24.1 0.05

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L C 21.4 0.29 C 23.1 0.31 C 20.0 0.25 C 23.1 0.29 C 23.1 0.29

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R B 11.7 0.15 B 11.7 0.15 B 11.3 0.13 B 11.4 0.13 B 11.4 0.13

WB R B 10.2 0.37 B 10.6 0.38 B 10.3 0.35 B 10.7 0.37 B 10.7 0.37

NB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

SB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

Phillips Road at EB LR B 10.2 0.13 B 10.2 0.13 B 10.2 0.14 B 10.2 0.14 B 10.2 0.14

Samuel Barnet Boulevard NB LT A 6.0 0.24 A 6.0 0.24 A 6.0 0.25 A 6.0 0.25 A 6.0 0.25

SB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R A 8.6 0.02 A 8.7 0.05 A 8.8 0.08 A 9.3 0.16 A 9.3 0.16

Site Driveway SB R A 0.1 0.00 A 0.0 0.08 A 0.0 0.07 A 0.0 0.08 A 0.0 0.08

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio; intersection capacity utilization reported for overall

n/a Not Applicable

Overall

Weekday Morning Peak Hour

2021 Existing 2028 Build

Movement

2028 No Build2021 Base 2028 Build w/ Mitigation



Queue Summary

New Bedford Transfer Station

New Bedford, MA

Intersection Movement 50th Queue1 95th Queue2 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB LT n/a 8 n/a 8 n/a 10 n/a 13 n/a 13

at Braley Road WB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

NB L n/a 128 n/a 140 n/a 243 n/a 303 n/a 303

R n/a 20 n/a 20 n/a 23 n/a 23 n/a 23

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

at Braley Road WB LT n/a 48 n/a 50 n/a 50 n/a 53 n/a 53

SB L n/a 23 n/a 23 n/a 23 n/a 25 n/a 25

R n/a 23 n/a 23 n/a 23 n/a 25 n/a 25

Braley Road/ EB LT n/a 33 n/a 43 n/a 43 n/a 60 23 108

Theodore Rice Boulevard at R n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 0 6

Phillips Road WB LTR n/a 563 n/a 585 n/a 585 n/a 665 107 465

NB LTR n/a 38 n/a 38 n/a 38 n/a 38 25 176

SB LTR n/a 65 n/a 65 n/a 65 n/a 68 54 361

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB LR n/a 33 n/a 33 n/a 28 n/a 28 n/a 28

Duchaine Boulevard NB TR n/a 3 n/a 3 n/a 3 n/a 3 n/a 3

SB L n/a 60 n/a 60 n/a 40 n/a 43 n/a 43

T n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 3 n/a 5 n/a 5

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L n/a 30 n/a 33 n/a 25 n/a 30 n/a 30

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R n/a 13 n/a 13 n/a 13 n/a 13 n/a 13

WB R n/a 43 n/a 45 n/a 40 n/a 43 n/a 43

NB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

SB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Phillips Road at EB LR n/a 10 n/a 13 n/a 13 n/a 13 n/a 13

Samuel Barnet Boulevard NB LT n/a 23 n/a 23 n/a 25 n/a 25 n/a 25

SB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R n/a 1 n/a 4 n/a 6 n/a 14 n/a 14

Site Driveway SB R n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

1 50th Percentile Queue Length (ft)

2 95th Percentile Queue Length (ft)

n/a Not Applicable

Weekday Morning Peak Hour

2021 Existing 2028 Build2028 No Build2021 Base 2028 Build w/ Mitigation



Capacity Analysis Summary

New Bedford Transfer Station

New Bedford, MA

Intersection LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB LT A 2.2 0.09 A 2.5 0.10 A 2.5 0.11 A 3.0 0.14 A 9.5 0.14

at Braley Road WB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

NB L F 69.8 0.90 F 83.2 0.95 F 147.3 1.15 F 214.6 1.31 F 214.6 1.31

R B 14.1 0.49 B 14.1 0.49 C 15.4 0.55 C 15.4 0.55 C 15.4 0.55

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

at Braley Road WB LT B 5.5 0.41 B 5.7 0.42 B 5.9 0.45 B 6.1 0.47 B 6.1 0.47

SB L F 213.5 0.97 F 235.1 1.02 F 381.0 1.34 F 460.8 1.49 F 460.8 1.49

R B 12.0 0.17 B 12.0 0.18 B 12.3 0.19 B 12.8 0.21 B 12.8 0.21

Braley Road/ EB LT E 39.4 0.85 E 48.8 0.92 F 59.0 0.98 F 82.6 1.09 B 14.0 0.49

Theodore Rice Boulevard at R B 10.9 0.13 B 11.0 0.13 B 11.4 0.13 B 11.6 0.14 A 3.8 0.07

Phillips Road WB LTR F 85.3 1.05 F 92.5 1.06 F 113.9 1.14 F 128.5 1.20 E 58.0 1.00

NB LTR C 17.8 0.46 C 18.4 0.47 C 19.7 0.50 C 20.5 0.52 B 17.0 0.41

SB LTR C 25.0 0.66 D 26.0 0.68 D 28.9 0.72 D 30.3 0.74 E 78.4 0.98

E 49.2 n/a F 54.5 n/a F 65.7 n/a F 78.5 n/a D 41.5 0.919

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB LR A 7.6 0.07 A 7.6 0.07 A 7.6 0.06 A 7.7 0.08 A 7.7 0.08

Duchaine Boulevard NB TR A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01

SB L B 12.1 0.26 B 12.1 0.26 B 11.5 0.22 B 12.1 0.24 B 12.1 0.24

T B 11.3 0.02 B 11.4 0.02 B 11.1 0.02 B 11.6 0.02 B 11.6 0.02

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L B 13.3 0.38 B 14.2 0.41 B 11.9 0.29 B 13.0 0.32 B 13.0 0.32

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R B 11.3 0.37 B 11.3 0.37 B 10.3 0.27 B 10.4 0.28 B 10.4 0.28

WB R A 8.9 0.10 A 9.1 0.11 A 8.9 0.08 A 9.2 0.09 A 9.2 0.09

NB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

SB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

Phillips Road at EB LR C 15.2 0.51 C 15.2 0.52 B 13.5 0.44 B 13.6 0.45 B 13.6 0.45

Samuel Barnet Boulevard NB LT A 2.7 0.08 A 2.7 0.08 A 2.6 0.07 A 2.6 0.07 A 8.2 0.07

SB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R A 8.5 0.04 A 8.6 0.08 A 8.6 0.06 A 8.9 0.10 A 8.9 0.10

Site Driveway SB R A 1.1 0.00 A 0.0 0.02 A 0.0 0.02 A 0.0 0.03 A 0.0 0.03

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio; intersection capacity utilization reported for overall

n/a Not Applicable

Overall

Weekday Afternoon School Dismissal Peak Hour

2021 Existing 2028 Build

Movement

2028 No Build2021 Base 2028 Build w/ Mitigation



Queue Summary

New Bedford Transfer Station

New Bedford, MA

Intersection Movement 50th Queue1
95th Queue2 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB LT n/a 8 n/a 8 n/a 10 n/a 13 n/a 13

at Braley Road WB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

NB L n/a 203 n/a 223 n/a 313 n/a 385 n/a 385

R n/a 70 n/a 70 n/a 85 n/a 85 n/a 85

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

at Braley Road WB LT n/a 50 n/a 53 n/a 60 n/a 65 n/a 65

SB L n/a 118 n/a 123 n/a 150 n/a 160 n/a 160

R n/a 15 n/a 15 n/a 18 n/a 20 n/a 20

Braley Road/ EB LT n/a 200 n/a 240 n/a 273 n/a 345 98 306

Theodore Rice Boulevard at R n/a 10 n/a 10 n/a 10 n/a 10 0 22

Phillips Road WB LTR n/a 408 n/a 428 n/a 483 n/a 518 185 602

NB LTR n/a 55 n/a 58 n/a 63 n/a 63 39 129

SB LTR n/a 108 n/a 113 n/a 125 n/a 128 117 375

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB LR n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5

Duchaine Boulevard NB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

SB L n/a 25 n/a 25 n/a 20 n/a 23 n/a 23

T n/a 3 n/a 3 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L n/a 45 n/a 50 n/a 30 n/a 35 n/a 35

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R n/a 43 n/a 43 n/a 28 n/a 28 n/a 28

WB R n/a 8 n/a 10 n/a 8 n/a 8 n/a 8

NB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

SB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Phillips Road at EB LR n/a 73 n/a 75 n/a 58 n/a 58 n/a 58

Samuel Barnet Boulevard NB LT n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5

SB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R n/a 3 n/a 6 n/a 5 n/a 9 n/a 9

Site Driveway SB R n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

1 50th Percentile Queue Length (ft)

2 95th Percentile Queue Length (ft)

n/a Not Applicable

Weekday Afternoon School Dismissal Peak Hour

2021 Existing 2028 Build2028 No Build2021 Base 2028 Build w/ Mitigation



Capacity Analysis Summary

New Bedford Transfer Station

New Bedford, MA

Intersection LOS1 Delay2 V/C3
LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C LOS Delay V/C

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB LT A 2.6 0.11 A 2.6 0.11 A 2.7 0.12 A 2.9 0.13 A 2.9 0.13

at Braley Road WB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

NB L E 45.7 0.73 E 46.5 0.73 F 59.8 0.82 F 76.6 0.90 F 76.6 0.90

R C 16.1 0.58 C 16.1 0.58 C 17.2 0.62 C 17.2 0.62 C 17.2 0.62

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

at Braley Road WB LT C 6.2 0.44 B 6.2 0.44 A 5.9 0.41 B 5.9 0.41 B 5.9 0.41

SB L F 205.4 0.96 F 211.9 0.97 F 135.3 0.77 F 150.3 0.81 F 150.3 0.81

R B 11.8 0.18 B 11.8 0.18 B 11.5 0.17 B 11.9 0.19 B 11.9 0.19

Braley Road/ EB LT F 57.4 0.95 F 58.3 0.96 E 40.5 0.83 E 46.9 0.88 B 13.1 0.44

Theodore Rice Boulevard at R B 11.2 0.10 B 11.2 0.10 B 10.5 0.08 B 10.8 0.08 A 2.4 0.05

Phillips Road WB LTR F 93.3 1.07 F 95.0 1.08 F 55.5 0.94 F 68.0 0.99 C 24.1 0.78

NB LTR C 21.7 0.55 C 21.8 0.55 C 18.7 0.47 C 19.3 0.48 B 15.9 0.38

SB LTR D 31.9 0.75 D 32.2 0.75 D 25.4 0.65 D 26.5 0.67 E 78.7 0.98

F 57.7 n/a F 58.6 n/a E 38.4 n/a E 45.1 n/a C 30.2 0.84

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB LR A 7.6 0.06 A 7.6 0.06 A 7.6 0.05 A 7.7 0.07 A 7.7 0.07

Duchaine Boulevard NB TR A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.00

SB L B 10.9 0.14 B 10.9 0.14 B 10.3 0.11 B 10.7 0.11 B 10.7 0.11

T B 10.7 0.01 B 10.7 0.01 B 10.4 0.01 B 10.7 0.01 B 10.7 0.01

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L B 11.7 0.35 B 11.8 0.35 B 10.4 0.24 B 10.9 0.25 B 10.9 0.25

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R B 10.2 0.29 B 10.2 0.29 A 9.5 0.20 A 9.6 0.21 A 9.6 0.21

WB R A 8.7 0.02 A 8.7 0.02 A 8.7 0.02 A 8.8 0.02 A 8.8 0.02

NB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

SB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

Phillips Road at EB LR B 12.6 0.38 B 13.3 0.46 B 11.3 0.30 B 11.3 0.30 B 11.3 0.30

Samuel Barnet Boulevard NB LT A 0.5 0.01 A 0.5 0.01 A 0.5 0.01 A 0.5 0.01 A 8.0 0.01

SB TR A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00 A 0.0 0.00

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R A 8.5 0.03 A 8.5 0.03 A 8.5 0.03 A 8.9 0.05 A 8.9 0.05

Site Driveway SB R A 2.3 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.01 A 0.0 0.02 A 0.0 0.02

1 Level-of-Service

2 Average vehicle delay in seconds

3 Volume to capacity ratio; intersection capacity utilization reported for overall

n/a Not Applicable

Overall

Movement

Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour

2021 Existing 2028 No Build 2028 Build2021 Base 2028 Build w/ Mitigation



Queue Summary

New Bedford Transfer Station

New Bedford, MA

Intersection Movement 50th Queue1 95th Queue2 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue 50th Queue 95th Queue

Route 140 Northbound Ramps EB LT n/a 10 n/a 10 n/a 10 n/a 13 n/a 13

at Braley Road WB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

NB L n/a 130 n/a 130 n/a 160 n/a 193 n/a 193

R n/a 95 n/a 95 n/a 108 n/a 108 n/a 108

Route 140 Southbound Ramps EB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

at Braley Road WB LT n/a 58 n/a 58 n/a 50 n/a 50 n/a 50

SB L n/a 118 n/a 118 n/a 93 n/a 98 n/a 98

R n/a 18 n/a 18 n/a 15 n/a 18 n/a 18

Braley Road/ EB LT n/a 265 n/a 268 n/a 210 n/a 235 82 258

Theodore Rice Boulevard at R n/a 8 n/a 8 n/a 8 n/a 8 0 12

Phillips Road WB LTR n/a 410 n/a 415 n/a 295 n/a 340 118 460

NB LTR n/a 73 n/a 75 n/a 63 n/a 63 36 122

SB LTR n/a 143 n/a 143 n/a 115 n/a 118 113 368

Theodore Rice Boulevard at WB LR n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5 n/a 5

Duchaine Boulevard NB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

SB L n/a 13 n/a 13 n/a 8 n/a 10 n/a 10

T n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Duchaine Boulevard at EB L n/a 40 n/a 40 n/a 23 n/a 25 n/a 25

Samuel Barnet Boulevard R n/a 30 n/a 30 n/a 20 n/a 20 n/a 20

WB R n/a 3 n/a 3 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

NB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

SB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Phillips Road at EB LR n/a 45 n/a 63 n/a 30 n/a 30 n/a 30

Samuel Barnet Boulevard NB LT n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

SB TR n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

Duchaine Boulevard at WB R n/a 2 n/a 2 n/a 2 n/a 4 n/a 4

Site Driveway SB R n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0 n/a 0

1 50th Percentile Queue Length (ft)

2 95th Percentile Queue Length (ft)

n/a Not Applicable

Weekday Afternoon Commuter Peak Hour

2021 Existing 2028 No Build 2028 Build2021 Base 2028 Build w/ Mitigation
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APPENDIX P 

 

Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis 





HCS7 Warrants Report
Project Information
Analyst ZRD Date 12/2/2021
Agency McMahon Associates Analysis Year 2021 Existing
Jurisdiction New Bedford, MA Time Period Analyzed Weekday
Project Description New Bedford Transfer Station

General
Major Street Direction East-West Population < 10,000 No
Starting Time Interval 7 Coordinated Signal System No
Median Type Divided Crashes (crashes/year) 4
Major Street Speed (mi/h) 30 Adequate Trials of Crash Exp. Alt. No
Nearest Signal (ft) 2700

Geometry and Traffic

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Number of Lanes, N 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Lane Usage LT R LTR LTR LTR
Vehicle Volumes Averages (veh/h) 8 139 24 70 142 99 11 31 68 101 31 9
Pedestrian Averages (peds/h) 0 0 1 0
Gap Averages (gaps/h) 0 0 0 0
Delay (s/veh) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delay (veh-hrs) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

School Crossing and Roadway Network
Number of Students in Highest Hour 0 Two or More Major Routes No
Number of Adequate Gaps in Period 0 Weekend Counts No
Number of Minutes in Period 0 5-year Growth Factor (%) 0

Railroad Crossing
Grade Crossing Approach None Rail Traffic (trains/day) 0
Highest Volume Hour with Trains Unknown High Occupancy Buses (%) 0
Distance to Stop Line (ft) Tractor-Trailer Trucks (%) 0

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Signal Warrants Version 7.6 Generated: 2/2/2022 11:55:37 AM
2021 Existing.xsw

HCS7 Warrants Report
Volume Summary

Hour Major 
Volume

Minor 
Volume

Total 
Volume

Peds/h Gaps/h 1A
( 100% )

1A
( 80% )

1B
( 100% )

1B
( 80% )

2
( 100% )

3A
( 100% )

3B
( 100% )

4A
( 100% )

4B
( 100% )



07 - 08 776 217 1145 4 0 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
08 - 09 648 253 1084 4 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
09 - 10 624 225 990 1 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
10 - 11 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
11 - 12 630 163 944 6 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
12 - 13 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
13 - 14 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
14 - 15 697 181 1052 1 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
15 - 16 968 224 1394 0 0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
16 - 17 804 266 1243 0 0 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
17 - 18 674 198 1023 9 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
18 - 19 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
Total 5821 1727 8875 25 0 8 8 1 3 3 0 0 0 0

Warrants
Warrant 1: Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

A. Minimum Vehicular Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach) --or--
B. Interruption of Continuous Traffic (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach) --or--
80% Vehicular --and-- Interruption Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 2: Four-Hour Vehicular Volume
Four-Hour Vehicular Volume (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 3: Peak Hour
A. Peak-Hour Conditions (Minor delay -- and-- minor volume --and-- total volume) --or--
B. Peak-Hour Vehicular Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 4: Pedestrian Volume
A. Four Hour Volumes --or--
B. One-Hour Volumes

Warrant 5: School Crossing
Gaps Same Period --and--
Student Volumes
Nearest Traffic Control Signal (optional)

Warrant 6: Coordinated Signal System
Degree of Platooning (Predominant direction or both directions)

Warrant 7: Crash Experience
A. Adequate trials of alternatives, observance and enforcement failed --and--
B. Reported crashes susceptible to correction by signal (12-month period) --and--
C. 80% Volumes for Warrants 1A, 1B, --or-- 4 are satisfied

Warrant 8: Roadway Network
A. Weekday Volume (Peak hour total --and-- projected warrants 1, 2, or 3) --or--
B. Weekend Volume (Five hours total)

Warrant 9: Grade Crossing
A. Grade Crossing within 140 ft --and--
B. Peak-Hour Vehicular Volumes

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Signal Warrants Version 7.6 Generated: 2/2/2022 11:55:37 AM
2021 Existing.xsw



HCS7 Warrants Report
Project Information
Analyst ZRD Date 12/2/2021
Agency McMahon Associates Analysis Year 2028 No Build
Jurisdiction New Bedford, MA Time Period Analyzed Weekday
Project Description New Bedford Transfer Station

General
Major Street Direction East-West Population < 10,000 No
Starting Time Interval 7 Coordinated Signal System No
Median Type Divided Crashes (crashes/year) 4
Major Street Speed (mi/h) 30 Adequate Trials of Crash Exp. Alt. No
Nearest Signal (ft) 2700

Geometry and Traffic

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Number of Lanes, N 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Lane Usage LT R LTR LTR LTR
Vehicle Volumes Averages (veh/h) 8 148 26 75 152 106 12 34 72 109 34 10
Pedestrian Averages (peds/h) 0 0 1 0
Gap Averages (gaps/h) 0 0 0 0
Delay (s/veh) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delay (veh-hrs) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

School Crossing and Roadway Network
Number of Students in Highest Hour 0 Two or More Major Routes No
Number of Adequate Gaps in Period 0 Weekend Counts No
Number of Minutes in Period 0 5-year Growth Factor (%) 0

Railroad Crossing
Grade Crossing Approach None Rail Traffic (trains/day) 0
Highest Volume Hour with Trains Unknown High Occupancy Buses (%) 0
Distance to Stop Line (ft) Tractor-Trailer Trucks (%) 0

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Signal Warrants Version 7.6 Generated: 2/2/2022 11:58:52 AM
2028 No Build.xsw



HCS7 Warrants Report
Volume Summary

Hour Major 
Volume

Minor 
Volume

Total 
Volume

Peds/h Gaps/h 1A
( 100% )

1A
( 80% )

1B
( 100% )

1B
( 80% )

2
( 100% )

3A
( 100% )

3B
( 100% )

4A
( 100% )

4B
( 100% )

07 - 08 829 233 1225 4 0 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
08 - 09 693 272 1161 4 0 Yes Yes No No Yes No No No No
09 - 10 668 241 1060 1 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
10 - 11 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
11 - 12 673 175 1010 6 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
12 - 13 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
13 - 14 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
14 - 15 746 194 1127 1 0 Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No
15 - 16 1034 239 1489 0 0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
16 - 17 860 286 1332 0 0 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
17 - 18 722 213 1098 9 0 Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No
18 - 19 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
Total 6225 1853 9502 25 0 8 8 1 5 4 0 0 0 0

Warrants
Warrant 1: Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

A. Minimum Vehicular Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach) --or--
B. Interruption of Continuous Traffic (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach) --or--
80% Vehicular --and-- Interruption Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 2: Four-Hour Vehicular Volume
Four-Hour Vehicular Volume (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 3: Peak Hour
A. Peak-Hour Conditions (Minor delay -- and-- minor volume --and-- total volume) --or--
B. Peak-Hour Vehicular Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 4: Pedestrian Volume
A. Four Hour Volumes --or--
B. One-Hour Volumes

Warrant 5: School Crossing
Gaps Same Period --and--
Student Volumes
Nearest Traffic Control Signal (optional)

Warrant 6: Coordinated Signal System
Degree of Platooning (Predominant direction or both directions)

Warrant 7: Crash Experience
A. Adequate trials of alternatives, observance and enforcement failed --and--
B. Reported crashes susceptible to correction by signal (12-month period) --and--
C. 80% Volumes for Warrants 1A, 1B, --or-- 4 are satisfied

Warrant 8: Roadway Network
A. Weekday Volume (Peak hour total --and-- projected warrants 1, 2, or 3) --or--
B. Weekend Volume (Five hours total)

Warrant 9: Grade Crossing
A. Grade Crossing within 140 ft --and--
B. Peak-Hour Vehicular Volumes

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Signal Warrants Version 7.6 Generated: 2/2/2022 11:58:52 AM
2028 No Build.xsw



HCS7 Warrants Report
Project Information
Analyst ZRD Date 12/2/2021
Agency McMahon Associates Analysis Year 2028 Build
Jurisdiction New Bedford, MA Time Period Analyzed Weekday
Project Description New Bedford Transfer Station

General
Major Street Direction East-West Population < 10,000 No
Starting Time Interval 7 Coordinated Signal System No
Median Type Divided Crashes (crashes/year) 4
Major Street Speed (mi/h) 30 Adequate Trials of Crash Exp. Alt. No
Nearest Signal (ft) 2700

Geometry and Traffic

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Number of Lanes, N 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Lane Usage LT R LTR LTR LTR
Vehicle Volumes Averages (veh/h) 8 162 26 75 161 106 12 34 72 109 34 10
Pedestrian Averages (peds/h) 0 0 1 0
Gap Averages (gaps/h) 0 0 0 0
Delay (s/veh) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Delay (veh-hrs) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

School Crossing and Roadway Network
Number of Students in Highest Hour 0 Two or More Major Routes No
Number of Adequate Gaps in Period 0 Weekend Counts No
Number of Minutes in Period 0 5-year Growth Factor (%) 0

Railroad Crossing
Grade Crossing Approach None Rail Traffic (trains/day) 0
Highest Volume Hour with Trains Unknown High Occupancy Buses (%) 0
Distance to Stop Line (ft) Tractor-Trailer Trucks (%) 0

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Signal Warrants Version 7.6 Generated: 2/2/2022 11:57:16 AM
2028 Build.xsw



HCS7 Warrants Report
Volume Summary

Hour Major 
Volume

Minor 
Volume

Total 
Volume

Peds/h Gaps/h 1A
( 100% )

1A
( 80% )

1B
( 100% )

1B
( 80% )

2
( 100% )

3A
( 100% )

3B
( 100% )

4A
( 100% )

4B
( 100% )

07 - 08 885 233 1281 4 0 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
08 - 09 717 272 1185 4 0 Yes Yes No No Yes No No No No
09 - 10 696 241 1088 1 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
10 - 11 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
11 - 12 705 175 1042 6 0 Yes Yes No No No No No No No
12 - 13 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
13 - 14 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
14 - 15 801 194 1182 1 0 Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No
15 - 16 1072 239 1527 0 0 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
16 - 17 890 286 1362 0 0 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No
17 - 18 728 213 1104 9 0 Yes Yes No Yes No No No No No
18 - 19 0 0 0 0 0 No No No No No No No No No
Total 6494 1853 9771 25 0 8 8 1 5 4 0 0 0 0

Warrants
Warrant 1: Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume

A. Minimum Vehicular Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach) --or--
B. Interruption of Continuous Traffic (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach) --or--
80% Vehicular --and-- Interruption Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 2: Four-Hour Vehicular Volume
Four-Hour Vehicular Volume (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 3: Peak Hour
A. Peak-Hour Conditions (Minor delay -- and-- minor volume --and-- total volume) --or--
B. Peak-Hour Vehicular Volumes (Both major approaches --and-- higher minor approach)

Warrant 4: Pedestrian Volume
A. Four Hour Volumes --or--
B. One-Hour Volumes

Warrant 5: School Crossing
Gaps Same Period --and--
Student Volumes
Nearest Traffic Control Signal (optional)

Warrant 6: Coordinated Signal System
Degree of Platooning (Predominant direction or both directions)

Warrant 7: Crash Experience
A. Adequate trials of alternatives, observance and enforcement failed --and--
B. Reported crashes susceptible to correction by signal (12-month period) --and--
C. 80% Volumes for Warrants 1A, 1B, --or-- 4 are satisfied

Warrant 8: Roadway Network
A. Weekday Volume (Peak hour total --and-- projected warrants 1, 2, or 3) --or--
B. Weekend Volume (Five hours total)

Warrant 9: Grade Crossing
A. Grade Crossing within 140 ft --and--
B. Peak-Hour Vehicular Volumes

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. HCS™ Signal Warrants Version 7.6 Generated: 2/2/2022 11:57:16 AM
2028 Build.xsw



APPENDIX Q 

 

2028 Build Capacity/Level-of-Service Analysis with Mitigation 





New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour Mitigated
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/30/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 4 201 30 50 459 142 32 49 82 171 29 33
Future Volume (vph) 4 201 30 50 459 142 32 49 82 171 29 33
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%
Storage Length (ft) 0 225 0 0 0 0 0 75
Storage Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1607 1568 0 1702 0 0 1697 0 0 1735 0
Flt Permitted 0.991 0.964 0.922 0.671
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1594 1568 0 1648 0 0 1581 0 0 1207 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 61 24 46 8
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1311 261 2131 367
Travel Time (s) 29.8 5.9 48.4 8.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Heavy Vehicles (%) 25% 18% 3% 13% 8% 6% 3% 4% 3% 2% 14% 3%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parking  (#/hr)
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 222 33 0 707 0 0 177 0 0 254 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
Total Split (s) 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 15.0 15.0 15.0 15.0
Total Split (%) 57.8% 57.8% 57.8% 57.8% 57.8% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7% 16.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode Min Min Min Min Min None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 26.2 26.2 26.2 12.3 12.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.52 0.52 0.52 0.25 0.25
v/c Ratio 0.27 0.04 0.81 0.42 0.84
Control Delay 8.2 1.1 19.0 22.0 50.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.2 1.1 19.0 22.0 50.4



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour Mitigated
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/30/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Lane Group Ø9
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Lane Width (ft)
Grade (%)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Peak Hour Factor
Growth Factor
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Bus Blockages (#/hr)
Parking  (#/hr)
Mid-Block Traffic (%)
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Turn Type
Protected Phases 9
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 23.0
Total Split (s) 23.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)
Total Lost Time (s)
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None
Act Effct Green (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
v/c Ratio
Control Delay
Queue Delay
Total Delay



New Bedford Soild Waste Transfer Station Weekday Morning Peak Hour Mitigated
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/30/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
LOS A A B C D
Approach Delay 7.3 19.0 22.0 50.4
Approach LOS A B C D
Queue Length 50th (ft) 23 0 107 25 54
Queue Length 95th (ft) 108 6 465 #176 #361
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1231 181 2051 287
Turn Bay Length (ft) 225
Base Capacity (vph) 1445 1427 1496 424 303
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.15 0.02 0.47 0.42 0.84

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 50.1
Natural Cycle: 90
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.84
Intersection Signal Delay: 23.0 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.1% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Mitigated
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/30/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 1

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 15 416 59 161 160 205 18 55 115 196 73 5
Future Volume (vph) 15 416 59 161 160 205 18 55 115 196 73 5
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%
Storage Length (ft) 0 225 0 0 0 0 0 75
Storage Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1756 1583 0 1595 0 0 1633 0 0 1763 0
Flt Permitted 0.978 0.615 0.961 0.582
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1721 1583 0 996 0 0 1577 0 0 1063 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 64 45 80 1
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1311 261 2131 367
Travel Time (s) 29.8 5.9 48.4 8.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 8% 2% 5% 25% 5% 6% 9% 5% 4% 1% 40%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parking  (#/hr)
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 468 64 0 572 0 0 205 0 0 297 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
Total Split (s) 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0
Total Split (%) 47.8% 47.8% 47.8% 47.8% 47.8% 26.7% 26.7% 26.7% 26.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode Min Min Min Min Min None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 39.5 39.5 39.5 20.3 20.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.28 0.28
v/c Ratio 0.49 0.07 1.00 0.41 0.98
Control Delay 14.0 3.8 58.0 17.0 78.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 14.0 3.8 58.0 17.0 78.4



New Bedford Solid Waste Transfer Station Weekday Afternoon School Peak Hour Mitigated
3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road 2028 Build w Bio

11/30/2021 Synchro 10 Report
McMahon Associates Page 2

Lane Group Ø9
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Lane Width (ft)
Grade (%)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Peak Hour Factor
Growth Factor
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Bus Blockages (#/hr)
Parking  (#/hr)
Mid-Block Traffic (%)
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Turn Type
Protected Phases 9
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 23.0
Total Split (s) 23.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)
Total Lost Time (s)
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None
Act Effct Green (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
v/c Ratio
Control Delay
Queue Delay
Total Delay
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
LOS B A E B E
Approach Delay 12.7 58.0 17.0 78.4
Approach LOS B E B E
Queue Length 50th (ft) 98 0 185 39 117
Queue Length 95th (ft) 306 22 #602 129 #375
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1231 181 2051 287
Turn Bay Length (ft) 225
Base Capacity (vph) 950 903 570 503 302
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.49 0.07 1.00 0.41 0.98

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 71.6
Natural Cycle: 120
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.00
Intersection Signal Delay: 41.5 Intersection LOS: D
Intersection Capacity Utilization 91.9% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 22 351 38 148 113 192 12 58 117 203 59 3
Future Volume (vph) 22 351 38 148 113 192 12 58 117 203 59 3
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%
Storage Length (ft) 0 225 0 0 0 0 0 75
Storage Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1746 1568 0 1613 0 0 1689 0 0 1762 0
Flt Permitted 0.963 0.677 0.973 0.565
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1687 1568 0 1109 0 0 1649 0 0 1033 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 61 52 86 1
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 1311 261 2131 367
Travel Time (s) 29.8 5.9 48.4 8.3
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 9% 3% 1% 31% 3% 18% 5% 0% 4% 0% 67%
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Parking  (#/hr)
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 0%
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 406 41 0 493 0 0 203 0 0 288 0
Turn Type Perm NA Perm Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA
Protected Phases 4 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 4 8 2 6
Detector Phase 4 4 4 8 8 2 2 6 6
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Minimum Split (s) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
Total Split (s) 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 43.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0
Total Split (%) 47.8% 47.8% 47.8% 47.8% 47.8% 26.7% 26.7% 26.7% 26.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode Min Min Min Min Min None None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 39.5 39.5 39.5 20.3 20.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.28 0.28
v/c Ratio 0.44 0.05 0.78 0.38 0.98
Control Delay 13.1 2.4 24.1 15.9 78.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 13.1 2.4 24.1 15.9 78.7
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Lane Group Ø9
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph)
Future Volume (vph)
Ideal Flow (vphpl)
Lane Width (ft)
Grade (%)
Storage Length (ft)
Storage Lanes
Taper Length (ft)
Satd. Flow (prot)
Flt Permitted
Satd. Flow (perm)
Right Turn on Red
Satd. Flow (RTOR)
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ft)
Travel Time (s)
Confl. Peds. (#/hr)
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)
Peak Hour Factor
Growth Factor
Heavy Vehicles (%)
Bus Blockages (#/hr)
Parking  (#/hr)
Mid-Block Traffic (%)
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph)
Turn Type
Protected Phases 9
Permitted Phases
Detector Phase
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 23.0
Total Split (s) 23.0
Total Split (%) 26%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0
All-Red Time (s) 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s)
Total Lost Time (s)
Lead/Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize?
Recall Mode None
Act Effct Green (s)
Actuated g/C Ratio
v/c Ratio
Control Delay
Queue Delay
Total Delay
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
LOS B A C B E
Approach Delay 12.1 24.1 15.9 78.7
Approach LOS B C B E
Queue Length 50th (ft) 82 0 118 36 113
Queue Length 95th (ft) 258 12 #460 122 #368
Internal Link Dist (ft) 1231 181 2051 287
Turn Bay Length (ft) 225
Base Capacity (vph) 931 893 636 528 293
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.44 0.05 0.78 0.38 0.98

Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 90
Actuated Cycle Length: 71.6
Natural Cycle: 110
Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.98
Intersection Signal Delay: 30.2 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15
#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     3: Phillips Road & Theodore Rice Boulevard/Braley Road
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WSP USA 

Suite 210 

88 Black Falcon Avenue 

Boston, MA 02210 

  

Tel.: +1 617 210-1600 

Fax: +1 617 210-1800 

wsp.com 

ENERGY ANALYSIS  

TO: Massachusetts Dept. of Energy Resources 

FROM: WSP 

SUBJECT: Parallel Products / New Bedford, MA – MEPA Energy Analysis DRAFT 

DATE: July 29, 2020 

 

Project Overview 

The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate gas and electric heating systems at Parallel Product’s new recycling facility 

in New Bedford, MA.  The project will consist of multiple structures, including (3) conditioned buildings as follows: 

1. Glass Processing Building (27,200 SF) – a conditioned space per ASHRAE due to the heating load calculations 

(15 Btu/hr./s.f.).  Mechanical systems to maintain space at approximately 50 degrees F. 

o Estimated Envelope Heating Load: 454,000 Btu/hr for space heating,  

o Estimated Ventilation Load: 1,463,000 Btu/hr for process ventilation heating due to baghouse fans 

 End-of-process fans will be located at two baghouse exhausts.  These fans will draw a total 

of approximately 27,100 cfm on a 24/7 operational basis. The impact of the makeup air 

heating necessary to operate the baghouses is now included in the heating load of the 

building. 

o Total required heat = 1,917,000 Btu/hr 

2. Bunker Building Section (23,320 SF) – a conditioned space per ASHRAE due to the anticipated heating load. 

Mechanical systems to maintain space at approximately 50 degrees F. 

o Estimated Heating Load – 375,000 Btu/hr for space heating 

3. Bio-Solids Building (30,000 SF) – a conditioned space per ASHRAE due to the anticipated heating load.  

Processing floor to be maintained at 50 degrees F and approximately 1,500 sf of office/restroom suite to be 

maintained at approximately 70 degrees F with both heat & A/C. 

o Estimated Envelope Heating Load: 425,000 Btu/hr for space heating,  

o Estimated Ventilation Load: 3,923,000 Btu/hr process ventilation heating 

 Includes 68,000 cfm of process ventilation operating 24/7/365 

o Total required heat = 4,348,000 Btu/hr 

Note: The heating loads presented in this report are for MEPA purposes only and are based on conceptual 
design.  Final load calculations shall be produced by the Engineer of Record. 
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HVAC System Options 

The code-compliant baseline heating system is assumed to be an 80% efficient gas-fired packaged heating unit.  This 

unit will heat the space to 50°F in the winter, and will also provide minimum code-required ventilation year-round. No 

cooling will be provided to the space, except for a small 1,500 SF office area within the Bio-solids building.  The 

proposed design options are as follows 

• Proposed Design = Gas-fired Furnace Heating and Ventilating Unit with 82% Efficiency 

• Proposed Alternate Design = Electric Packaged Heat Pump Unit with 3.4 COP at 47°F OA 

Heating Energy Analysis 

For each option, WSP estimated the annual energy consumption, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and energy cost 

using spreadsheet calculations based on weather bin data.  The results of this analysis are shown in the tables below: 

Table 1: Annual Heating Energy Consumption 

 

 

 

 

As shown in the table above, the heat pump system would reduce site energy and GHG emissions; however, it would 

increase annual energy costs.  The heat pump system would cost an additional $91,713 per year to operate compared to 

the proposed gas furnace heating system. 

Utility rates used in the analysis are $0.22/kWh and $1.2/therm. 

Construction Costs 

The following construction costs were developed using RS Means: 

Table 2: RS Means Cost Estimates for Air Handling Equipment (Material + Labor) 

 

Using the costs developed above, the heating system costs were calculated for each building based on floor area: 

 

Electricity 
(kWh)

Natural Gas 
(therm)

Total Energy 
(MMBtu)

Energy 
Savings (%)

GHG 
Emissions

(tons/year)
GHG Savings (%)

Energy Cost
($)

Energy Cost 
Savings

($)
Baseline - Gas Heating 80% Efficient: 47,936 29,836 3,147 - 192 - $46,349 -
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: 47,936 29,108 3,074 2.3% 187 2.2% $45,475 $873
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: 327,090 0 1,116 64.5% 116 39.4% $71,960 -$25,611

Annual Energy Consumption GHG Emissons

Glass Processing Building

Annual Energy Cost

Electricity 
(kWh)

Natural Gas 
(therm)

Total Energy 
(MMBtu)

Energy 
Savings (%)

GHG 
Emissions

(tons/year)
GHG Savings (%)

Energy Cost
($)

Energy Cost 
Savings

($)
Baseline - Gas Heating 80% Efficient: 9,346 5,817 614 - 37 - $9,037 -
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: 9,346 5,675 599 2.3% 37 2.2% $8,867 $170
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: 63,775 0 218 64.5% 23 39.4% $14,031 -$4,994

Glass Bunker Building

Annual Energy Consumption GHG Emissons Annual Energy Cost

Electricity 
(kWh)

Natural Gas 
(therm)

Total Energy 
(MMBtu)

Energy 
Savings (%)

GHG 
Emissions

(tons/year)
GHG Savings (%)

Energy Cost
($)

Energy Cost 
Savings

($)
Baseline 112,254 67,664 7,149 - 436 - $105,893 -
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: 112,254 66,014 6,984 2.31% 426 2.2% $103,912 $1,980
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: 745,347 0 2,543 64.4% 265 39.3% $163,976 -$58,084

Bio-solids Building

Annual Energy Consumption GHG Emissons Annual Energy Cost

RS Means Cost
($/MBH of installed heating capacity)

Gas Rooftop Unit 80% Efficiency ($/MBH Cost) $70
Gas Rooftop Unit 82% Efficiency  ($/MBH Cost) $72
Rooftop Heat Pump ($/MBH Cost) $134
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Table 3: Estimated Air Handling Equipment Cost by Building 

 

Alternative Energy Credits and Utility Incentives 

Alternative energy certificates (AECs) are financial incentives available to businesses that use air-source heat pump 

systems, which take advantage of the naturally occurring temperature differences in the air to provide heating/cooling. 

Air-source heat pumps with efficiencies that exceed code are also eligible for incentives through the Mass Save Utility 

Program.  For purposes of this analysis the following assumptions were made: 

• Project would pursue Mass Save Custom Incentive Approach 

• Estimated Incentive is $0.35/kWh saved 

• The heat pump system would save 20% energy compared to code 

Table 4 below outlines the potential AECs and incentives available for air-source heat pumps. 

Table 4: AEC and Incentive Summary 

 

Conclusion 

Table 5 and 6 below summarize the first cost, incentives, and net operating cost for each building.  The proposed gas 

heating system has a simple payback of 3.8 years, while the heat pump system does not payback.   

The heat pump system would reduce GHG emissions by 40%; however, it would cost an additional $78,779 per year to 

operate when compared to the proposed gas heating system.   

Additionally, the heat pump systems provide both heating and cooling; however, only heating is required at the building. 

Therefore, the owner would pay a premium for a heat pump system with cooling capabilities that are not needed.  Overall 

it would increase construction cost by approximately $345,413.  

The project team reach out to several vendors that indicated air source heat pump units are currently available in sizes 

up to ~240,000 Btu/hr. For example, one (1) proposed gas heating make-up air unit for the Bio-solids is currently 47,500 

CFM, and approximately 4,000,000 Btu/hr.  This would need to be replaced with (17) air-source heat pumps, which is 

not a realistic design or approach to heating a high-bay warehouse or manufacturing facility. 

For the reasons outlined above, a heat pump system was not selected for this project. 

Table 5: Annual First Cost and Operating Cost (By Building) 

 

Glass Processing Glass Bunker Bio-Solids TOTAL
Baseline - Gas Heating 82% Efficient: $134,220 $26,170 $304,397 $464,787
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: $137,576 $26,824 $312,007 $476,406
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: $256,936 $50,097 $582,702 $889,735
Overall Construction Cost Increase for Heat Pump Heating = $413,328

Incentives Glass Processing Glass Bunker Bio-Solids
Alternative Energy Credits for Heat Pump System $2,862 $559 $6,489
Mass Save Incentives for Heat Pump System $22,896 $4,464 $52,174

Construction 
Cost ($)

Incremental 
First Cost ($)

Alt. Energy 
Credits

($)

Mass Save 
Incentive*

Baseline - Gas Heating 80% Efficient: $134,220 $0 $0 $0 - - -
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: $137,576 $3,356 $0 $0 $3,356 $873 3.8
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: $256,936 $122,715 $2,862 $22,896 $99,819 -$22,749 Does Not Payback

Simple Payback
(years)Glass Processing Building

Incentives and Construction Costs

Net First Cost
Net Annual 

Operating Cost 
Savings
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Table 6: Added First Cost and Operating Cost for Heat Pump System (Total – all 3 buildings) 

 

 

--END-- 

 

 

 

 

Construction 
Cost ($)

Incremental 
First Cost ($)

Alt. Energy 
Credits

($)

Mass Save 
Incentive*

Baseline - Gas Heating 80% Efficient: $26,170 $0 $0 $0 - - -
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: $26,824 $654 $0 $0 $654 $170 3.8
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: $50,097 $23,927 $559 $4,464 $19,463 -$4,435 Does Not Payback

Glass Bunker Building

Incentives and Construction Costs Net Annual 
Operating Cost 

Savings

Simple Payback
(years)

Net First Cost

Construction 
Cost ($)

Incremental 
First Cost ($)

Alt. Energy 
Credits

($)

Mass Save 
Incentive*

Baseline $304,397 $0 $0 $0 - - -
Proposed Design - Gas Heating  82% Efficient: $312,007 $7,610 $0 $0 $7,610 $1,980 3.8
Proposed Alternative - Heat Pump Heating: $582,702 $278,306 $6,489 $52,174 $226,131 -$51,595 Does Not Payback

Simple Payback
(years)Bio-solids Building

Incentives and Construction Costs

Net First Cost
Net Annual 

Operating Cost 
Savings

Net First Cost
Net Annual Operating Cost 

Savings
Heat Pump Heating System for entire site $345,413 -$78,779
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Ideal for trash or recycling rooms

Odor Counteractant

23AirSolution 

Odor Neutralizer

Concentrated Liquid

Air-Contact Technology

Safe & Effective

Applications

• Trash rooms

• Compactors

• Dumpster storage

• Trash chutes

• Recycling areas

• Organics collection

AirSolution™ 23 is a concentrated non-toxic liquid odor
counteractant for treating airborne odors that originate
from solid waste materials including, trash rooms, 
dumpsters, compactors, recycling areas, landfills, transfer
stations, material recovery facilities and food waste disposal.

AirSolution™ 23 is a water soluble liquid, with a distinct scent, used
to neutralize and completely eliminate various organic odors arising
from a multitude of sources. The basis of AirSolution is a complex
blend of essential oils and odoriferous organic compounds found in
plants. AirSolution also contains surfactant, isopropyl alcohol, dyes
(product class: FD&C color) and water. When the diluted product is
misting in contact with odorous air it effectively reduces the 
concentration and intensity of airborne odors by converting odor
molecules into non-volatile compounds.

AirSolution™ 23 is safe to handle and apply in areas where there 
may be human contact.

Product Specification on AirSolution Concentrate
Properties: Transparent liquid
Color: Green
Odor: Citrus blend
Gravity at 20°C: 0.935-0.950
pH at 25°C: 5.5-7.0

Instructions for Use

Dilution Range: 4:1 to 10:1 for trash rooms, 
200:1 to 500:1 outdoor misting systems

Application Method: Atomization / Misting
Application Areas: Trash chutes, trash rooms, compactors, 
dumpster areas, food waste areas, landfills, transfer stations.

• Mix product with clean potable water before use.
• Mixed product should be used within 30 days for optimal performance.
• Guidelines for calculating chemical usage are estimates only. Actual usage is 
affected by odor concentration, temperature, particulate levels, etc.

Code Size Wt. Dimensions

50-AIR-0830-C20
20 L

5.28 gal
21.8 kg.
48 lbs.

23 x 28 x 38 cm
9” x 11” x 15”

50-AIR-0830-D20
200 L
52.8 gal

228 kg.
500 lbs.

57 x 57 x 89 cm
23” x 23” x 35”

TDG Classification: Flammable liquid class 3, packing group III

Ordering Information: AirSolution™#23 Concentrate

Types of Odors Treated

• Hydrogen sulfide 

• Mercaptans  

• Reduced sulfur compounds

• Organic Acid Odors

• Decay



Storage

Store product in the unopened container in a dry location. Storage 
information may be indicated on the product container labeling. 
Optimal Storage: 8 °C to 21 °C. Storage below 8 °C or greater than
28 °C can adversely affect product properties. Material removed
from containers may be contaminated during use. Do not return
product to the original container. Ecolo cannot assume 
responsibility for product which has been contaminated or stored
under conditions other than those previously indicated. If 
additional information is required, please contact your local 
representative or Ecolo Technical Support Department.

Material Specification

Test reports for each batch are available for the indicated properties.
Test reports include selected QC test parameters considered 
appropriate to specifications for customer use. Additionally, 
comprehensive controls are in place to assure product quality and
consistency. 
Special customer specification requirements may be coordinated
through Ecolo.

Conversions

(°C x 1.8) + 32 = °F
L / 3.785 = Gal
cm / 2.54 = inch

Airborne Odor Control

Note

The data contained herein are furnished for information only and are 
believed to be reliable. We cannot assume responsibility for the results 
obtained by others over whose methods we have no control. It is the
user's responsibility to determine suitability for the user's purpose of any 
production methods mentioned herein and to adopt such precautions as
may be advisable for the protection of property and of persons against
any hazards that may be involved in the handling and use thereof. 

Ecolo specifically disclaims all warranties expressed or implied,  
including warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular pur-
pose, arising from sale or use of Ecolo’s products. Ecolo 
specifically disclaims any liability for consequential or incidental dam-
ages of any kind, including lost profits.

The discussion herein of various processes or compositions is not to be 
interpreted as representation that they are free from domination of
patents owned by others or as a license under any Ecolo patents that
may cover such processes or compositions. We recommend that each
prospective user test the proposed application before repetitive use,
using this data as a guide. This product may be covered by one or more
United States or foreign patents or patent applications.

Trademark usage 

Except as otherwise noted, all trademarks in this document are trade-
marks of Ecolo Inc. in the U.S. and elsewhere. ® denotes a trademark
registered in the U.S.

Types of Odors Treated

• Garbage

• Food waste areas

• Trash chutes

• Building perimeters

Trash Room Installation

Our misting odor neutralizers contain powerful 
reactants made from essential oils, surfactants and
aromatics.  Airborne droplets attract and neutralize
odors through active chemical processes.

Detail of 
Process

Misting Odor
Neutralizer

Airborne Misting Odor Neutralizer

Neutralized Odor
Odor

10770 Moss Ridge Road

Houston, TX 77043-1175

Tel  (713) 357.6295  

Fax (713) 490.1487

Ecolo Odor Control Technologies Inc.

59 Penn Drive, Toronto, ON, 

Canada, M9L 2A6

(800) NO SMELL  |  (416) 740.3900

Fax (416) 740.3800

9001:2008
REGISTERED

info@ecolo.com  |  www.ecolo.com
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	 After completion of the PPNE project and the repairs to which PPNE is committed, the average daily flow to the sewer system and wastewater treatment plant will be reduced from 1.23 mgd to 0.88 mgd.  For the peak hourly flow, the flowrate will be red...
	 A standby pump in the pump station will be repaired to provide redundancy in pumping capacity at the pump station
	 Repairs of the sewer lines entering the pump station will be repaired/replaced to reduce inflow and infiltration.  This will eliminate flows to the pump station and to the wastewater treatment plant by 0.46 MGD.  This is wastewater which needs to be...
	 PPNE will pay the City for the treatment of all flows to the sewer system from the existing and proposed project.

	2.6 Wetlands
	2.6.1 Introduction
	2.6.2 Phase 1 Wetlands Impacts
	2.6.3 Phase 2 Wetlands Impacts
	2.6.4 Acushnet Cedar Swamp

	2.7 Project Alternatives
	1. The waste handling area of a transfer station cannot be located within a Zone II of a public water supply, within an Interim Wellhead Protection Area of a public water supply, within a Zone I of a public water supply or within 250 feet of an existi...
	2. The waste handling area of the facility cannot be within 500 feet of an occupied residential dwelling.
	3. The waste handling area of a facility cannot be within a Riverfront Area
	4. A facility cannot be located on land classified as Prime, Unique or of State and Local Importance
	5. A facility cannot be located where traffic impacts will constitute a danger to the public health, safety or the environment
	6. A facility cannot be located where siting would have an adverse impact on Endangered, Threatened or Special Concern species, on Ecologically Significant Natural Communities or on any state Wildlife Management Area
	7. A facility cannot be located within an Area of Critical Environmental Concern or would fail to protect the outstanding resources of an ACEC
	8. A facility cannot be located where the facility would have an adverse impact on state forests or municipal parklands.
	9. A facility cannot be located where operation of the facility would result in nuisance conditions which would constitute a danger to the public health, safety or the environment considering noise, litter, vermin, odors, bird hazards to air traffic a...
	1. The project is being constructed on a previously disturbed and largely abandoned site in an industrial zone.
	2. Project is maximizing the use of existing infrastructure, including access roads and buildings.
	3. The project is filling a need for recycling of deposit system glass bottles.
	4. The project is providing a solution for the lack of landfill disposal options within the state by providing a rail alternative that will provide access to out of state disposal options.
	5. Reduction in greenhouse gas emissions based on the use of rail for out bound waste shipment
	6. Compliance with Massachusetts Stormwater Management Policy
	7. Compliance with Solid Waste Management Regulations including waste ban regulations
	8. Provides an in-state solution for biosolids treatment and disposal.
	9. Potential nuisance conditions (odor, noise, traffic, emissions) have been evaluated in detail and mitigation measures have been incorporated, as necessary.
	10. The site was of sufficient size to allow the development of solar power to offset the proposed project’s greenhouse gas emissions.
	11. The facility location allowed for development with limited visibility from residential areas.

	2.8 Planning Consistency
	2.9 Statutory and Regulatory Standards
	2.9.1 Phase 1 Permitting
	2.9.2 Phase 2 Permitting

	2.10  Assessment of Impacts
	2.11  Mitigation Measures
	2.11.1 Wetlands
	 The project design utilized existing site infrastructure to the maximum extent possible.  This included use of existing access roads and building and locating proposed infrastructure on existing impervious surfaces to the extent possible.
	 Impacts to bordering vegetated wetlands due to the rail crossing have been minimized by constructing the rail line between two retaining walls.  This results in a smaller footprint than for a traditional embankment design.
	 The rail crossing of the existing drainage swale on site utilized retaining walls to minimize the area of the drainage swale impacted by the crossing.
	 The drainage swale crossing has been designed to comply with the Massachusetts Stream Crossing Standards.
	 Wetlands impacted by the project construction will be replicated on site as defined in the Order of Conditions from the New Bedford Conservation Commission.
	 Handling of MSW and biosolids will be done on impervious concrete floors within the proposed buildings.  The buildings will also have trench drains at all truck doors to prevent and water on the handling floors from leaving the buildings.

	2.11.2 Odor
	 All tipping, processing and loading into rail cars operations are done within an enclosed building
	 The tipping and loadout building will be equipped with a misting system with odor counteractant.
	 Building ventilation systems exhaust through elevated stacks to promote dispersion of exhaust air
	 All tipping and drying of biosolids will performed within a fully enclosed building.
	 All building air associated with the sludge and cake storage, transfer, dewatering and drying processes will be collected under negative pressure and transferred to a biofilter to mitigate odor.
	 Air from non-processing and storage areas will treated with an ionization system to mitigate odor prior to release to the atmosphere.
	 Building ventilation systems exhaust through elevated stacks to promote dispersion of exhaust air
	  An atmospheric dispersion modelling study was performed to ensure that odor was not a threat to public health, safety or the environment.

	2.11.3 Noise
	 The rail car mover will be electrically powered rather than a traditional diesel-powered car mover
	 A 24’ tall, L-shaped noise control wall will be constructed around the eastern and southern portions of the proposed rail spur, which will shield sounds from the ground level mechanical equipment at the Biosolids Building, as well as from some rail ...
	 The ventilation opening for the baghouse system will incorporate an acoustic louver.
	 All facility operations (MSW processing, biosolids drying and glass processing) will be within fully enclosed buildings.
	 A noise modelling study was conducted to ensure that noise was not a threat to public health, safety or the environment.

	2.11.4 Traffic


	3.0 Environmental Justice and Public Outreach
	3.1 Potential Public Health Impacts
	1. A description of measures that will be taken to compile, address, and correct underlying causes of any nuisance complaints (odor, noise, dust) is included.  The aim of the complaint logging program will be to minimize and correct any sources of com...
	2. A description of the means by which air emissions from operations will be managed and recorded to demonstrate compliance with MassDEP de minimis or permitted source recordkeeping requirements.  The aim of the emission tracking system will be to ens...
	3. A discussion of the comprehensive nature of the air dispersion modeling conducted for the facility to date and its protection of sensitive receptors.
	4. A discussion of the impacts of climate change on air quality and the minor significance of the facility on overall air quality in the region.
	5. A discussion of air quality alerts and the minor significance of the facility on conditions that can lead to air quality alerts.

	3.2 Climate Change Impacts
	3.3 Community Outreach

	4.0 Solid Waste
	4.1 Agricultural Lands
	4.2 Waste Handling Area
	4.3 Rail Car Movements
	4.4 PFAS

	5.0 Traffic
	5.1 Introduction
	5.2 Project Description
	5.3 Study Methodology
	5.4 Existing Conditions
	5.4.1 Study Area Intersections
	 Route 140 Northbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road
	 Route 140 Southbound on/off-ramp at Braley Road
	 Braley Road/Theodore Rice Boulevard at Phillips Road
	 Theodore Rice Boulevard at Duchaine Boulevard
	 Duchaine Boulevard at Samuel Barnet Boulevard
	 Phillips Road at Samuel Barnet Boulevard
	 Duchaine Boulevard at Site Driveway

	5.4.2 Roadway Network
	5.4.3 Public Transportation
	5.4.4 Existing Traffic Volumes
	5.4.4.1 Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
	5.4.4.2 Seasonal Variation
	5.4.4.3 Adjustment to 2020Traffic Volumes
	5.4.4.4 Saturday Traffic Volumes
	5.4.4.5 Automatic Traffic Recorder Data

	Figure 5-4, 2020 Existing Weekday Traffic AM
	Figure 5-4, 2020 Existing Weekday Traffic AM
	5.4.5 Crash Summary

	5.5 Future Conditions
	5.5.1 Future Roadway Improvements
	5.5.2 Background Traffic Growth
	5.5.3 Historic Traffic Growth
	5.5.4 Site Specific Growth
	5.5.5 2027 No Build Traffic Volumes
	5.5.6 Site Generated Traffic
	5.5.7 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment
	5.5.8 2027 Future Build Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

	5.6 Traffic Operations Analysis
	5.6.1 Level of Service Criteria
	5.6.2 Capacity Analysis Results

	5.7 Analysis & Potential Mitigation
	5.7.1 Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis
	5.7.2 Transportation Demand Management

	5.8 Conclusions and Recommendations

	6.0 Noise
	6.1 Project Update
	6.2 Project Description
	 Rooftop, ground level, and/or sidewall inlet and exhaust fans on MSW Building, Glass Processing Building, and Biosolids Building;
	 Biofilter exhaust stack;
	 Biosolids Building makeup air fan;
	 Ground level cooling towers at Biosolids Building;
	 Glass bunker building baghouse exhaust stack
	 Front-end loader and tipping operations inside open garage door bays of MSW Building (truck deliveries)
	 Front-end loader operations inside open garage door bay of MSW Building (railcar)
	 The following describes the equipment associated with the Project that were included in the short-term incidental sources sound study:

	6.3 Sound Metrics
	 L90 is the sound level exceeded 90 percent of the time during the measurement period.  The L90 is close to the lowest sound level observed.  It is essentially the same as the residual sound level, which is the sound level observed when there are no ...
	 Leq, the equivalent level, is the level of a hypothetical steady sound that would have the same energy (i.e., the same time-averaged mean square sound pressure) as the actual fluctuating sound observed.  The equivalent level is designated Leq and is...

	6.4 Noise Regulations
	6.4.1 Federal Regulations
	6.4.2 Massachusetts State Regulations
	6.4.3 Local Regulations

	6.5 Existing Sound Levels
	6.5.1 Baseline Sound Environment
	1. Establish representative A-weighted broadband ambient sound pressure levels, for evaluating requirements of the MassDEP policy; and
	2. Establish representative octave-band ambient sound pressure levels to identify any existing “pure tones,” as defined by MassDEP, and evaluate whether the addition of modeled sound levels from the proposed Project to these background sound levels ma...

	6.5.2 Measurement Methodology
	6.5.3 Measurement Equipment
	6.5.4 Baseline Ambient Sound Levels
	6.5.5 Long-term Sound Levels
	 The hourly daytime residual background (L90) measurements for CM-1 ranged from 38 to 53 dBA;
	 The hourly nighttime residual background (L90) measurements for CM-1 ranged from 29 to 48 dBA;

	6.5.6 Establishment of Background Sound Levels

	6.6 Modeled Source Sound Levels
	6.6.1 Continuous Noise Sources

	6.7 Modeling Methodology
	 Site Plan:  The Project Site Plan provided the locations and dimensions of key inputs into the model such as site buildings, and rail spur locations.
	 Modeling Locations:  Sound level modeling was conducted at five residential locations RES-1 through RES-5.  Residential modeling locations 1 through 4 are representative of the closest residential property lines to the northeast, east, and southeast...
	 Terrain Elevation:  Elevation contours for the modeling domain were directly imported into CadnaA which allowed for consideration of terrain shielding where appropriate.  The terrain height contours for the modeling domain were generated from elevat...
	 Source Sound Levels:  Broadband and octave-band sound power levels (when available) for the potential noise sources for the Project presented in Tables 6-2 through 6-5 were input in the model.
	 Meteorological Conditions:  A temperature of 10 C (50 F) and a relative humidity of 70% was assumed in the model.
	 Ground Attenuation:  Spectral ground absorption was calculated using a G-factor of 0 for the Project site which corresponds to “hard ground”.  For all other offsite areas, a G-factor of 0.5 was used which corresponds to “mixed ground”.
	 Directivity:  A directivity correction was applied to the biofilter exhaust stack, and the baghouse exhaust stack.
	 As per ISO 9613-2, the model assumed favorable conditions for sound propagation, corresponding to a moderate, well-developed ground-based temperature inversion, as might occur on a calm, clear night or equivalently downwind propagation.
	 Meteorological conditions assumed in the model (T=10℃ and RH=70%) were selected to minimize atmospheric attenuation in the 500 Hz and 1 kHz octave-bands where the human ear is most sensitive.
	 No additional attenuation due to tree shielding, air turbulence, or wind shadow effects was considered in the model.

	6.8 Sound Level Modeling Results
	6.9 Evaluation of Sound Levels
	6.9.1 Continuous Sources
	6.9.2 Incidental Sources

	6.10 Maximum Practicable Mitigation
	 Selection of an industrially-zoned parcel
	 Siting of noise generating equipment and material handling routes away from residences
	 Arranging traffic flow through the biosolids unloading process to allow trucks to avoid backing up (and avoid backup alarm noise)
	 Specification of an electric, rather than diesel powered, rail car pusher
	 Selection of a combination of low noise equipment, silencing equipment, and/or noise reducing insulated walls to achieve lower impacts than required by MassDEP policy for stationary sources
	 Use of a speed limit and location of weigh scales on the west side of the property to minimize sound from trucking operations
	 Use of a 24’ tall noise barrier wall around the eastern and southern portions of the rail spur, to shield sounds from locomotives, railcar coupling, and the ground level mechanical equipment at the Biosolids Building

	6.11 Response to MassDEP Comments
	6.12 Conclusions

	7.0 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	7.1 Project Update
	 The Glass Processing Building, Glass Processing Section (27,500 sf)
	 The Glass Processing Building, Bunker Building Section (23,320 sf)
	 Bio-solids Building 41,132 sf, (30,000 sf of conditioned space)

	7.2 Envelope Update
	7.2.1 Wall Insulation
	7.2.2 Roof Insulation

	7.3 HVAC Update
	7.3.1 Biosolids Heating Efficiency
	7.3.2 Heat Pump Incentives and Financial Calculations
	7.3.3 Reduced Lighting Power Densities

	7.4 Modeling Update
	7.4.1 MSW
	7.4.2  Glass Handling
	7.4.3 Biosolids Building

	7.5 Incentives
	7.5.1 Solar Photovoltaic Canopy

	7.6 Mobile Source Update
	7.6.1 Mobile Source Emissions Summary
	7.6.2 Rail Versus Truck Comparison

	7.7 Summary and Mitigation Commitments
	7.7.1 Project GHG Summary
	7.7.2 Proponent’s Commitments to GHG Reduction


	8.0 Mitigation and Draft Section 61 Findings
	PNE has prepared these draft Section 61 Findings to comply with the requirements of the Secretary’s DEIR Certificate.  The Secretary of the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, on January 30, 2020, issued the Secretaries Certificate f...
	8.1 Intent of Section 61 Findings

	This section was prepared to present the information required in Massachusetts General Law (MGL) Chapter 30, Section 61, the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) regulations (301 CMR 11.00, section 11.12), and scope of the Final Environmental...
	8.2 Regulatory Overview

	In accordance with M.G.L. c. 30, section 61, any Agency, that takes Agency Action on a Project for which the Secretary required an EIR, shall determine whether the Project is likely to, directly or indirectly, cause any Damage to the Environment and m...
	8.2.1 Contents of Section 61 Findings
	8.2.2 Section 61 Findings and Agency Action
	1. Make its Section 61 Findings part of the Permit, contract or other document allowing or approving the Agency Action, which may include additional conditions to or restrictions on the Project in accordance with other applicable statutes and regulati...
	2. Refer in its Section 61 Findings to applicable sections of the relevant Permit, contract or other document approving or allowing the Agency Action.

	8.2.3 Proposed Section 61 Findings
	8.2.4 Filing and Distribution of Section 61 Findings
	8.2.5 Subject Matter Jurisdiction Limitations on Section 61 Findings:
	8.3 FEIR Section 61 Findings Requirements
	8.4 MA DEP Proposed Section 61 Findings (Draft Certification)
	 Storm water
	 Wetlands and riverfront areas
	 Transportation
	 Nuisance conditions (air, sound, etc.)
	 Greenhouse gas emissions
	 Endangered, Historic and Archaeological resources
	 Consistency with Regulations and Policy

	8.5 State Agency Permitting Actions – MassDEP
	 310 CMR 16.00 - Site Assignment for Solid Waste Facilities (BWP SW-01).  Application is in a “draft’ form and will be finalized and submitted to MassDEP upon acceptance of the Final EIR.
	 310 CMR 19.000 – Solid Waste Regulations – Authorization to Construct (BWP SW-05).  Anticipated to be submitted to MassDEP upon completion of the Site Assignment Hearings.
	 310 CMR 19.000 – Solid Waste Regulations – Authorization to Operate (BWP SW-06) Anticipated to be submitted to MassDEP upon completion of project construction.
	 310 CMR 10.00 – Wetlands Protection Act Regulations – Order of Conditions.  Notice of Intent in accordance with the wetlands protection act prior to submission of an Authorization to Construct (ATC) application.
	 310 CMR 27.00 - Underground Injection Control.  A permit application will be submitted prior to construction to infiltrate the storm water from the associated roof runoff. Will be submitted to MassDEP prior to submission of an ATO application.
	 310 CMR 7.00 – Air Quality Control - Limited Plan Approval – At this point in time it is anticipated that emissions will be considered deminimus with no permit requirement(s)

	8.6 Mitigation, Description, Cost, Implementation and Responsibilities
	8.7 Mitigation Summary

	9.0 Response to Comments
	9.1 Traffic
	 Impact of increased traffic on accidents, compromised off-ramps, rail crossings, delay of emergency vehicles, school congestion, and roadway damage
	 Validity of the traffic report is questioned.
	 Speed of traffic
	 Use of Phillips Road, no way to enforce trucks to not use Phillips Road
	 Did the traffic study include Exit 5 and Exit 7
	 Time of day and day of week for traffic data collections
	 Was traffic data collected during time of day when school busses operate
	 Drivers make a turnaround in homeowners’ driveways to avoid traffic
	 Impact of Dunkin Donuts on traffic
	 Was traffic data used by McMahon from Transportation Data Corp.
	 Was a traffic study done of traffic coming off the ramps of route 140 when school was in session
	 Request a new traffic study
	 Trucks pass by children waiting for school bus
	 400 trucks will pass neighborhood to access the most convenient entrance to proposed plant.
	 Did the study give any consideration for cars entering or exiting the industrial park?
	 Independent traffic study is required.
	 Traffic study based on insufficient traffic counts
	 Traffic will be impacted at the junction of 140 and 195
	 Did Massachusetts do a traffic study (traffic light or stop sign)
	 Quality of life impacted

	9.2 Odor, Noise, Emissions, Vectors
	 Implausible that correct measures can be obtained when industry is not even operational
	 Air pollution
	 Former Parallel Products plant on Route 140 in Taunton
	 Impacts to residences
	 Air pollution and odors impact on school children
	 No assurances that facility will not be a nuisance
	 Truck noise is 16 time louder than cars
	 Equipment will breakdown causing problems
	 How will vectors be controlled (rats, seagulls)?
	 Odor and noise at residences
	 What mitigation is proposed for hydrogen sulfide emissions from C&D?
	 Will there be odors behind a sludge truck?
	 Rail, plant and trucks will have additional greenhouse gas emissions that currently do not exist
	 Parallel Products doesn’t plan to monitor emissions on monthly basis
	 Dust is an explosion risk
	 Potential for fire within the dryer during drying operation
	 Potential for fire resulting from dust generated from the dried material
	 Potential for fire associated with storage of dried biosolids in silos
	 Fire protection measures including hydrant protection, fire alarm system, and a fire suppression system (automatic sprinkler, water spray, foam, gaseous, or dry chemical).
	 Fire protection measures including hydrant protection and fire alarm system for dried biosolids storage areas.
	 The dryer belt conveyor will be designed to minimize pass-through of dust in the process air stream. Finer dust particles that pass through the belt are either carried to the condenser’s filter media and removed, or remain in the chamber where wash-...
	 Various sections of the drying equipment that convey dried biosolids and recirculating dryer gas for drying will be equipped with thermocouples. Chamber temperature will be monitored continuously, and a PLC control system will utilize this data to r...
	 The dryer will be equipped with a quench spray system.  If triggered (at a high temperature set point), the quench system will activate and saturate the dryer as an immediate safety measure.
	 The dryer exhaust gas will be recirculated and reused to ensure an oxygen-deficient atmosphere in the dryer.
	 The dried biosolids product will be cooled prior to storage to reduce the risk of auto-oxidation. Fire hazards during dried biosolids storage in silos will be addressed using inert gas (nitrogen) blanketing systems to maintain an oxygen deficient en...

	9.3 Environmental Justice
	 Poor notification of the public regarding meetings on the project.
	 Public meetings did not inform the public of project details
	 Transfer stations are disproportionately clustered in low income communities of color
	 Project is actually in the EJ criteria area, not near it
	 New Bedford’s rates of Asthma, cancer, COPD and other medical issues are statistically elevated

	Comment Response
	Comment Summary
	 Comments were received requesting that the comment period for the DEIR be extended.

	9.4 Siting Concerns
	 Proximity of facility to residences
	 Biosolids processing should not take place near people’s homes
	 Quality of life will be impacted
	 Facility should be located far removed from communities
	 Impact to property values
	 New Bedford is sick and tired of being the dump site for the state of Massachusetts
	 Facility is less than a mile from a school
	 Concern property tax will increase due to wear and tear on roads
	 Negatively impacts quality of life
	 Project fails to meet required 500 foot setback from residences
	 MEPA issued a waiver of site suitability demonstration.
	 Site Suitability demonstration has been omitted from DEIR
	 Facility will require site assignment and meet site suitability criteria
	 Site is zoned Industrial and Residential – Fact is omitted in several areas of the DEIR
	 Project is not entitled to preferential consideration due to other solid waste facilities in New Bedford
	 Siting the project off of Phillips Road which is an antiquated pedestrian street
	 Stacks will be visible with removal of trees and during winter.  Property values will be impacted.  Stacks not shown on plans
	 Site should be kept heavily wooded
	 Could “Dirty MRF” be located further from homes
	 Fire could impact schools and required evacuation
	 Facility is unneeded and illegally licensed
	 Hours of operation are not defined

	9.5 Health Issues
	 Open trucks and containers transporting material cannot be healthy for people living, working and attending school in the area.
	 Hazardous materials dumped by Polaroid puts health and welfare at risk
	 Air and water pollution due to operation of proposed plant
	 Sewage sludge presents extreme health risk to community
	 Air pollution and odor impact on school children waiting for a bus
	 Concerns about impact to air quality from additional traffic and facility operations
	 Not comfortable sending Children outside
	 Potential for truck and train accidents resulting in toxic spills
	 Risk of asthma and respiratory disease
	 Air pollution due to proximity of residences
	 Residents with existing medical conditions are concerned about health issues
	 Quality of life impacted
	 How will trucks be covered?
	 Schools, adult daycare and residential areas impacted by pollution

	9.6 Adequacy of Studies Done
	 MSW and wastewater sludge have no legally enforced standards.  No confidence in calculated environmental impacts
	 Since plant is not operational, data and measurements are speculative
	 What time of day was air quality testing done?
	 Need independent studies done

	9.7 Impact to Wetlands, Woodlands, Acushnet Cedar Swamp, Wildlife
	 Site is NHESP Estimated Habitat of Rare Wildlife
	 Site is NHESP Priority Habitat of Rare Species
	 Acushnet Cedar Swamp is a protected wetland
	 Spills and contamination in wetlands, impacts to Atlantic White Cedar trees and wildlife
	 Acushnet Cedar Swamp is designated a National Natural Landmark
	 Area of Critical Environmental Concern
	 Wildlife impacts and plants are destroyed.
	 Who will clean the main line if there is spillage?
	 Will freight trains inhibit commuter rail when if becomes available?
	 The Northern Long-eared Bat may be affected by the project.  Should consult with Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
	 Polluted water could enter the Acushnet Cedar Swamp.  MSW may contain dangerous substances.
	 Project is in violation of City of New Bedford’s 25-foot wetland setback
	 PPNE has been found in violation by the Conservation Commission for dumping piles of glass in the buffer zone.

	9.8 Miscellaneous Comments
	 Bales of MSW sit at the Rochester facility with nowhere to ship.  Will the same thing happen at the proposed PPNE facility
	 Disposal sites for MSW, sludge and glass are not defined
	 The company has not been forthcoming with the community and multiple statements have been misleading or vague.
	 Proponent has no experience with similar facilities
	 Facility should have financial assurance to protect city in event of default
	 A stay should be imposed on any taxpayer funds from the $500,000 State Inter modal Railroad Assistance Program (IRAP)
	 Map included on DEIR pages 577-581 is out dated
	 The company has not provided an evacuation plan for the facility
	 Parallel Products is a repeat violator of nuisance contracts and cleanliness rules (Taunton)
	 Material extracted from MSW is not defined
	 Recycling would be more efficient if recyclable material was removed before waste went into trashcans
	 Shipping waste out of Massachusetts is not a goal of MassDEP
	 Investing in “Dirty MRF” is actually an investment in polluting landfills
	 “Dirty MRF” will result in no reduction of waste
	 Daily tonnage is specified but annual tonnage of waste accepted is not
	 Details of bales is not provided.  Also, source of baled MSW is not defined
	 Does recovery rate of 20% include recovery from baled MSW received
	 Project should not get preferential consideration under 310 CMR 16
	 Current Parallel Products site on Shawmut Ave is literally a dump
	 Standing water in basins, water is stained
	 Stored glass will not be enclosed but stored in a solar canopy
	 Parallel Products formerly sought approval for 50 Duchaine Blvd for operations

	9.9 Biosolids Processing and Wastewater Generation
	 Impact of additional wastewater on the City system
	 Wastewater treatment plant discharges into Acushnet River
	 Unknown if the City’s pump station can handle the additional wastewater that the proposed facility will generate
	 Not clear if processed biosolids will be beneficially reused or if the material will go for disposal
	 DEIR refers to building sized for gasification
	 Are biosolids truck covered?
	 Ionization systems give off dangerous levels of ozone which is harmful to the environment and hazardous to health
	 Potential for accidents and spills
	 Leachate from floor drains can have high concentrations of metals, odor and other contaminants including PFAS
	 After completion of the PPNE project and the repairs to which PPNE is committed, excess capacity of the pump station will increase from the existing condition of 0.20 mgd in excess capacity to 1.18 mgd in excess capacity for the peak hourly flow.  F...
	 After completion of the PPNE project and the repairs to which PPNE is committed, the average daily flow to the sewer system and wastewater treatment plant will be reduced from 1.23 mgd to 0.88 mgd.  For the peak hourly flow, the flowrate will be red...
	 Repairs of the sewer lines entering the pump station will be repaired/replaced to reduce inflow and infiltration.  This will eliminate flows to the pump station and to the wastewater treatment plant by 0.46 MGD.  This is wastewater which needs to be...
	 PPNE will pay the City for the treatment of all flows to the sewer system from the existing and proposed project.

	9.10 PFAS Contamination in Wastewater Residuals
	9.11 MassDEP Comment Letter (Letter no. 2)
	 Waste delivery vehicles on-Site inside and outside the building;
	 MSW processing equipment, biosolid processing equipment, and glass processing equipment;
	 Biosolid tipping and loading and glass tipping and loading;
	 Loading of rail cars and movement of railcars; and
	 Short duration sounds from the outdoor operation of waste handling equipment, delivery vehicle back-up alarms, and dump truck tailgates.
	 The Department recommends that the Proponent revise the Sound Report in the subsequent MEPA filing. Solid Waste requests that the Proponent schedule a scoping meeting prior to the next revision to the Sound Report to discuss the following:
	 Establishment of the ambient sound level based on the 7-day average of the lowest daytime and nighttime hourly L90 levels;
	 Modeling of all potential sound sources as described above; and
	 Modeling and analysis of Project generated sound sources using L90 sound levels.”
	 All tipping, handling, and loading will be performed within a fully enclosed processing and handling building.
	 The building floor is designed as impervious concrete that will prevent any potential contamination of groundwater, stormwater or the surrounding environment.
	 Use of a fine atomized misting system within the MSW Transfer Building and processing building will effectively control fugitive dust and odor in the building.
	 Regular daily cleanup and sweeping will occur on the external paved surfaces. Environmental Monitoring and Operation and Maintenance Plans will be developed and staff will be trained on these operational procedures.
	From Section 7.2.2:
	From Section 7.2.1:
	From Section 7.3.3:
	From Section 7.3.1:

	From Section 7.5:
	 The project will follow the prescriptive incentive approach for high performance lighting and HVAC measures.
	 Custom approach measures are potentially available for process equipment, such as Variable Frequency Drives (VFDs) if this is not standard practice for certain systems.
	 SMART Incentive and tax credits available for the onsite solar photovoltaic systems

	9.12 K P Law letter (City of New Bedford) letter no. 81  (format)
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