


Additionally, we would note the prudency of leveraging the investment in the Route 85 project in Hudson,
currently scheduled for FFY 2011 in the TIP, by addressing the congestion and safety issues at the interchange
with [-495 and 1-290.

1-495 /I-290/Rte 85 Interchange in Hudson and Marlborough

To prioritize the region’s transportation needs, in 2004 the Partnership collaborated with the MetroWest
Daily News and Community Newspapers Company to solicit nominations of regional ‘transportation
nightmares’ from commuters, residents, and employers. The committee members - municipal officials,
transportation professionals, and employers - then conducted an analysis of the nominations to determine
regional priorities for transportation planning and infrastructure funding. In this process, the 1-495/1-290
Interchange received the most public nominations, and the committee made the determination that it was
the 495/MetroWest region’s #2 Transportation Nightmare and the top interchange project requiring attention.
The Partnership’s high ranking for this interchange is due to the strong justification for infrastructure
improvements addressing outstanding safety, economic impact, and congestion needs.

CONGESTION: The 1-495/1-290 interchange is a critical hub of the state’s transportation network, linking
Central Massachusetts and the 495/MetroWest region, as well as allowing travel north to Merrimack Valley,
New Hampshire, and Maine, and south to Rhode Island and Connecticut for commuters, leisure travel, and
freight. »

» The interchange accommodates 168,000 vehicles per day, including 95,000 on [-495 and 73,000 on 1-290."
e During evening peak hours, the interchange experiences Level of Service (LOS) F conditions at two exit -
ramps and two entrance ramps.’
e During the morning peak hours, the interchange experiences LOS F conditions at one exit ramp and one
entrance ramp.
e The intersection of these major corridors is a significant congéstion choke point and leads to further
congestion of nearby interchanges and secondary routes along local roads.
e Since projections indicate that over the next twenty-five years, the highest growth in Fastern
Massachusetts is expected along |-495, the current congestion will continue to significantly worsen:
o By 2020, five ramps will experience LOS F conditions.*
o By 2030, there will be a 26.9% increase in traffic utilizing the interchange.’

Given the resulting relief to current and predicted congestion, it would seem appropriate to reconsider the
application of this project to the Needs Evaluation criteria for Environment and Climate Change.

SAFETY: This interchange has become notorious among commuters, residents, truckers, municipal officials,
and law enforcement for suffering from a high accident rate, primarily due to the tight turning radii on the
current ramps, especially from [-290 to 1-495 north despite the posted speed limit of 20 mph.. The resulting
turnovers can completely block access, particularly with freight trucks, and require specialized equipment to
clear.

ECONOMIC IMPACT: The economic benefits from this project are profound given that the 495/MetroWest
region is responsible for approximately $17 billion in annual payroll, and one out of every eleven jobs in the
Commonwealth. As a result of our employment growth, the region has become a net importer of labor, and
thus the 1-495/1-290 Interchange; as a major access point for commuters from Central Massachusetts, is even
more important to the economy.

e The interchange particularly serves the communities of Marlborough, Northborough, Hudson,
Westborough, Southborough, and Framingham, which collectively have approximately 53,871,000

! MA Highway Department's MEPA Filing, 2008,

! Ibid.

¥ Ibid.

*bid.

% Central MA Regional Planning Commission and Metropolitan Area Planning Council, 495 Interchange Study, July 2008,















Sustainable Region does not appear to share the same emphasis. The Current
Approach is based on the approach taken in the Journey to 2030 plan, which may not
be responsive to today’s visions and needs.

The selection of projects in the plan for 2035 as it is currently presented misses an
opportunity to closely respond to the great analytical effort of its detailed Needs
Assessment for the near term, and does not consider a big-picture, long-term view that
goes beyond the current, highly constrained funding environment. '

We believe that a more effective strategy for directly addressing needs would have
been something like “Strategy 3: New Mix of Projects and Programs,” as described in
the plan as an attempt to “pull into the Long Range Transportation Plan a more diverse
set of projects and a more varied set of programs based on identified needs” and focus
“on lower-cost projects [that] would provide the flexibility to address mobility and
other needs in many geographic areas of the MPO region.”

The LRTP may be too far along to make major changes at this point, but it would be
worthwhile to consider supplementing the list of projects by returning to a strategy
adopted by the previous long range plan Jourrey to 2030 completed in 2009. The
rationale for identifying Illustrative Projects in 2009 remains sound as stated at that
time. Ifindeed the list of selected projects using the “Current Approach” strategy in
the 2011 plan reflects the priorities established in 2009, then it still makes sense that
the response to limited resources two years ago, listing “Illustrative Projects,” remains
valid today. Journey to 2030 convincingly argued for including “IHustrative Projects”
for the following reasons:

s “Illustrative projects are defined as projects that meet the MPO’s criteria for
selection, but which are not included in the recommended list of projects
because there is not sufficient revenue to fund them.”

= “To stay competitive with other geographic regions across the country and
throughout the world, the greater Boston region must fund enhancements that
increase capacity of the existing system as well as expanding it. These projects
will foster quality of life improvements and economic prosperity by relieving
traffic congestion, improving the movement of people and goods, and linking
employment centers to provide employees with better mobility options.”

= “The illustrative projects identified [in the 2009 plan], although unfunded in
this [plan], are important elements of the region’s future transportation system.
They include projects with significant regional benefits and projects that invest
in important existing infrastructure. They are also needed to fully attain the
region’s visions and goals...”

= “The MPO intends to continue working with state and federal partners to
advance these projects, in order to be prepared for the future.”



The following comments continue the theme of including projects in the LRTP that
address identified current needs and look toward visions of a longer run future, when
additional resources will be available to help to realize those visions.

Chapter 2: Visions and Policies

We suggest that you reconsider several possible illustrative projects that better address
the following visions and needs documented in the chapters of this report.

The MetroFuture plan provides strong guidance for how to proceed. Some of the
MetroFuture transportation goals cited in the LRTP include:

—> Expanding the transit system in both urban and suburban areas

— Increasing the transit travel mode share

— Providing options to avoid congestion

— Reduced vehicle miles traveled

— Linking land use and transportation

These goals can be more effectively met by directing more investment to transit
projects.

A policy of Journey to 2030, cited in this plan as a foundation for current policies,
stated that “The MPO must match investments with identified regional needs and must
fund the services, programs, and projects that are most effective and financially
feasible for addressing those needs.”

The current plan identifies areas for new or additional emphasis in MPO planning,
including: . :
— Working with limited financial resources [which suggests choosing the most
cost effective projects would be a worthwhile consideration]
— Increasing transit and other “healthy transportation” mode shares

Some relevant visions and policies described in the current plan that should receive
emphasis in selecting projects for the plan are:

— “Expansion of the system will come through strategic investments...”
including developing low-cost strategies.

— Livability vision: “Transportation investments will focus on existing activity
centers, including sites of economic activity and adequate public infrastructure,
where density will be encouraged....This density and mixed-use activity will
better support new and increased transit services.”

[Note that in the current economic conditions, commercial and industrial
activities mentioned in the LRTP may be surpassed as major drivers of the
regional economy by the “Eds and Meds” institutional uses and by institutional
and private research centers that should be considered when identifying current
and future activity centers.]



— Emphasis on federal planning factors of enabling global competitiveness,
protecting and enhancing the environment; enhancing the integration and
connectivity of the transportation system across and between modes.

— Mobility vision policy: “Strengthen existing and create new connections
within and between modes.”

— Environmental vision policies: “Improve transportation in areas of existing
development, which will reduce pressure to develop greenfields and possibly
support development that will clean up brownfields for productive use.”

— Transportation equity vision policies: “Reduce trip times for low-income and
minority neighborhood residents and increase transit service capacity.”

— Climate change vision policies: implement actions for reducing vehicle miles
traveled.

— Use of the visions and policies in decision making: “The visions and policies,
in addition to having guided the selection of the projects and programs in this -
LRTP... will be integrated into the MPO’s ongoing planning process...”

Chapter 3: Needs Assessment

The Needs Assessment summarized in Chapter 3 of the draft final plan identifies
several critical shortcomings in the existing transit system that should be addressed,
many of which are in the Central Area, described in Chapter 3 as “the hub of the radial
corridors and the central and major activity center of the region.” Some of the critical
needs include:

s Several transit mobility needs of critical importance summarized in three
categories: “alleviating system constraints, filling gaps in the existing system,
and expanding the system to meet demand.”

®  Reliability problems related to several major infrastructure constraints are
described in Chapter 3 as placing limits on capacity and hindering the ability to
expand the transit system,

®  Some capacity constraints include:
—> Lack of adequate commuter rail platforms at Ruggles Station.
—> The Green Line Central Subway is currently operating at capacity, and
the Orange Line is overcrowded at peak hours between the core
stations.

= Current and future gaps in the MBTA system that could benefit from additional
service include:
~> High trip volumes between Somerville and Cambridge.
—> Densely populated areas in Chelsea, Everett, and Medford that
currently generate significant numbers of trips into the urban core but
do not have frequent and convenient transit access.



—> Transit connections are difficult between East Boston and the North
Shore and Kendall Square and Harvard Square in Cambridge.

— Transit connections between Cambridge and the Financial District near
State Street are also difficult. -

— MBTA travel from Back Bay, Roxbury, Fenway, Brookline and
Newton to the South Boston waterfront and Logan Airport now require
a “three-seat ride.”

— “More frequent, circumferential, rapid and through-routes connections
would greatly enhance mobility between Central Area activity
centers...”

= Expansion to meet demand when additional service gaps may emerge,
according to the Needs Assessment and transportation modeling conducted by
the MPO, as the population grows and its characteristics change, including:

— Ridership demand on the Green Line, which by 2030 is projected to
exceed capacity on surface branches and the Central Subway if two-car
trains are still in use.

—> Higher transit demand resulting from implementation of the
MetroFuture land use plan that will require investments to increase
capacity.

— By 2030, growth in trips is projected in several areas that currently have
limited transit services. Planned major development projects that are
expected to rely heavily on transit access will increase transit ridership
and demand for additional service.

= Transportation equity considerations identified in Chapter 3 also need to be
addressed, including:

— “Better circumferential transit service and a connection between the
Red and Blue lines are needed.”

— Densely populated areas such as Roxbury, Somerville, Chelsea,
Medford, and Everett lack convenient access to rapid transit.

— “Transit service is focused on travel to or from Boston, and can be
inadequate for travel within communities outside of the Central Area.”

e Land use visions of MetroFuture include an emphasis on locating new
development in developed areas served by transit lines rather than in
greenfields. Chapter 3 states that these visions may require expanding transit
capacity to meet service demands. Some of the new developments include the
South Boston Waterfront, Assembly Square, and North Point, as well as
expanding existing centers in Longwood, the Fenway, and Kendall Square
where robust growth continues.

Chapter 3 concludes that these and other needs were a major consideration for the
MPO in selecting the set of major infrastructure projects included in the plan.



Suggested Illustrative Projects

The result of these vision and policy statements, and the Needs Assessments cited in
chapters of the plan and summarized above presents a clear case for several other
projects that can be made priorities and included in the final plan in some capacity,
either as Illustrative Projects or future amendments to the plan.

s The Urban Ring: can and should be implemented incrementally in small
segments as resources are available. The Urban Ring addresses each of the
needs listed above well: increasing capacity, filling gaps, providing expansion
to meet ridership demand, addressing transportation equity, and supporting the
land use visions of MetroFuture. It addresses energy conservation, climate
change, and other environmental objectives while supporting compact growth
plans of the communities through which it passes. At the completion of Phase
2, the Urban Ring is projected to serve 184,000 riders per day and divert
41,500 vehicle trips per day.

- It is important to note that the Urban Ring should not be viewed as one
monolithic mega-project because it can be implemented by completing
elements that have independent utility as resources are available over
time.

~ Inrecognition of highly constrained resources, we have identified a
small number high priority segments proposed as early actions, some of
which are in the current plan or are being implemented already:

East Boston/Chelsea improvements to serve a significantly
underserved corridor. Improvements are already underway with

construction by Massport of the East Boston/Chelsea Bypass
Road and the study of a possible extension of Silver Line
service to Chelsea.

Filling the gap noted in the Needs Assessment between the
Orange Line at Sullivan Square and the Red Line at Kendall via
Lechmere and the Green Line. Service in this segment can
address near term anticipated growth in Kendall Square, reduce
congestion in the Central Subway, and provide air quality
benefits in the Green Line Extension corridor as we await
realization of the benefits promised by the recently delayed
Green Line Extension. When the Green Line Extension is
operating, the Urban Ring can make connections that will
relieve pressure on the Central Subway.

The LRTP already includes exclusive bus lanes at Sullivan
Station that will facilitate movement of future Urban Ring BRT
buses in the area and is an example of the incremental changes




that can take place over time in other portions of the Urban Ring
alignment.

Melnea Cass Boulevard: to serve the Lower Roxbury
community and improve bus connections between Ruggles and
Boston Medical Center.

Surface BRT service in the Longwood and Fenway area: where
both the travel demand and the level of congestion are high.

Traffic signal prioritization and queue jump lanes as part of bus
lanes and in mixed traffic situations in locations such as

Cambridgeport, the South End, and Columbia Point.

= Silver Line Phase III: to make better connections between Roxbury, The Back
- Bay, Brookline and Newton to the South Boston waterfront and Logan Airport
noted in the Needs Assessment. Implementation of T Under D to improve
Silver Line operations and traffic conflicts in South Boston.

= Continue design of the Red Line/Blue Line Connection to make the
connections cited in the Needs Assessment between East Boston and the North
Shore and Cambridge, and between Cambridge and the Financial District while
reducing Central Subway congestion.

We wholeheartedly concur with the conclusion reached by the MPO two years ago
that it is important to continue to advance these projects with whatever funds are
available in the near term, so that when sufficient funds are available in the future for

. implementation, each project will be ready to take the next step. Therefore, we feel
that they should be identified in the plan and could be designated as Illustrative
Projects.

Chapter 6: Environmental Justice

These proposed projects also address the following issues listed in the Environmental
Justice areas identified in the LRTP through which the projects pass:
— “Circumferential transit service is poor in the Central Area.”
— “There is no connection between the Red and Blue lines.”
— Densely populated areas such as Roxbury, Somerville, Chelsea, Medford,
' Everett...lack convenient rapid transit.

The LRTP notes that “the potential impact of a proposed project on an Environmental
Justice area is a criterion in the LRTP and TIP project ranking process.” Criteria for
projects include:

— Improves transit for an Environmental Justice population

—> Design is consistent with complete-streets policies in an Environmental
Justice area

— Addresses an MPO-identified Environmental Justice transportation issue



Chapter 7: The Financial Plan

We recognize that, as the Plan states in Chapter 7, “Many projects that would
contribute greatly to achieving the transportation visions and goals of Path to a
Sustainable Region cannot be funded with revenue and funding currently projected to
be available.” However, priorities should be established that select the best and most
cost effective projects that address the visions and needs stated in the plan.

While the Boston MPO concurs with the MBTA’s decision “that all revenues during
the LRTP time period will be used to maintain the system in a state of good repair.
The MBTA is not proposing any new expansion projects at this time...”, this decision
may not serve all of the interests of the region well. Is this a reasonable assumption
for the next 25 years? Not if the Commonwealth chooses to invest additional
resources to meet the needs stated in this plan, or if the Commonwealth decides to
relieve the MBTA of a portion of its burden of debt. These assumptions may be
subject to modification in the future if the MBTA funding picture changes.

Chapter 8: The Recommended Plan

As described above, we disagree with some of the choices made in the project
selection process as it continues implementation of the “Current Approach” strategy
by funding prior commitments made in previous LRTPs instead of focusing on the
analysis of current needs. In order to add some balance to that approach, we urge the
MPOQ to use a portion of the 42% of the funds that are unassigned to support other low
cost projects, such as elements of the Urban Ring that most directly address the stated
visions and needs. We also urge the MPO to consider a selection of these elements for
implementation in the event that additional funding is available in the future, by
amending the Long Range Transportation Plan and in future editions of the plan.

To be consistent with the stated goals, visions, and needs adopted by the MPO in this
plan, a far greater proportion of the available funds should go to transit expansion:
more than the 8% in this plan as compared to the 42% of the funds designated for
roadway expansion. The $1.02 billion in major expansion projects in the plan include
a variety of highway projects distributed geographically across the region, but only a
small number transit expansion projects. This allocation of resources seems contrary
to spirit of the MetroFuture plan with its emphasis on transit and compact
development.

Travel Demand Model Results

We have raised concerns in the past about the travel demand model, but we concur
with the modeling that indicates transit trips (30% increase) are expected to grow
faster than auto trips (7% increase) by 2035. As the plan states, this shift results in
part from a greater concentration of activity near transit service. This analysis further
supports a strategy that provides more expansion for transit than is indicated in this
plan. The model’s projections may undercount the potential demand for transit



ridership because of the lack of robust transit expansion represented by projects
included in the plan. :

Conclusion

It is unlikely that today’s financially constrained environment will continue unchanged
for the next 25 years. Over that period, the federal funding landscape and programs
may change in directions that cannot be predicted today. Priorities of the
Commonwealth and methods for funding projects may evolve to complement or
supplement federal programs. At some point in the future, additional resources will
become available, and we need to plan for that time. It will be important that
transportation projects are programmed and ready to proceed that not only will
effectively address near term needs, but also will support implementation of the
MetroFuture plan and its vision of a more compact, sustainable development pattern.
Attaining goals for environmental justice, enhanced mobility, sustainability, and
economic development also call for support of an ambitious long term strategy. This
support will require greater investment in transit if current trends continue, both to
maintain the existing system and to expand the system into underserved areas and
locations where development should be directed.

We encourage the Boston MPO to develop a truly long term strategy that will lay out a
method for implementing the visions and goals that are well articulated in Paths to a
Sustainable Region as well as contingency plans and programs that will continue
advancement toward those ends even at a slower pace during periods of declining
resources.

Additional resources will not come at a steady or even predictable pace; therefore, we
believe that projects need to be defined in a way that allows staged implementation
that can be matched to the pace of funding. We believe that the concepts that have
guided our comments included in this letter on the current long term plan can be
adopted to guide the efforts of the MPO as it works toward the long term view.

Sincerely,

KtoN Ly
Richard A. Dimino
President and CEO

g»






have recently amended our contract with the design engineer to add preliminary design work in
Stow. With the HPP funding listed in the TIP for 2012 we intend to coordinate with Stow to
move aggressively forward with the design in Stow.

Bruce Freeman Rail Trail (BFRT)

The LRTP shows the anticipated construction funding for the BFRT (Concord to Westford) in
the 2021-2025 time band ($29,940,000). Thank you! We ask that the BFRT remains firmly
placed in this position in the Final LRTP for the region. We have MassDOT Agreement #64287
that funds the complete design for the project phases 2A and 2C. Phase 2B is funded through the
25% design stage.

The Town of Acton is committed to the completion of both trails and counts on the continued
MPO support in this endeavor.

Sincerely, \A/
Pamela Harting-Barrat, Vice Chairman
Board of Selectmen

cc: Anne McGahan, CTPS
Sean Pfaelzer, CTPS
Towns of Maynard, Stow, Hudson, Concord, Westford, Carlisle
City of Marlborough
Thomas Kelleher, ARRT, Inc.
Tom Michelman, Friends of the Bruce Freeman Rail Trail
Senator James Eldridge
Representative Kate Hogan
Representative Jennifer Benson
Representative Cory Atkins
Congresswoman Niki Tsongas
Jane Adams, Regional Coordinator for Niki Tsongas

I:\planning\projects\rail trails\arrt\tip etc\2011'september 12 2011 bos comments.doc
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City oF CAMBRIDGE ¢  EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

Robert W. Healy, City Manager Richard C. Rossi, Deputy City Manager

September 12, 2011

David Mohler

Boston MPO Executive Secretary
10 Park Plaza

Boston, MA 02116

RE: RTP “Paths to a Sustainable Region, 2035

Dear Mr. Mohler:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the MPO’s Draft Regional Transportation
Plan “Paths to a Sustainable Region, 2035 (RTP).

I would like to commend CTPS and the Boston MPO on preparing and including a
thorough and analytical Regional Needs Assessment in the Long Range Transportation
Plan. While I recognize that transportation funding available for our region from state and
federal sources is woefully inadequate, there is an unfortunate disconnect between the
needs assessment and where the RTP is directing the scarce resources that are available
for our region. In the face of such dire fiscal times, I respectfully disagree with the MPO
regarding its strategy of honoring previous project commitments regardless of whether or
not they help achieve our region’s most pressing mobility needs. The ability of our
region’s economy to grow depends largely on the efficiency and effectiveness of our
transportation system.

The regional projections for mobility needs by the year 2035 indicate that there will be a
7% increase in demand for our roadways and a 30% increase in demand for transit
service. Higher transit demand resulting from the implementation of the MetroFuture land
use plan will require investments to increase capacity of our already stretched transit
system. Chapter 2 of the RTP provides vision statements and policies that support the
prioritization of projects that maintain and improve public transportation facilities and
services, so as to increase public transportation mode share and reduce reliance on
automobiles. The RTP does not allocate our limited regional funds on projects that will
achieve these policy objectives.

The MBTA Red-Line carrying 250,000 riders per typical weekday is a critical
transportation service for those who live and work in the City of Cambridge and is

795 Massachuserts Avenue, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
Voice: 617.349.4300 Fax: 617.349.4307 TTY: 617.349.4242 Web: www.ci.cambridge.ma.us









community amenities could significantly improve with added money to the City budget with new
economic development in response to the Green Line; small businesses are positioned to grow and
thrive with the arrival of the Green Line. Additional years of delay will be costly and burdensome to the
entire community, both local and regional.

On behalf of the citizens of Somerville, including people who operate businesses, raise families, and who
work and play in this diverse and vibrate city, we respectfully ask that the GLX project be expedited and
returned to the 2014 schedule as previously mandated.

Sincerely,

Peter John Marquez
On Behalf of the Community Corridor Planning Advisory Team

Aly Lopez,

John Robinson,
Bernal Murillo,
Leanne Darrigo,
Karen Molloy,
Danny McLaughlin,
Claudia Rabino,
Peter Marquez,
Sal Islam,
Rosemary Park,
Rolare Dorville,
Edson Lino,
Mekdes Hagos,
Lenora Deslandes,
Santiago Rosas,
Shelia Harris,
Sarah Shugars,
Josh Wairi,

Jen Lawrence

Ms. Anne Arnold, Manger, EPA Region 1 Air Quality Planning Unit

Mr. Donald Cooke, Conformity and Mobile Monitoring, EPA Region 1 Air Quaility
Ms. Rosemary Monahan, EPA Region 1 Smart Growth Coordinator

Ms. Pamela Stephenson, MA Division Administrator, Federal Highway

Mr. Michael Chong, Federal Highway Planning and Environment Program Manager
Ms. Mary Beth Mello, Regional Director, Federal Transit Region 1
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development. Roadway capacity concerns are most notable at the Gardner Street/Derby
Street/Whiting Street intersection, which currently has the highest crash rate in the town and the
Route 3/Derby Street interchange (Exit 15) which ranks among most problematic intersections
in the Town.

The stop-controlled ramp intersections with Derby Street were found to operate at a level of
service (LOS) F during peak hours in 1997 and traffic volumes on Derby Street have grown
12% since that time. Existing gaps in the sidewalk network and a non-existent bicycle network
in the Derby Street and Whiting Street corridors result in isolated neighborhoods. Finally, safety
at the Gardner Street/Derby Street/Whiting Street intersection is a concern given the very high
crash rate measured at this location.

This project would enhance mability and safety for vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian traffic by
upgrading the Derby Street and Whiting Street corridors. Generally, minor roadway widening
would oceur to provide bike accommodations in the traveled way, a two-way left-turn lanc and a
continuous sidewalk network. Realignment of the Derby Street/Whiting Street intersection
would occur to address existing safety problems. A phased project is contemplated for the Derby
Strect/Route 3 interchange that would first involve signalization of the two ramp intersections
with Derby Street.

Along with the Derby Street Project, the Board of Selectmen is interested in having the proposed
improvements to Route 3A and the Hingham Rotary included in the next version of the Long
Range Transportation Plan, This project is critical to addressing the existing documented hazards
on this portion of Route 3A. This project also offers the promise of enhancing regional economic
development by providing a vital connection between Hingham's Downtown and Hingham
Harbor.

We look forward to speaking with you about these two projects in the near future.

Sincergly,

Ted C.


















September 13, 2011

David Mohler, Chair

Transportation Planning and Programming Committee
10 Park Plaza, Suite 2150

Boston, MA 02116-3968

Dear Mr. Mohler:

The North Suburban Planning Council has reviewed the draft document (dated August 4, 2011) Long-Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP), Paths to a Sustainable Region. We appreciate the opportunity to review this draft of
the plan and offer the following comments.

The LRTP states that given the funding constraints, maintenance challenges, and capacity issues, there was
consensus that no additional regionally significant projects should be selected in the new LRTP and that the
LRTP should honor its previous project commitments. However, the LRTP further states that the MPO has
decided to approve a slightly modified version of the “Current Approach” strategy that leaves approximately 42
percent of funds unassigned to fund less regionally significant projects through the Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). These apparent contradictory statements are-a major concern of North Suburban Planning
Council.

Process Concerns

In the working drafts of the plan the LRTP left approximately 26% of funds unassigned while continuing to
honor its previous commitments compared to the 42 percent of the draft LRTP. The modified version of the
“Current Approach” slows down previous commitments and makes the initial years of the plan unclear to
communities and the State as to which projects are going forward. Many projects have been in the queue for years
because of limited dollars and funding and communities have been investing money in design but in this
approach uncertainty in the early years of the plan as to the projects that will go forward is not good planning.

The inclusion in the draft LRTP to modify the “Current Approach” was done without significant deliberation
and consideration of the troubling impacts and uncertainty that is being proposed in allocating the funding
available in the LRTP If a change of this magnitude is to be considered then the development of the LRTP should
be altered to include the projects being considered that have less regional significance. The public process should
be transparent so that all will understand the priority and timing of future projects for the benefit of both the |
region and the communities. Communities, especially in these difficult financial times, need to have a transparent
process so that decisions made at the local level of investing scarce resources in future transportation projects may
be properly evaluated.
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and funding has gone towards developing our existing system of roads, bridges, transit, ports,
and paths to let it crumble as more attractive expansion projects are pursued.

However, the Advisory Council also recognizes that the region will continue to grow and more
people will put further strain on the system. Judicious expansion will be necessary. When there is
funding available for expansion, the MPO should favor rail, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
projects over highway projects. These are more sustainable modes for accommodating growth in
the movement of people and goods. We are not opposed to highways, but support programs and
projects to use the system more efficiently rather than simply adding lanes.

Additionally, the Advisory Council urges the MPO to use quantifiable performance measures to
determine which projects are the best to fund. There are simply not enough funds to construct all
of the projects that are proposed. In the absence of data-driven decisions, political considerations
take precedence. The MPO should seek to quantify and qualify the costs relative to the benefits
of each project. This work should take into consideration economic development, environment
and greenhouse gas emissions reduction, public health, congestion, and safety costs and benefits
among others.

A summary of the most important guidance we have for the MPO is:

e Maintenance of the existing system should be the highest priority. The MPO should set a
percentage of funds to dedicate to maintenance and adhere to it, even when funding is
reduced. We are concerned that only 42 percent of the highway funds at the MPO’s
discretion are left unassigned to projects in the LRTP. This means less money will be
available each year in the Transportation Improvement Program to allocate towards
maintenance, modernization, and operational efficiency projects all around the region.

e The Advisory Council encourages the MPO to prioritize transit, rail (passenger and
freight), bicycle and pedestrian projects over highways for expansion of the system.

e Project selection should be primarily on the basis of statistical data and performance
measures describing existing conditions. Project proposals should include predicted
improvements. Subsequent to the project’s completion, a final study should be conducted
to ensure the anticipated benefits were realized and so that lessons learned can be applied
to similar projects in the future. Before-and-after studies should also look at the larger
transportation system to understand if unexpected benefits or problems developed as a
result of the project. The MPO’s TIP Before-and-After Evaluation study in the federal
fiscal year 2012 Unified Planning Work Program is a good start and we will support
more work of this nature in the future.

e The MPO should include illustrative projects in the Long-Range Transportation Plan so
that it can express a more compelling vision of the future to the public and Legislature.
Among the projects that could produce such a compelling vision are the Urban Ring, the
Blue Line Extension to Lynn, the Red Line-Blue Line Connector, the North-South Rail
Link, and electrification of the commuter rail system.
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In addition, the Advisory Council also has several suggestions specific to the various modes and
freight distribution. They are summarized below.

Transit

Transit will continue to play a key role in the region’s transportation mix, especially given the
anticipated aging of the population and the limits to highway expansion. We have the following
suggestions for transit in Paths to a Sustainable Region.

e The Advisory Council supports the MPO’s decision to flex highway funds to transit, as it
has done for Phase II of the Green Line Extension. This allows the MBTA to focus all of
the federal transit funds coming into the region on maintenance.

e We are concerned about the deferral of the entire Green Line Extension project and if
more funding would expedite the project, we would like the MPO to consider flexing
highway funds to construct it. We urge MassDOT, the MBTA, Somerville, and Medford
to work together to get the project back on track.

e Closing gaps in the existing network should be a priority when adding to the system.

e Emerging plans for high-speed rail in the Northeast must be taken into consideration in
highway and transit project development so as to facilitate the envisioned improvements.
The MPO should actively support infrastructure improvements that would allow the
speeds needed for true high-speed rail.

Freight .

The Advisory Council has long been a proponent for better freight planning in the Boston region.
Our economy and quality of life are directly impacted by the ease with which freight moves.
Eastern Massachusetts is heavily dependent on trucks, which has detrimental effects on the
condition and safety of our roads and the prices of the goods we need. We have the following
suggestions for freight in Paths to a Sustainable Region.

e The LRTP should include a chapter dedicated to freight movement.

e The freight benefits and drawbacks of each project in the LRTP should be identified and
then discussed in the project description.

e Investments in freight rail infrastructure, whether shared with passengers or exclusively
for freight, should be supported when they will result in significant public benefits
derived from the diversion of freight from trucks to rail.

e Four expansion projects recommended by the Advisory Council’s Freight Committee
would offer substantial benefits to freight distribution in the region. These are the Conley
Terminal Bypass Road and extension and rehabilitation of Track 61 in South Boston,
improvements to the CSX rail line between Framingham and Mansfield, and a truck stop
along Interstate 495 between Westford and Interstate 90 with electric plug-ins and other
modern features. We appreciate the MPO’s inclusion of the Corley Terminal Bypass
Road in the LRTP.

Highways ‘
While the Advisory Council favors the expansion of other modes over highways, we recognize
the importance of the current roadway network. We urge the MPO to support and study ways in
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which the existing system can be managed for increased efficiencies that will improve safety and
reduce congestion and fuel consumption. We have the following suggestions for highways in
Paths to a Sustainable Region. _

e The Advisory Council supports a high-occupancy vehicle lane system and other tools that
will improve the efficiency of the region’s highways, and provide incentives for
carpooling. We look forward to reviewing the MPO’s HOV study that is now underway.

e Some of the major interchange projects are largely modernization projects and should be
identified as such.

Pedestrian and Bicycle
The MPO strongly supports the expansion of healthy transportation options, especially in light of
the emerging threats from climate change and obesity. A tremendous expansion of this
infrastructure could be achieved simply by using space on our existing roadways better. Shared-
use paths are a more expensive but effective way to also support healthy transportation.
However, the Advisory Council urges the MPO to develop a stronger set of criteria for
evaluating shared-use paths. We have the following suggestions for bicycle and pedestrian
investments in Paths to a Sustainable Region.
e Invest in roadway projects only if they support the needs of all street users. :
e [Establish criteria for the evaluation of shared-use paths so that projects that will receive
the most use and do the most to remove automobiles from streets are given priority. We
offer the following suggestions for criteria considerations:
o Number of transit users that will use the path to access a transit station
Number and size of activity centers connected by the path
Number of cars removed from the roads
Will the path be lighted?
Will the path be cleared of snow?
Level of community support
Economic and social impacts of the path

© O 0O O 0O O

In conclusion, the Advisory Council commends the MPO for the difficult work and decisions
that went into developing Paths to a Sustainable Region. While we have offered some
overarching guidance for the future, we realize your work is difficult and there are many
stakeholders involved. We also recognize the severe fiscal constraint under which the LRTP was
developed. We look forward to working with you on the next plan and are prepared to support
the difficult choices necessary to move us towards a more sustainable future.

Sincerely,

@j ora (/Jw

Laura Wiener, Advisory Council Chair Schuyler Larrabee, Plan Committee Chair
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September 1, 2011

Mr. David Mohler, Chair
Transportation Planning and Programming Committee
Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization
10 Park Plaza, Suite 2150
Boston, MA 02116-3968

Re: “Paths to a Sustainable Region™ —
Proposed changes to State Implementation Plan (SIP)

Dear Mr. Mohler:

The Massachusetts Chapter of the Siertra Club firmly believes that the purpose of enlightened and
responsible transpottation policy is to discourage use of the private automobile by encouraging the
development and utilization of mote benign alternatives: Streets must be designed to be pedestrian-
friendly. The scattered bicycle paths in and around Boston must be expanded and integrated into a cohet-
ent system. And most importantly, the frequency and coverage of our public transportation should be
greatly increased. Further, we suppott the concept of “environmental justice” in broadening the coverage
of public transportation among populations that are lower income and more transit-dependent, in both
. out urban areas and in rural regions of the Commonwealth.

Thus we are very concerned by recent proposals by MassDOT and the Metropolitan Planning
Otganization to delay ot abolish several of its commitments as outlined in the State Implementation Plan.
Once again, it seems that the needs of the inner city population—the MBTA’s “captive audience,” so to
speak—are being slighted in the rush to lure suburban commuters back onto public transportation. It is
instructive to note that those SIP commitments that have been completed to date, particularly commuter
rail extensions and patk & ride lots, largely benefit the latter population. (In the case of the Greenbush
line, cost was no object in designing the project to ameliorate the concerns of the abutting communities.)
But when it comes to projects that would benefit those of us who live in the congested urban core, once
again we end up with the short end of the stick.

The residents of Somerville and Medford have long demanded an extension of the Green Line into
their communities that would provide them with a searless, one-seat ride into downtown Boston. Only
after incessant pressute from citizens and elected officials did state transportation officials finally agree
several yeats ago to honor this longstanding commitment. But now as the planning process has continued
to develop, the project’s expected opening date keeps receding, and in a manner that leaves people to
wonder if it will ever be fully completed: Last year it was pushed back a year to 2015, with the final mile to
Mystic Valley Parkway delayed a year or two beyond that date. Several months ago the MPO proposed
abandoning that last link altogether, retreating only under public outrage. Now we are told that the bulk of
the extension would not open until 2018, with Mystic Valley pushed back two more years after that. Such
repeated delays ate intolerable, showing a profound and inexcusable disrespect to residents who want, and
deserve, a first class public transit system. The litany of broken promises must end and the construction
commence without any further delay. '

10 Milk Street Suite 632 Boston MA 02108 tel: 617.423.5775 fax: 617.423.5858 www.slerraclubmass.otg
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We are also appalled by the state’s proposal to abandon the design process for the Red Line/Blue
Line Connector that would extend the Blue Line under Cambridge Street to Charles station, finally
providing a direct transfer between these two transit lines. This gap is a missing link in our transit system,
and its completion would be of be of great benefit to the passengers who regularly travel these two transit
lines, as well as to tiders on the other lines who use the downtown transfer stations. For those who regu-
larly depend upon the Red Line or the Blue Line, the benefits are most obvious; however, the benefits for
other subway riders are equally important in relieving pressure on the downtown transfer stations that are
now overtaxed with airport travelers and other passengers going one stop just to transfer between the two
lines. The Connector is not a frill but a badly needed addition to the T system. Itis instructive to note
that while the Commonwealth expands transit and commuter rail lines in all directions away from the
center, it has systematically neglected any expansion to its downtown core—and that the MPO does not
even bother to list any proposed remediation for failing to meet its deadline for designing the project.
This imbalance of priorities must stop! It urgently behooves MassDOT to continue the planning for this
link against the day that the money becomes available for its construction.

In closing, we must also note with regret delay in the completion of the Fairmount Line Improvement
Project, largely due to controversy over the siting of the Blue Hill Avenue station. We are encouraged,
however, that construction is proceeding on the remaining three stations yet to be completed, and we trust
that rail service shall commence at these locations even before Blue Hill is finally opened. Like the people
along the new Green Line and those who would be served by the Red/Blue Connector, the residents of
North Dorchester and Mattapan desetrve no less than first class public transportation.

Respectfully submitted,

John Kyper, Transportation Chair
Sierra Club, Massachusetts Chapter

cc: Kate Fichter, MassDOT
Jerome Grafe, MassDEP

10 Milk Street Suite 632 Boston MA 02108 tel: 617.423.5775 fax: 617.423.5858 www.sierraclubmass.org


















The latest delay is particularly frustrating in light of substantial public and private investments in the
Union Square area that have been predicated upon the opening of a Green Line station in 2014. Over
the past few years the City of Somerville has created a master plan for Union Square, Boynton Yards and
adjacent areas, and a similar effort is now underway for the Inner Belt district. Somerville has adopted
new zoning ordinances, with participation by USMS, which promote transit-oriented development:in the
Union Square area, encouraging greater density closest to the proposed Union Square station. Major
infrastructure improvements have made been along Somerville Avenue, and more are planned in the
Union Square area to support future development.

Conclusion

It is simply unacceptable that 30 years after the Commonwealth committed to build the Green Line
Extension that so little has been achieved: on a cost basis less than 5% of the project has been
completed; current sources of funding are inadequate; and completion is now claimed to be farther off
than when the SIP commitments were revised in 2007. It would be a mistake to reward the wavering
and dilatory pursuit of this project with yet another extension, particularly in view of the blatant non-
conformity of the LRTP and SIP with regard to missed project deadlines, inappropriate TCM priorities
and lack of fiscal constraint.

USMS therefore asks the DEP to reject the delayed GLX project schedule contained in the 2011 SIP
Transit Commitments Annual Status Report. Additionally, the MPO should not accept the draft LRTP and
SIP since they do not satisfy Transportation Conformity Regulations.

Signed,

Mimi Graney, Executive Director

Livingston Parsons Ill, President, Board of Directors
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City of Wa]tbam

Jeannette A. McCarthy
Mayor

David J, Mohler, Chair ‘ September 13, 2011
Transportation Planning & Programming Committee
Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization

State Transportation Building . »
Ten Park Plaza, Suite 2150 - Sent by US Mail and
Boston, MA 02116-3968 fax to 617-973-8855

RE: Request for Targeted Transportation lmprovemént Project
Long-Range Transportation Plan - Boston Region MPO

Dear Mr. Mohler:

On behalf of the City of Waltham, | wouid like to thank you for the invitation to provide comments on
the Boston MPQ's Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). This letter foliows a separate letter sent
to your office on August 9, 2001, in which | requested that the Boston MPQO allocate funding for
transportation studies along critical corridors (Routes 20 and 117} in the City of Waltham.

It is my understanding that DOT, utilizing $150K to be paid by the developer of the former Polaroid
site, is going to send out Request for Proposals to study a multi-modal center off Route 128 in the

vicinity of Routes 20/117.

As part of your long-range transportation plan, | respectfully request that you program the need for a
new interchange and system of frontage roads, including Green Street, between Routes 20, 117,
and 128 as an important transportation infrastructure project that will:
= improve congestion, air quality, and circujation
e remove existing traffic from the Stow Street neighbarhood
s accommodate multi-modal users seeking to access a potential transit station, and
® encourage economic develapment in the area.

[ understand there are several flexible options for interchange configurations and new or relocated

“ramps that will require extensive data collection, analysis, and state and federal permitting.
Although interchange concepts have been proposed by developers in the past, | hope that the
Boston MPO and other state agencies will advance a regional-scale improvement that protects the
residential neighborhoods east of Route 128. | understand that SPC Main Street LLC, a nearby
developer, recently acquired several properties between Green Street and Route 128 to facilitate
future regional transportation needs. 1t may be possible to advance an early-action project 1o widen
and imprave Green Street as an important local and regional connector batween Routes 117 and
20. MassDOT conceptually approved a plan for this work in the past; it will be considerably less
than what may ultimately he required for a full interchange improvement.

Preliminary endorsement of a regional transportation improvermnent project will allow the City, MAPC,
MassDOT, MBTA, other agencies and private parties to effectively plan and conceptually design
improvements and advance critical permitting. Thank you for your consideration as you finalize this
important work plan. .

Sincerely,

Qmcrs

Jeannette A, McCarthy
JAM/ns
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Kenneth J. Krause

50 Mystic Street Medford, MA 02155
781-396-0920 kenneth.krause@comcast.net

September 13, 2011

David Mohler, Chair

Transportation Planning and Programming Committee
Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization

10 Park Plaza, Suite 2150

Boston, MA 02116-3968

Dear Mr. Mohler,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Boston Region Metropolitan Planning
Organization’s draft Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and draft Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) for federal fiscal years 2012-15.

I am pleased that the MPO is focusing on creating “Paths to a Sustainable Region” and that the
LRTP has added “climate change” and “livability” as two new areas of emphasis.

With those criteria in mind, I feel it is most appropriate for the Boston MPO to accord the four
remaining State Implementation Plan (SIP) transit commitment projects maximum priority in the
LRTP, with the Green Line Extension (GLX) to Somerville and Medford atop the list.

The GLX is projected to provide an estimated 80% of the air quality improvements that the
Commonwealth is required to attain from the remaining SIP projects in order to become
compliant with the federal Clean Air Act. In addition, it will provide the frequent, reliable, safe
and clean transit service that is sorely lacking in the Green Line Extension corridor today.

While I am pleased that the LRTP and TIP designate funding for the Green Line Extension, I
recommend the following revisions before it is approved:

o The LRTP allocates $586.6 million for the GLX in FFY2012-15, yet the TIP only allocates
$475.7 million for the same period. The TIP amount should be increased to equal the amount
in the LRTP so the needed funds are available to advance the project in a timely fashion.

e MassDOT recently re-stated the projected completion date for Phase I of the GLX —to College
Avenue in Medford and Union Square in Somerville — to sometime between September 2018
and July 2020. The LRTP currently allocates $533.3 million for Phase I of the GLX in the
2016-20 period, but it also allocates $1.85 million for Phase II of the GLX — from the
temporary terminus at College Avenue to Mystic Valley Parkway at the Medford-Somerville
boundary — in 2016-20. Given that these two phases of the project have melded into one on the
MassDOT calendar, the LRTP should combine the two separate 2016-20 allocations for the
GLX into one that funds the second half of the work in Phase I and all of Phase 2. This would
also, once and for all, assure that the Commonwealth fulfills its legal obligation to extend the
Green Line to Medford Hillside, which a terminus station at College Avenue does not.

1 Kenneth J. Krause — LRTP Sept. 13, 2011



The LRTP allocations for the other three SIP transit commitment projects also should be
adjusted. Not only are these projects emblematic of the goals set forth in the LRTP, but as
Transportation Control Measures in the SIP, they must be accorded full funding in all state
transportation planning documents in order for these plans to gain federal approval.

Therefore, the LRTP and TIP should be revised to allocate the funding amounts required to
complete the Red Line-Blue Line connector design ($49 million), the Fairmount commuter rail
line improvements ($54.1 million) and the addition of 1,000 park-and-ride parking spaces in the
MBTA system ($32 million).

I would also like to record my support for two other long overdue Medford projects in the
LRTP’s Recommended Plan — reconstruction of the Revere Beach Parkway bridge over the
Malden River ($41 million, 2012-15) and reconstruction of the Cradock Bridge (Main Street)
over the Mystic River ($11.6 million, 2012-15). These projects will help improve user safety for
all modes (autos, bicycles and pedestrians) and also benefit the waterways the bridges span,
especially the Mystic River. The latter project will remove the century-old and defunct Cradock
Bridge locks, eliminating the existing water flow constrictions and decreasing the risk of
flooding in Medford and Somerville after heavy rains.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these plans. I look forward not only their approval
on Sept. 22, but more importantly, to the speedy delivery of the projects contained therein, in
particular the over-delayed and over-due Green Line Extension to Somerville and Medford.

Sincerely,

Ken Kraicse

Ken Krause
50 Mystic St.
Medford, MA 02155

2 Kenneth J. Krause — LRTP Sept. 13, 2011



James McGinnis
26 Bow Street
Somerville, MA 02143

September 13, 2011

Kate Fichter, MassDOT, Office of Transportation Planning
Jerome Grafe, Mass DEP, Bureau of Waste Prevention

Dear Ms. Fichter and Mr. Grafe,

I am writing to comment on the Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) draft Long
Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and draft 2012 to 2015 State Implementation Plan (SIP), and
MassDOT’s “State Implementation Plan — Transit Commitments 2011 Status Report”. My particular
concern is the proposed delay in completing the Green Line Extension(GLX) project until 2018 — 2020,
several years past the SIP deadline of December 31, 2014 Although my understanding is that MassDOT
has not formally requested a revision of the SIP with a later deadline, the above three documents
generally incorporate this date. (An important exception to this is that air quality improvements from the
GLX still assume it will be completed in 2014.)

As the largest Transportation Control Measure (TCM) required by the SIP (310 CMR 7.36), completion
of the GLX is a legal obligation of the Commonwealth under the Clean Air Act (CAA). As such
Transportation Conformity Regulations require the Boston MPO to give SIP TCMs the highest priority
for funding and project completion. The LRTP and TIP must conform to the goals of the SIP, and no
project may receive federal review, approval or funding with a finding by the federal Department of
Transportation conformance with the SIP.

The GLX project’s postponed completion to 2018 — 2020 in the LRTP and TIP and its lack of sufficient
funding clearly do not conform to the SIP. Although Mass DOT has not yet petitioned the Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) to delay the GLX project as required by 310 CMR 7.36(4)(c), the
funding proposed in the LRTP and TIP for FY 2012 - FY 2015, $586,654,000 and $476,200,00
respectively, is less than 50% of the project’s estimated cost of $1,120,000,000. This funding schedule
appears to correspond to the unapproved project delay.

If DEP and the MPO do not produce a LRTP and TIP that conform to the SIP, it is possible that the US
Department of Transportation (USDOT) will not certify the state Transportation Improvement Plan
(STIP). This would repeat the situation that occurred in December, 2007, when USDOT did not approve
the STIP due to similar problems. The previous TIP would then remain in effect, so no new projects could
be initiated, and when those projects were completed, eventually all federal transportation funding to the
state could be cut off.

Although previously accepted by the MPO and the DEP, the possibly indefinite postponement of the
section of the GLX between College Avenue and Route 16/Mystic Valley Parkway is yet another way in
which these plans fail to meet the SIP requirements. The problem is that College Avenue is not Medford
Hillside, the main branch terminus named in the SIP. Abundant research into the current and historic
meaning of “Medford Hillside” does not support Mass DOT’s contention that College Avenue is, or ever
was, part of this district; and in fact it arguably it is not even on Medford Hillside’s eastern boundary.

As a person who has followed the progress of the GLX since the Beyond Lechmere Major Investment
Study, the announcement of yet another major “unavoidable™ delay is all too familiar. Since the current
SIP was adopted in 2007, the GLX project has continually missed important milestones. There was even a









Jeff Reese Comments regarding GLX delays

I believe the MPO’s draft TIP and LRTP should be REJECTED until they show 100% of
the GLX’s $1 billion funding provided through 2015, with much of that money provided
in 2011-12 for GLX property purchases and GLX bridge rebuilding.

TABLE OF CONTENTS FOR MY DETAILED COMMENTS
Note: “GLX" is the abbreviation I use for “Green Line Extension”.
1. The reasons given for the GLX delays are lies.
2. The GLX should be the state’s top priority, but the state is, other than some lip
service, not acting like it is even a high priority, much less the top priority.
3. Personal impacts of the delay for me
4. Impact of the delays on Somerville and Medford
5. Consequences of the delays to you (the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Mass
DOT, MPO, MBTA, etc.)
- APPENDIX: Importance of the GLX project
o Somerville & Medford have been neglected, are woefully underserved
while simultaneously overburdened.
= Environmental & Health
= Transportation/mobility
= Economic '

DETAILED COMMENTS
1. The recent reasons given for the newest delays are absolutely PHONY,

FICTITIOUS LIES. Ido not believe them for a second. You are stalling for more

funding or more years to spread the funding out over.

1.1.  Reason #1 you gave for the delay: A cost/schedule/risk analysis performed in
March that provided “a much deeper and more nuanced understanding of the
constraints and limitations that must be managed in order to implement the
Green Line project™:

1.1.1. Thave been a structural engineer for 13 years. Although I don’t work on
transportation projects, | am familiar with the construction and design
industries. There is no “nuance”, “limitation”, or “challenge” that would
have been so badly overlooked or underestimated during schematic
planning and design that would have resulted in a 6 year delay, tripling the
schedule, during design development. Are you telling me that you had a
bunch of 5™ graders doing the schematic planning phase for you???

1.1.2. Using Greenbush Line land acquisition delays as a lesson learned for the
GLX is not a valid comparison because the land required was for right of
way. This is not the case for the GLX. GLX land acquisition is for station
locations and the maintenance facility (not included in the SIP agreement)

1.2.  Reason #2 you gave for the delay: “Complexities of FTA New Starts
funding” _

1.2.1. Irrelevant. You are to proceed with or without New Starts funding.
Obtaining federal funding is not a requirement for this project to proceed.
Talk to the FTA. Talk to President Obama, he’s a Democrat, so he’ll be
reasonable about getting mass transit projects built. Persuade New Starts
to let you proceed with the project while applying for New Starts

September 12, 2011 ' Page 2 of 18












Jeff Reese Comments regarding GLX delays

the GLX project done ON TIME!!! Even if you have to spend more money
than you are currently projecting, in order to get multiple contractors working
simultaneously with extra coordination among contractors.

5.5. Increased construction costs as costs always rise with time, making the GLX
project more expensive the more you delay.

5.6.  Angry constituents. I will vote in elections for whichever candidate takes the

" GLX project the most seriously and will work hardest to complete it ON

TIME. I am a single issue voter. [ will vote Republican for the first time in my
life if a Republican candidate shows more dedication to this project.

Amgendix (signature line is after appendix)
- T’ll reiterate, the GLX is needed. It is needed for:

o Environmental/Health reasons: 193 cuts through Medford and Somerville
dumping large quantities of pollutants and carcinogens into these two
towns. The GLX is green technology that will reduce local traffic, helping
reduce some of those pollutant and carcinogen levels. The cities of
Somerville and Medford bear a heavy burden that the rest of the state
enjoys tremendous benefit from. Extending the green line into these two
cities should be PRIORITY NUMBER ONE, and should not be delayed.
The GLX and Big Dig were supposed to go hand-in-hand. If the GLX is
delayed, then maybe it’s time to consider restricting traffic volume on 193
to reduce the negative environmental and health effects on Somerville and
Medford.

o Transportation reasons: The T subway and trolley system has HUGE gaps
in service coverage in this region. No other region that is in this 2 mile to
5 mile range of distance from the center of Boston is so poorly served.
Quincy, which is much further from Boston center, has tremendously
better subway/trolley service than Somerville and Medford. Because this
area is so densely populated and developed, not having adequate transit
forces residents to use cars, and that large of a population in that small of a
geographical area means gridlock on the roads. Transit is the only way out
of the gridlock. Getting to work for me should not take 2 hours via
walking, then a slow bus that gets stuck in traffic, then a subway, then a
commuter rail (which the slow bus might have made me miss), then
walking. I’ve been on many subway/metro systems across the United
States and Europe, and they all make the MBTA’s coverage and service
SHAMEFUL.

o Economic reasons: because such a densely populated area (Somerville is
the most densely populated city in all of Massachusetts) is FORCED to
use cars due to piss poor MBTA service coverage, the economy suffers. It
is impossible to provide ample road service and parking in such a densely
populated and developed area. Transit is the only hope for improved
economics. It is also unfair to residents who are low income and cannot
afford to own and operate a car.

September 12, 2011 | Page 6 of 18
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from the city of Somerville's webpage (circa 2007):

Green Line Extension Info
THE PROJECT
¢ The MBTA is evaluating alternatives for extending transit service to Somerville
THE NEED

¢ Somerville grew prior to the automobile age as a streetcar suburb with narrow streets,
little off-street parking, and better transit service than today

e This historic development has created the most densely populated community in New
England

¢  Our roadway system is at capacity and bears large regional traffic volumes

e Existing traffic produces high levels of mobile source air pollution

¢ Most residents are required to take slow moving, unreliable buses operating on congested
streets requiring a transfer to transit stations

¢ The City suffers from the unbalanced tax base and needs economic development to
provide better city services, support capital investment, and operate a sustainable budget

THE BURDEN

« Somerville bears more burden than benefits from existing transportation infrastructure
and service

e A large portion of Somerville includes environmental justice population areas designated
by the State based on factors related to household income and minority populations

e Eight passenger rail lines pass through Somerville and only one stops

¢ The city is home to the 46-acre (tax-free) MBTA Commuter Rail Facility that has major
environmental impacts on the East Somerville and Ward 2 neighborhoods

¢ The City bears the regional roadway infrastructure of 1-93, Route 28, and many major
arterials that carrying large volumes of the regional traffic
The City currently pays an annual assessment of $4.5 million to the MBTA

THE COMMITMENT

o The extension of the Green Line to Ball Square/Tufts University is a legal commitment in
the State Implementation Plan (SIP) to meet federal air quality regulations

o The extension of the Green Line to Ball Square/Tufts University is a transit mitigation
project in the Administrative Consent Order (ACO) from the Big Dig

¢ Both commitments require the project to be constructed and operating by December 31,
2011

THE BENEFITS

Better transit means frequent, fast, direct, and reliable transit service
Better Transit will:
e Improve community health, environment, and quality of life
e Create better access to employment, cultural and education opportunities
¢ Increase off-road transportation system capacity and improved connections to Boston and
the region will assist our commercial districts to reach their full potential, create
economic development, and facilitate future growth
¢ Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled and promote alternative travel modes
¢ Provide opportunities to fulfill regional development demand from Cambridge and
Boston
¢ Only with transit improvements can the City facilitate the concentrated development that
promotes smart and sustainable growth for the region
e Reconnect Somerville’s urban fabric to the inner core, COMPLETING THE HUB

September 12, 2011 Pége 110f18
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= The state is trying to back away from its promise to fund
100% of the extensions.

= The project is late now and may be delayed by two more
years to look for Federal funds.

» The state’s application to US EPA to change the transit
commitment deadline from 2011

to 2014 has not been honest about the project status. The
Green Line project is at risk.

From Friends of the Community Path (circa 2011):

LEGAL

The Green Line Extension has never been given top priority, even though the State is
legally mandated to do so.

The Green Line extension has been the state’s single largest Transportation Control
Measure (TCM) obligation under the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality for
twenty years. Thus, it is a binding legal obligation under the Clean Air Act. Federal
Transportation Conformity Regulations require that SIP TCMs like the Green Line
Extension must be given funding and completion priority by the region and state.

The original legal agreement in 1990 to extend the Green Line was revised in 2000 for
planned completion in 2011. Then it was delayed to 2014 in revisions to the State
Implementation Plan (STP), legal obligations under the Clean Air Act. Then last year
MassDOT said the Green Line Extension (GLX) would not open until 2015. Now, they
have announced even more delays, to 2018 to 2020!

Meeting this legal obligation requires the Boston MPO to show realistic funding sources
and timely completion of the Green Line Extension in both the 2012 — 2015
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the Long Range Transportation Plan
(LRTP). Currently the TIP shows less than 50% of the money and less than 50% of the
Green Line Extension being completed by the legal deadline of 2014. The state must
pursue full bond funding of GLX to satisfy Federal Transportation Conformity.

The Draft 2012 — 2015 TIP and the Draft LRTP “Paths to a Sustainable Region” fail to
meet both the “fiscal constraint” requirement for full funding and the “environmental”
requirement for timely completion of the SIP TCMs. And, beyond the binding legal
obligations, MassDOT and the Commonwealth have failed over and over again to meet
promised deadlines given to the Green Line Extension communities
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MassDOT’s assertion that land acquisition is a primary factor in the latest delay is not
acceptable. Commuter rail track could be moved and track could be laid while waiting to
acquire land for the Ball Square and Union Square Stations. Using Greenbush Line land
acquisition delays as a lesson learned for the GLX is not a valid comparison because the
land required was for right of way. This is not the case for the GLX. GLX land
acquisition is for station locations and the maintenance facility (not included in the SIP
agreement)

The suggested phasing scenario proposed for constructing the GLX should only be
permitted if the State is legally bound to complete of the full GLX to Route 16 by 2018.

Why is GLX not being moved as aggressively as the Fast14 Bridge replacement
project? With all the brain power of our region, why can’t we get a 7-station transit
extension built in a timely, cost-effective way? We have just recently built a massive
new highway bridge on the Cape and we are widening our highways with a multi-year
Route 128 mega-project, but we just can’t seem to get a shovel in the ground on time for
a sustainable urban light rail project.

From Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership circa 2011:

e MA DOT states that securing federal "New Starts" funding for the Green Line is
risky because of the MBTA financial condition, but MA DOT has not
demonstrated it has a funding plan and design and construction schedule to meet
the SIP requirements using only state funding - which has been agreed to by the
Commonwealth in the SIP agreement.

o Monthly SIP reports as late as May 2011 committed to completing the Green Line
Extension at the end of 2015, with no suggestion of further possible delays. This
reflects a lack of transparency and seriousness in meeting the SIP requirements.

e MassDOT's assertion that land acquisition is a primary factor in the latest delay is
not acceptable. Commuter rail track could be moved and track could be laid while
waiting to acquire land for the Ball Square and Union Square Stations. Using
Greenbush Line land acquisition delays as a lesson learned for the GLX is not a
valid comparison because the land required was for right of way. This is not the
case for the GLX. GLX land acquisition is for station locations and the
maintenance facility (not included in the SIP agreement)

e The suggested phasing scenario proposed for constructing the GLX should only
be permitted if the State is legally bound to complete of the full GLX to Route 16
by 2018. ‘

IMPACT OF DELAY ON HEALTH

The Green Line Extension is supposed to mitigate the health effects of vehicle pollution
from 1-93 and regional highway traffic as well as regional ozone. Delaying completion of
the project without mitigation of the pollution will continue to negatively affect the health
of Somerville and regional residents. Somerville has the greatest daily exposure to
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Comments on Draft Regional Transportation Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan for 2011 (Paths to a Sustainable Region) seems to support the
admirable goal of developing a sustainable, green transportation system. For example, under Livability,
the vision is that ““all residents will have the capability of moving affordably between where they live,
work, get services, and play using healthy transportation options that promote a healthy lifestyle.” Under
Environment “increase mode share for transit and non-motorized modes™ and under Climate Change
“tie transportation funding to VMT reduction” and “support stronger land use and smart growth strategies”.
Based on the MPO's Visions and Policies as articulated in the Plan we would expect a major break with the
past, with investments and programs promoting smart growth, reducing greenhouse gases, and promoting
transportation equity.

Instead, the projects listed in Table 8-3 demonstrate a commitment to more of the same, with 87% of all
funds allocated to roadway projects, including 42% to roadway capacity expansions, and way less than
1% of all funding devoted to the most sustainable, environmentally-sensitive modes, walking and .
biking. There are only two “paths” and only $36.8 million of the $5.8 billion in highway funds are
allocated to these sustainable modes in the region. Besides their well-documented health and
environmental benefits, the fact that these types of projects cost little to build, even less to
operate/maintain, and cost virtually nothing to use should make them a priority in these fiscally-
constrained times. Overall the Plan shows negligible increases in transit, walking, and biking mode
shares and the combination of projects is forecast to actually increase vehicle miles traveled in the
region.

Given such inherent internal contradictions, and the lack of compatibility with MassDOT's stated
intention to become GreenDOT , I urge the MPO to reject this Plan until it is amended so that the
allocation of resources bears at least some resemblance to the stated priorities and provides a least a
few of the intended benefits. And of course the first place to demonstrate this reallocation would be in a
renewed commitment to complete the Green Line Extension construction by the end of 2014, as legally
and morally required. ’

A few details to note:

1. The modeling results for this Plan show only a 2 to 0% increase in transit and non-motorized
trips, an actual 57,000 mile increase in vehicle miles traveled, and a very small
(9,900/3,772,300=0.26%) reduction in vehicle hours of travel versus the No-Build alternative
(also the No Cost alternative). All of these numbers aré much less than the error-rate inherent in
the model. There is no difference between the No-Build and the Recommended Plan and no
demonstrated benefits to any of the modes that are the intended beneficiaries of the Plan and the
reason for the expenditures of over $5 billion.

2. The Plan under review, Paths to a Sustainable Region, actually provides less funding for
sustainable projects than the previous one, Journey to 2030. Less for bike paths (the Assabet
Rail Trail moved from 2011 to 2016 ), a reduced commitment to the Green Line (less than full
funding for “Phase 17 and, while the Green Line College Ave to Route 16 still shows in the
2016-20 band, it will certainly be delayed if the delay to the rest of the extension to at least
2018 happens as proposed) and the change of the Suburban Mobility program (funding small
transit projects) into the Clean Air and Mobility program (funding, besides transit and walk/bike
projects, roadway projects with air quality benefits (reducing emissions over “normal” roadway
projects)). No only is there almost no commitment to non-motorized modes and transit projects,
but, as noted on page 8-3, 87% of funding is allocated to roadway projects, including 42% to
roadway expansion. :



3. A Plan committed to sustainable modes and MassDOT's Healthy Transportation Compact
would make it a priority to make all communities walkable and bikeable. Not only would such a
Plan significantly reduce emissions (in spite of the model's current inability to accurately reflect
such a scenario), provide health benefits (increased exercise and reduced emissions ), and foster
economic activity (except for drive thru windows, all economic activity must include walking at
both ends of the trip), but providing the necessary infrastructure to make all communities
walkable and bikeable would cost less than the $200-500 million devoted to just one large
roadway project in the Plan. :

4. As a start, a Plan committed to sustainable transportation would include building the
Community Path Extension concurrently with the Green Line Extension. The current rebirth of
Davis Square did not truly begin until the Community Path opened thru there, and the Green
Line Extension will only reach its full transportation and economic development benefits with
the access provided by the Community Path Extension. In addition, there are many other worthy
paths under development around the region and those that can demonstrate any significant
amount of transportation use should be funded in a sustainable transportation plan. And
“transportation use” should not be limited to work trips, which are only 20-25% of all trips, but
rather any trip which could provide some economic benefit to the region.

5. APlan committed to sustainable transportation would include a commitment to develop
processes to encourage low-cost walking and biking projects easily and quickly. Instead, as we
learned in the Clean Air and Mobility Program, the current bureaucratic project development
process has no way to efficiently expedite any small, low-cost project, regardless of the level of
theoretical commitment to the idea. And the draft Plan does nothing to change this.

- 6. There seems to be a typo on p. 8-3, where a “not” is missing between “generally” and “consistent”
in the following statement [the Plan] “is generally consistent with MetroFuture, the land use plan for
the Boston region, and with the sustainable-development principles of the Commonwealth.”

7. Inconsistencies with sustainable development principles have been discussed above. MetroFuture is
based on goals of sustainable growth patterns, transportation choices, and a healthy environment,
among others. But Metro Future will not happen because we wish it to be true. It will require
supportive land use policies and a transportation network that will allow and support the trips that
will be demanded by those hoped-for land use patterns. This proposed transportation plan will not
only not support that MetroFuture but will make it impossible to occur.

8. With the exception of the Green Line Extension, which the state now proposes to postpone
indefinitely (until (if) some future administration can figure out how to do it) there are no projects
not already under construction funded in this Plan that will have any benefit for environmental
justice (EJ) communities (called transportation equity in this document - probably a better term, but
just adding to the jargon confusion in a jargon-laden document). All the roadway expansion
projects, by bringing ultra-fine particulates closer to adjacent populations, will have negative health
impacts on EJ and non-EJ communities alike. This is not consistent will the Plan's previously stated
goal of minimizing “environmental burdens from transportation facilities”. None of the needs
identified on page 6-4 are addressed (the need for Complete Streets and better circumferential
transit, including the Red-Blue Connector, for example).

9. While devoting a significant portion of the available transportation funding to maintaining the
existing (mostly roadway) system may seem like a prudent public policy choice, and certainly
maintaining safe infrastructure is a worthy objective, the consequence, perhaps unintended, is also
maintaining the harmful health and environmental impacts that come with the existing system.

Since the walking and biking modes can have vast increases in needed infrastructure at (relatively)
little cost, there should still be sufficient resources to fund needed safety projects (safety meaning
bridges and roads that don't collapse, not necessarily projects that protect users from unsafe drivers).
And of course a green plan would expand transit before expanding roadways.






