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INTRODUCTION

1-�Introduction 1

Plan Purpose

JOURNEY to 2030, the Transportation Plan of the Boston Region Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (referred to as the Plan), is the long-range, comprehensive 
transportation planning document for the Boston region. The region encompasses 
101 cities and towns from Ipswich to Duxbury, and Boston to Marlborough (see 
Figure 1-1). This is the area in which transportation planning is the responsibility 
of the Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), as explained in 
this chapter. Covering 1,405 square miles, the Boston region makes up about 18 
percent of the state’s land area; however, with over three million residents, it has 
48 percent of the state’s population. 

The Plan defines transportation visions for the future of the region, establishes 
goals and policies that will lead to the achievement of the visions, and allocates 
projected revenue to transportation programs and projects in order to implement 
those goals and policies. Fundamentally, the Plan is about making choices for 
the future of the metropolitan area—choices about local and regional land use, 
choices about where to allocate limited transportation resources, and choices 
about the type of future we wish to see for our region and, by extension, the Com-
monwealth. In accordance with applicable federal planning regulations, the Plan 
addresses surface transportation issues only. 

The Plan’s 23-year scope allows the MPO to consider the transportation network’s 
future from a broad perspective. Only projects designated as regionally significant 
and major investment projects are specifically listed by name in the Plan. The 
term “regionally significant” refers to projects required by federal regulations to be 
included in the travel demand model (a computer model) for air quality conformity 
purposes—generally, any project that adds capacity to the regional transportation 
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FIGURE 1-1

The Boston Region MPO Municipalities

Ipswich

Hamilton
Topsfield

GloucesterEssex

Swampscott

Marblehead

Beverly
Manchester

Rockport

Danvers

Peabody

Salem

Wenham

Wilmington

Bur-
lingtonBedford

Stone-
ham SaugusWoburn

Middleton

Lynnfield
Reading

Reading

Wake-
field

North

CarlisleLittleton

Box-
borough

Acton

Milford

WrenthamB
el
lin
gh

am

Franklin

Millis

Holliston

Medway

Foxborough

R
ockland Marshfield

Duxbury

Pembroke

Hanover
Stoughton

Sharon

Randolph
Canton

Wey-
mouth

Braintree

Hol-
brook

Hingham

Norwell

Scituate

Cohasset

Medfield

Walpole

Dover

Needham

Norwood

Sherborn
Dedham

Milton
Westwood

Wellesley Br
oo
kli
ne

Quincy

Weston

Newton
Boston

Natick

Framingham

Watertown

Wayland

South-
borough

Hopkinton

Marlborough

Ashland

Concord

Waltham

Lincoln

Lexington Winch
este

r

Arlington

Cambridge
Somerville

Medford

Everett

Malden

Melrose

Winthrop

Revere

Lynn

NahantStow

Hudson

Bolton

Sudbury

May-
nard

Hull

Chelsea
Belmont

Norfolk



1-�Introduction

network. Major investment projects are projects 
that cost over $25 million. For a more detailed 
explanation of the types of projects that must be 
included in the model, see Chapter 15, Air Qual-
ity Conformity Determination.

Most of the transportation projects that will be 
funded in the next 23 years do not add capacity 
to the transportation system and are, therefore, 
not specifically identified in the Plan. The purpose 
of these projects is primarily to maintain and 
operate the existing system. Nevertheless, when 
it comes time to allocate funds for these projects 
in the Transportation Improvement Program, they 
will be selected based upon how well they imple-
ment the goals and policies adopted in the Plan.

The Boston Region MPO 
Structure

The Boston Region MPO is responsible for the 
development of the Plan. It conducts transporta-
tion planning in its region for a variety of trans-
portation modes and facilities, including highway, 
transit, and freight. By bringing together repre-
sentatives from local, regional, state, and federal 
entities and a public advisory committee, MPO 
decision-making is sensitive to the diverse range 
of interests and concerns that exist in the Boston 
region.

Federal law establishes requirements and guide-
lines for transportation planning in urbanized 
areas with populations of more than 200,000. 
In order to be eligible for federal transportation 
funding, an area must maintain a continuing, 
cooperative, and comprehensive (3C) transporta-
tion planning process. The Boston Region MPO 
is responsible for carrying out the 3C process in 
its area.

The MPO is a cooperative board of 14 voting 
members:

•	 Executive Office of Transportation (EOT)

•	 Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
(MBTA)

•	 Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
Advisory Board

•	 Massachusetts Highway Department 
(MassHighway) 

•	 Massachusetts Port Authority (Massport) 

•	 Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MassPike) 

•	 Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) 

•	 City of Boston

•	 Six elected municipalities from the Boston 
region, currently:

	 –	 City of Everett

	 –	 City of Newton 

	 –	 City of Salem

	 –	 Town of Bedford

	 –	 Town of Framingham

	 –	 Town of Hopkinton

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and the 
Regional Transportation Advisory Council also 
participate on the MPO, in a nonvoting capacity. 

Relationship to Other 
Planning Documents/Initiatives

In addition to the Plan, the Boston Region MPO 
is required to develop other documents and pro-
grams as part of the 3C transportation planning 
process. These include:

•	 The Mobility Management System (MMS) 

•	 The Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP)

•	 The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP)

The UPWP and the MMS are sources of informa-
tion used in the development of the Plan. Along 
with the TIP, they help to implement the visions 
and objectives of the Plan. Other documents or 
initiatives considered in the development of the 
Plan are:
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•	 The MBTA Program for Mass Transportation

•	 Legal commitments of the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts

Brief descriptions of all of the above and their 
relationship to the Plan are provided below. 

Unified Planning Work Program

The annual Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP) describes transportation planning stud-
ies to be undertaken by the MPO and other enti-
ties in the Boston region during a given federal 
fiscal year. The UPWP is intended to serve two 
purposes. The first is to provide information to 
government officials, local communities, and the 
general public about all of the transportation plan-
ning studies that are expected to occur in the re-
gion. The second is to provide complete budget 
information to federal and state officials about the 
expenditure of federal funds for planning studies 
that will be carried out by the MPO. 

The planning studies in the UPWP are an impor-
tant source of ideas that may evolve into projects 
that will eventually be included in the Plan. Like-
wise, ideas received during the public outreach 
process for the Plan may lead to studies included 
in the UPWP.

The Mobility Management 
System

The MPO’s Mobility Management System (MMS), 
formerly known as the Congestion Management 
System (CMS), is an ongoing program for moni-
toring mobility in the region, providing the MPO 
and transportation planners with timely informa-
tion about transportation system performance, 
and making recommendations in the areas 
where mobility deficiencies are found. The MMS 
program includes the systematic measurement 
and analysis of mobility problems in the region 
so that they may be mitigated. The staff then 
provides decision-makers with information about 
transportation system performance and with 
strategies and recommendations for improving 
mobility. Information from the MMS and associ-

ated planning studies funded through the UPWP 
is used in the selection of projects for the Plan 
and the Transportation Improvement Program.

Transportation Improvement 
Program

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is 
a multimodal program that sets forth a detailed 
list of transportation projects that is consistent 
with the policies and goals of the Plan. The TIP 
describes the transportation projects that are 
expected to be implemented during a four-year 
period and provides information about how 
they’ve been prioritized. It also includes a financial 
plan showing the revenue source or sources, 
current or proposed, for each project. In order 
to be eligible to receive federal funds, a project 
must be programmed in the current federal fiscal 
year’s TIP. In addition to the federally funded proj-
ects, most highway projects funded with state 
transportation money are also included in the 
TIP in the Boston region. In order for any region-
ally significant project to be included in the TIP, it 
must be included in the Plan. One function of the 
TIP is to serve as a tool for monitoring progress in 
implementing the Plan.

MBTA Program for Mass 
Transportation

The MBTA Program for Mass Transportation 
(PMT) is the long-range, 25-year capital program 
of the MBTA. The objective of the PMT is to 
identify and prioritize projects that will result in a 
cost-effective mass transit system that serves the 
greatest number of passengers while furthering 
environmental, economic development, and en-
vironmental justice goals. The MBTA adopted the 
current PMT in May 2003. The MPO used it to 
prioritize transit projects for inclusion in the Plan. 
The MBTA has begun updating the PMT; how-
ever, it will not be completed in time for updated 
PMT information to be included in this Plan.

Legal Commitments

Several transportation projects are legal require-
ments that EOT or other transportation agencies 
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in Massachusetts must complete within a certain 
time frame. The legal commitments that have the 
greatest impact on planning in the Boston region 
are those pertaining to the State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) and the Central Artery/Tunnel project. 

The federal Clean Air Act requires states with 
one or more regions that do not meet federal 
air quality standards, such as Massachusetts, 
to produce a SIP. A SIP describes the efforts 
that a state has made, or proposes to make, to 
reduce levels of pollutants, such as ozone and 
carbon monoxide. Massachusetts is required to 
produce a SIP, and EOT and other transportation 
agencies, including MassHighway, the MBTA, 
MassPike, and Massport, are required to imple-
ment the transportation projects and policies that 
are included in the SIP.

In the current SIP, the Central Artery/Tunnel 
(CA/T) project commitments are the result of an 
agreement entered into by the state’s Depart-
ment of Environmental Protection (DEP) and EOT 
during the approval process for the CA/T proj-
ect. This agreement was updated, with revised 
implementation schedules, in an Administra-
tive Consent Order between DEP and EOT in 
2000. In 2004, EOT and DEP began a process 
of reevaluating the projects in the original SIP 
commitments that had not yet been completed. 
This process is being undertaken to ensure that 
any further investments fund the best regionally 
significant projects that meet air quality goals and 
requirements.

As a matter of policy, the MPO includes all legal 
commitments related to the SIP and the Consent 
Order in the Plan.
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THE BOSTON REGION MPO AND ITS 
EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

2-�The Boston Region MPO and Its Existing Transportation System 1

The Boston Region MPO area is part of one of the largest metropolitan areas in 
the United States, considering population, density, and geographic size. The 101 
cities and towns of the MPO region encompass approximately 1,405 square 
miles. The region lies roughly within the 20-mile radius extending from the city of 
Boston to the communities that abut Interstate 495. The 101 communities that 
compose the region are quite diverse (see Table 2-1), ranging from the relatively 
rural communities such as Essex to dense and urban Cambridge. The central city 
of the MPO area, Boston, is compact, at 48.4 square miles; however, it is closely 
surrounded by 13 cities, which contribute to the urban nature of the region’s core. 
This core is an important population and employment center and trip destination.

The Greater Boston area is an urban setting rich in natural resources. Inland, the 
region offers over 25 state forests and parks, as well as numerous rivers, lakes, 
and ponds. Forests make up 39 percent of the area, with water, wetlands, and 
open space contributing another 11 percent. The region is bordered on the east 
by approximately 550 miles of coastal waterfront and the Boston Harbor Islands 
National Park.

The characteristics of the region present both opportunities and challenges for 
meeting the region’s transportation needs.

Population

According to the 2000 U.S. census, the MPO region has a population of just over 
3 million residents, almost 48 percent of the state’s total population. It contains 
approximately 1.2 million households, yielding a regional average of 2.47 persons 
per household. The municipalities and the persons who reside within the region 
have different transportation needs requiring solutions designed to fit their diverse 
demographic, cultural, and environmental situations. 
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Employment

The 2000 U.S. census indicates that the MPO 
region employed 1,833,250 persons in 2000, a 
53 percent increase in the number of jobs from 
1970. The majority of these jobs are in the urban 
core of the region, with the cities of Boston and 
Cambridge continuing to be the primary employ-
ment centers. However, the rate of job growth 
over the past 30 years outside of Route 128, 
which is approximately 11 miles from the cen-

ter of Boston, significantly outpaced that inside 
Route 128, as shown in Table 2-2.

The rate of job growth outpaced that of popula-
tion growth, widening the gap between available 
jobs and the labor force needed to fill them. This 
led to some of the new jobs in the MPO region 
being taken by persons living outside the region. 
This trend is likely to continue and will require 
collaborative efforts among the metropolitan plan-

TABLE 2–1

A Comparison of the Five Least Populated Communities and the 
Five Most Populated Communities in the MPO Region

Source: U.S. census, 2000

TABLE 2-2

Population and Employment Growth in the MPO Region

Source: U.S. censuses, 1970 and 2000, and CTPS Employment Database

POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS POP. / HH SQUARE MILES POP. / SQ. MI.

ESSEX 3,267  1,313 2.49 14.28 229

NAHANT 3,632 1,629 2.20 1.06 3,426

BOLTON 4,148 1,424 2.91 20.12 206

SHERBORN 4,200 1,423 2.95 16.10 260

WENHAM 4,440 1,285 2.70 8.12 547

BOSTON 589,141 239,528 2.31 49.40 11,926

CAMBRIDGE 101,355 42,615 2.03 7.16 14,156

LYNN 89,050 33,511 2.62 11.45 7,777

QUINCY 88,025 38,883 2.22 16.70 5,271

NEWTON 83,829 31,201 2.51 18.19 4,609

BOSTON REGION MPO 3,071,600 1,197,397 2.47 1,405 2,182

EMPLOYMENT POPULATION

AREA 1970 2000 CHANGE 1970 2000 CHANGE

INSIDE ROUTE 128 830,450 1,131,900 +36% 1,852,500 1,740,600 -6%

OUTSIDE ROUTE 128 365,900 701,350 +92% 1,161,250 1,331,000 +15%

REGIONWIDE 1,196,350 1,833,250 +53% 3,013,750 3,071,600 +2%
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ning organizations of eastern Massachusetts, 
southern New Hampshire, and Rhode Island to 
coordinate transportation planning. 

Rapid expansion of employment in the last 25 
years affected the transportation system in a 
number of ways:

•	 The transportation system became more 
extensive, to try to address the increasing 
needs of underserved communities.

•	 Transportation system demand became 
greater, putting increasing strain on the ca-
pacities of transportation facilities.

•	 Dispersed employment caused a change in 
trip patterns, creating longer trips, and in turn 
making it harder to provide these trips with 
alternative transportation modes.

•	 It is not possible to meet all of these de-
mands with new transportation projects given 
the available resources. Increases in con-
gestion may be able to be slowed through 
changes in land use patterns.

Land Use

Between 1991 and 1999, the amount of devel-
oped land in the MPO region grew by 2.5 per-
cent, or 7.6 acres a day on average. The majority 
of the new land consumption was for single-fam-

ily housing. Most of this new development took 
place on formerly agricultural and forested lands. 
Table 2-3 shows the changes in land use in the 
region between 1991 and 1999. The majority of 
land being developed, whether for residential, 
industrial, or commercial uses, was located along 
the Route 128 and I-495 corridors. 

Further information on the demographics and 
land use in the region is included in Chapter 11, 
Land Use and Economic Development.

The Existing Transportation 
System

The transportation system in the MPO region is 
a collection of roads, bridges, transit services, 
freight rail lines, bicycle routes, pedestrian facili-
ties, and ferry routes that need to work as an 
integrated system throughout the 101-municipal-
ity region and beyond. The transportation sys-
tem is maintained and operated by a number of 
different agencies, including but not limited to the 
Massachusetts Highway Department, the Massa-
chusetts Bay Transportation Authority, the Mas-
sachusetts Turnpike Authority, the Massachusetts 
Port Authority, the Department of Conservation 
and Recreation, and local entities.

In March 2007, the Massachusetts Transportation 
Finance Commission issued a report, Transporta-

Source: Massachusetts Geographic Information System (MassGIS), 1999

TABLE 2–3

Changes in Land Use, 1991–1999

LAND USE 1991 (SQ. MI.) 1999 (SQ. MI.) % CHANGE

RESIDENTIAL 471 503 +7%

COMMERCIAL 40 42 +5%

INDUSTRIAL 36 38 +6%

OPEN SPACE 80 79 -1%

FORESTS 558 536 -4%

CROPLAND / PASTURE 54 47 -13%

OTHER 197 193 -2%

TOTAL 1,438 1,438
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tion Finance in Massachusetts. It stated that the 
MPO’s transportation system is aging, with the 
MBTA over 100 years old and the interstate high-
way system 50 years old. The Finance Commis-
sion report estimated a transportation-needs gap 
of $15 billion to $19 billion over the next 20 years 
to maintain the existing transportation system. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has committed 
to work with the Legislature, the Transportation 
Finance Commission, and other stakeholders 
to develop a proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the state’s 
transportation financing system. The MPO will 
participate in this process.

The following sections describe each of the 
modes as they existed in 2006.

The Roadway System

Roadways

The region’s roadway system is composed of 
interstate highways, other arterial highways, col-
lector roads, local roads, and bridges. There are 
23,237 lane-miles in the region. Regionwide, 
there are 1,153 miles of interstate highways; 
5,322 miles of arterials; 2,582 miles of collector 
roads; and 14,180 miles of local roads.1 Inter-
states and arterials are intended to provide a high 
level of mobility at a relatively high speed for long, 
uninterrupted distances with limited access. Col-
lector roads provide a lower level of mobility than 
arterials, with lower speeds and shorter distances 
between access points; they connect local roads 
with arterials and provide access to abutting land 
uses. Local roads provide a high level of access 
to abutting land but provide limited mobility (lower 
volumes and lower speeds). Figure 2-1 on the 
following page, shows the functional classifica-
tions of major roads in Massachusetts.

Ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
for the region’s roadways vary among local and 
state entities. The roadway classification, how-

ever, does not correlate to ownership. Roads 
and streets are grouped into functional systems 
according to the types of service they provide. 
Figure 2-2 shows the breakdowns of roadway 
ownership, classification, and type in the Boston 
region.

MassPike oversaw, and now manages and 
owns, the largest and most complex roadway 
project in U.S. history, the Central Artery/Ted 
Williams Tunnel project in Boston. The major ele-
ment of this project involved the demolition of an 
elevated highway and the creation of an under-
ground expressway in its place, the extension 
of an interstate highway to link it to Logan Inter-
national Airport, and the construction of a two-
bridge crossing of the Charles River. The project, 
estimated to be 98 percent complete in July 
2006, improves mobility in the highly congested 
downtown Boston area and on the interstates 
feeding into it. The construction of the Ted Wil-
liams Tunnel alone has reduced the time it takes 
to go from Logan Airport to the South Boston 
Seaport from 45 minutes, using the Tobin Bridge, 
to 4 1/2 minutes, using the Ted Williams Tunnel.

Roadway Maintenance

As in any major metropolitan area, the Boston re-
gion must continually maintain its roadways. The 
following programs and policies specifically ad-
dress roadway maintenance and are discussed 
in further detail in Chapter 5 (System Preserva-
tion, Modernization, and Efficiency).

•	 The Chapter 90 program (named for Chapter 
90 of the Massachusetts General Laws) is 
used for preserving existing transportation 
facilities. The program supports roadway 
construction and maintenance performed by 
local cities and towns. Typically the majority 
of Chapter 90 allocations are used for road-
way resurfacing and roadway reconstruction. 
The remaining funding covers items such as 
engineering and equipment.

1	 MassHighway Road Inventory Year-End Report, 2006. These roadway categories differ from the roadway categories used in the MPO’s Mobility 
	 Management System.
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•	 The MPO supports a preservation approach to 
infrastructure management to ensure that as-
sets are managed, maintained, and operated to 
preserve their useful life and reduce the need for 
more costly, capital-intensive solutions.

•	 Another effort underscores the importance of 
community involvement in transportation deci-
sion-making by requiring that all MassHighway 
reconstruction projects be responsive to the 
environment—natural, cultural, and historic—
within which the projects are undertaken. The 
needs of local residents, including pedestrians 
and bicyclists, must be considered as funda-
mental to the project, not as an afterthought.  

•	 As part of this effort, the statewide Design 
Issues Working Group developed the Project 
Development and Design Guide in January of 
2006. The Guide allows project proponents 
and stakeholders to think creatively about 
how to provide safe accommodation of a 
transportation facility’s users while ensuring 
that it fits the facility’s physical setting and 

preserves aesthetic, historic, and environ-
mental resources.

Pavement Management

MassHighway maintains a pavement management 
system, which stores, analyzes, and summarizes 
pavement information for use in selecting and 
implementing cost-effective pavement construc-
tion, rehabilitation, and maintenance programs. 
MassHighway constantly monitors the roadway 
network’s roughness and deterioration using a 
variety of methods and measuring devices. The 
current pavement condition of roadways under 
MassHighway jurisdiction is as follows:

•	 Excellent rating – 34 percent

•	 Good rating – 40 percent

•	 Fair rating – 21 percent

•	 Poor rating – 5 percent

Projected future conditions with an assumed 
pavement funding level of $135 million annually 
would be:

PRIVATE WAYS: 8%

STATE AGENCY ROADS: 14%

LOCAL COMMUNITY ROADS: 78%

RURAL: 2%

URBAN: 98%

COLLECTOR ROADS: 13%

LOCAL ROADS: 69%

OTHER ARTERIAL HIGHWAYS: 12%

INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS: 6%

FIGURE 2-2

Breakdowns of Roadway Ownership. Classification, and Type

Roadway ClassificationRoadway Ownership Roadway Type

Source: MassHighway Road Inventory Year-End Report, 2006
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•	 Excellent rating – 52 percent

•	 Good rating – 28 percent

•	 Fair rating – 14 percent

•	 Poor rating – 6 percent

Roadway Congestion Levels

The MPO documents the region’s mobility con-
cerns through its Mobility Management System 
(MMS). MMS data and analyses show that dur-
ing the most recent period of monitoring arterial 
roadways (2001–2003), average morning peak 
period speeds were below the posted speed 
limit on 39 percent of the monitored arterial road-
way network, compared with 32 percent during 
the previous monitoring period, five years earlier. 
The difference between the two monitoring peri-
ods was smaller during the evening peak period, 
where average speeds were below the posted 
speed limit on 42 percent of the monitored arte-
rial roadway network, compared with 40 percent 
during the previous monitoring period.

On limited-access highways (interstate high-
ways), travel speed data show that during the 
latest monitoring period (1999–2000), 29 percent 
of the region’s highway network had average 
morning peak-period speeds of less than 50 
mph, compared with 21 percent during the previ-
ous monitoring period five years earlier. In the 
evening, 25 percent of the region’s highway net-
work had average evening peak-period speeds 
of less than 50 miles per hour during the most 
recent monitoring period. However, the findings 
do not indicate that speeds have changed signifi-
cantly since the previous monitoring period. 

Chapter 6, Mobility, includes a detailed discus-
sion of congestion and mobility in the region, 
along with descriptions of programs employed 
by the MPO and its member agencies to mitigate 
congestion and improve mobility.

Bridges

Of the 4,979 bridges in Massachusetts, 1,447 
are located within the MPO area. Ownership of 

the bridges in the MPO area is broken out as 
follows:

•	 61 percent are under the jurisdiction of 
MassHighway

•	 17 percent are under the jurisdiction of cities 
and towns

•	 9 percent are under the jurisdiction of 
MassPike 

•	 13 percent are under the jurisdiction of other 
state agencies, including the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation and the MBTA

In Massachusetts, bridge conditions are deter-
mined through a nationally adopted rating system 
based on a number of standards. The standards 
include structural adequacy, safety, serviceability, 
traffic, and public use. The three major condition 
categories are listed below with the percentage 
of bridges in the MPO region that fall under each 
category: 

1.	 Meets standards: of the bridges in the MPO 
region, 54 percent fall under this category.

2.	 Functionally obsolete: The bridge fails to meet 
current traffic demands or highway standards 
such as bridge width, traffic volume, or condi-
tion of approach roadways. Inclusion in this 
category does not necessarily mean that the 
bridge itself is deficient or there is an imme-
diate safety concern. Of the bridges in the 
MPO region, 34 percent fall under this cat-
egory.

3.	 Structurally deficient: Deterioration has re-
duced the load-carrying capacity of the 
bridge and is an indication that reconstruc-
tion may be necessary. MassHighway rates 
bridges to determine their safe load-carrying 
capacity using three standard rating trucks: 
a two-axle single unit, a three-axle single 
unit, and a five-axle tractor-trailer. If a bridge 
is weight-restricted, it can impede the flow 
of fire trucks, ambulances, school buses, or 
commercial trucks, delaying their response or 
requiring them to detour through residential 
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neighborhoods or circuitously through remote 
areas. Of the bridges in the MPO region, 12 
percent fall under this category.

More information on the road and bridge programs 
discussed above is provided in Chapter 5, Sys-
tem Preservation, Modernization, and Efficiency.

The Public Transportation System

The Boston metropolitan area is served by a 
hub-and-spoke network of rapid transit, streetcar, 
express bus, commuter rail, and commuter boat 
lines. Local bus and trackless trolley services 
fill in gaps between spokes by offering line-haul 
service in heavily congested urban areas, feeder 
service to rail, and some intersuburban linkages. 
Demand-responsive transportation for people 
with disabilities and the elderly is also provided.

The MBTA is the primary transit provider in the 
Boston region. The MBTA district is made up of 
175 municipalities and includes communities out-
side of the Boston Region MPO area. Table 2-4 
shows the typical weekday boardings by mode 
for the MBTA. Each of the transit services is 
briefly described below. For a more detailed de-
scription of the MBTA’s existing services, see the 
Program for Mass Transportation (PMT) adopted 
in May 2003 (www.bostonmpo.org/bostonmpo/
pmt/pmt.htm).

TABLE 2–4

Typical Weekday Boardings by Mode 
(Fiscal Year 2005)

Source:  MBTA, “Ridership and Service Statistics,” Tenth Edition, 2006.

Rapid Transit and Streetcar

The MBTA rapid transit and streetcar system 
serves 140 stations on six lines. Typical week-
day passenger boardings on this system were 
628,400 in 2005. 

•	 Red Line – 21-mile rail rapid transit line with 
22 stations running on two branches between 
Alewife Station in North Cambridge to both 
Ashmont Station in Dorchester and Braintree 
Station in Braintree. It is the longest and most 
heavily utilized rapid transit line in the system.

•	 Mattapan High Speed Line – 2.5-mile, eight-
station streetcar line connecting with the Red 
Line and operating between Ashmont Station 
and Mattapan through the Dorchester neigh-
borhood of Boston and the town of Milton.

•	 Orange Line – 11-mile rail rapid transit line 
with 19 stations operating between Oak 
Grove on the Malden/Melrose line and Forest 
Hills in Jamaica Plain.

•	 Blue Line – 6-mile, 12-station rail rapid transit 
line, the shortest of the rail rapid transit lines, 
operating between Wonderland Station in Re-
vere and Bowdoin Station in the Government 
Center area of Boston.

•	 Green Line – 23-mile streetcar line over four 
branches: Boston College (B Line), Cleveland 
Circle (C Line), Riverside (D Line), and Heath 
Street (E Line). The line has 66 stops/stations 
and is located in Boston, Brookline, Cam-
bridge, and Newton.

•	 Silver Line – 2.3-mile bus rapid transit line 
with 13 stations operating along Washington 
Street between Dudley Square in Roxbury 
and Downtown Crossing in Boston, and a 
6.5-mile bus rapid transit line with 19 stops/
stations operating along the waterfront from 
South Station with three branches: SL1 to 
Logan International Airport, SL2 to Boston 
Marine Industrial Park, and SL3 to City Point.

Figure 2-3 shows the rapid transit and streetcar 
service in the Boston region.

MODE BOARDINGS

RAPID TRANSIT AND STREETCAR 628,400

BUS AND TRACKLESS TROLLEY 363,500

COMMUTER RAIL 135,900

CONTRACTED BUS 4,400

COMMUTER BOAT 4,650

PARATRANSIT 5,400

TOTAL 1,142,250
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FIGURE 2-3

MBTA Rapid Transit and Streetcar System
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Bus and Trackless Trolley

The MBTA operates 178 bus routes, and it also 
has four electric trackless trolley lines in Cam-
bridge, Watertown, and Belmont. Figure 2-4 
shows the municipalities within the Boston region 
that are served by the MBTA bus system. Typi-
cal weekday passenger boardings on bus and 
trackless trolley routes were 363,500 in 2005, 
and nearly all bus routes connect with the rapid 
transit system. Bus service includes crosstown 
service, feeder service to rapid transit stations, 
frequent service along major arterials in heavily 
congested areas, and express bus service. Most 
of these routes have lengthy histories, and many 
had their origins as streetcar lines built before 
1900. Schedules and routings have been re-
vised gradually over the years, but most continue 
to operate along the same general alignments in 
response to continuing demand.

Commuter Rail

The 365-mile commuter rail network is composed 
of 13 radial lines and 126 stations (see Figure 
2-5). Typical weekday passenger boardings on 
the network were 135,900 in 2005. The com-
muter rail system is split into two parts: North Side 
service operates to and from North Station, and 
South Side service to and from South Station. 
The Massachusetts Turnpike can be considered 
the dividing line between North and South Side 
service: all routes north of the Turnpike—the 
Rockport, Newburyport, Haverhill, Lowell, and 
Fitchburg Lines—operate to and from North Sta-
tion. Lines along the Turnpike or to the south—the 
Framingham/Worcester, Needham, Franklin, 
Providence, Stoughton, Fairmount, Middlebor-
ough, and Kingston/Plymouth lines—operate to 
and from South Station. There is no direct transit 
connection between North and South Stations, 
although a project to link the two has been pro-
posed. Although this project is not included in the 
Plan at this time, the MPO feels that a study of the 
right-of-way requirements should be conducted 
for preservation of that right-of-way so as not to 
preclude this project’s going forward in the future. 

Over 40,000 park-and-ride spaces are provided 
for commuter rail riders. In addition, the Green-
bush Line operating from South Station to Scitu-
ate is scheduled to open in 2007.

Commuter Boat

MBTA commuter boat service operates between:

•	 Hingham and Rowes Wharf (Boston)

•	 Quincy, Long Wharf (Boston), and Logan 
Airport

•	 Quincy, Hull, Logan Airport, and Long Wharf 

•	 Charlestown Navy Yard and Long Wharf

A total of 2,497 parking spaces are provided 
in Hingham, Quincy, and Hull. Typical weekday 
passenger boardings on the boat service were 
4,650 in 2005. 

Demand Responsive Transit Services

THE RIDE is a demand responsive transit service 
operated by private carriers under contract to 
the MBTA that provides transportation to people 
who cannot use fixed-route public transportation 
because of disabilities all or some of the time. 
THE RIDE operates sedans and lift-equipped 
vans within 62 municipalities in the MBTA district 
(Figure 2-4). It is a shared-ride service provided 
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FIGURE 2-4

Municipalities Served by the MBTA Bus System and THE RIDE
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FIGURE 2-5

MBTA Commuter Rail System
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365 days a year from 6:00 AM to 1:00 AM. The 
MBTA also issues a reduced fare “Transportation 
Access Pass” to anyone age 65 and older and to 
persons with disabilities who are able to use pub-
lic transportation. The passes are valid on public 
transportation anywhere in Massachusetts.

In addition, services are provided through a num-
ber of community senior transportation resources 
in the region. They include:

•	 Boston Senior Transportation Services (senior 
shuttle, taxi discount program, and the Kit 
Clark Program, which provides lift-equipped 
vans from seniors’ homes and program sites) 

•	 Brookline Elder Bus and Brookline Elder Taxi 
System

•	 Cambridge Taxi Discount Program 

•	 Newton Department of Senior Services 
(Shopper’s Bus and transportation to medical 
services) 

•	 SCM Community Transportation (for residents 
of Somerville, Cambridge, and Medford)

Private Carrier and Suburban Bus 
Service

Four private carriers provide regular local bus 
transportation in East Boston, Winthrop, Medford, 
Milton, Canton, Hingham, and Hull under con-
tract to the MBTA. Five additional private carriers 
are funded by EOT and administered through 
the MBTA’s Inter-District Transportation Program 
(ITP) to provide commuter service to downtown 
Boston. The same program also finances a local 
service from Braintree Station to Hanover and 
Marshfield. Nine private carriers that are not in-
cluded in the ITP program also operate commuter 
service into Boston. 

The MBTA provides funding to local communities 
to operate their own local transit systems. The 
Suburban Bus Program is geared toward low-

density communities where regular MBTA service 
would not be cost-effective. The program, which 
began in 1979, subsidizes nine services in Bever-
ly, Burlington, Bedford, Lexington, Natick, Fram-
ingham, Dedham, and Mission Hill in Boston. In 
addition, funded by EOT, Framingham runs three 
routes to neighboring communities. Peabody 
operates a local bus service that is not included in 
the Suburban Bus Program.

In addition, the MPO has implemented a sub-
urban mobility program. The purpose of the 
program is to address transportation needs in 
areas that are currently not served or are under-
served by transit. This program initiates outreach 
to encourage eligible entities to develop projects 
and apply for project funding. Currently service is 
being provided in Ipswich, Essex, Framingham, 
Marlborough, and Southborough.

Several buses from adjacent regional transit 
authorities connect with MBTA buses. These 
connections include Brockton Area Transit’s 
connection to MBTA Route 716 at Cobb Corner; 
Lowell Regional Transit Authority’s connections 
to Routes 350, 351, and 352; and Cape Ann 
Transportation Authority’s connections to Routes 
435, 436, and 465. 

Park-and-Ride Facilities

There are 124 park-and-ride facilities in the Bos-
ton region. These facilities provide 46,334 parking 
spaces for public use.2 Most of the facilities are 
located at transit stations or at access points to 
limited-access highways. The MBTA is the largest 
provider of commuter parking spaces. MassHigh-
way, Massport, and Masspike also operate park-
and-ride facilities. The locations of the region’s 
lots are shown in Figure 2-6, which also identifies 
the lots that are at capacity and in need of expan-
sion or augmentation. Park-and-ride facilities are 
monitored through the MMS. For more informa-
tion on park-and-ride facilities, see Chapter 6, 
Mobility.

2	 This total includes parking at stations on the Mattapan High Speed Line, which is temporarily closed for renovations. The High Speed Line will reopen 
	 in the summer of 2007.
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FIGURE 2-6

Park-and-Ride Facilities
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Current Needs of the Transit System

One of the MBTA’s key elements for capital 
planning is the Program for Mass Transporta-
tion (PMT). As one of the country’s oldest transit 
systems, the MBTA has an abundance of needs 
just to maintain the current system as described 
above. In the current PMT, adopted in 2003, the 
MBTA evaluated its system preservation needs 
and listed its highest priorities as follows:

•	 Installation of automated fare collection 
system (completed in 2007)

•	 Revenue vehicle replacement

•	 Bridge rehabilitation

•	 Commuter rail and rapid transit track 
replacement

•	 Station improvements 

The PMT also included an examination of capacity 
issues of the existing transit system. It found that 
passenger crowding occurs on all three sys-
tems—rapid transit, bus, and commuter rail. On 
the rapid transit lines, passenger crowding occurs 
mostly during spans of one hour or less within 
the morning and evening peak commuting times. 
On the bus and trackless trolley systems, it was 
found that bus routes in the urban core are sub-
ject to crowded conditions, especially during peak 
periods and school-commute times. In addition, 
buses on routes operating in heavy traffic condi-
tions are vulnerable to delays, which can result in 
long gaps in service and bus bunching. Capaci-
ties on commuter rail vary according to the num-
ber of cars and the mix of car types in the train. 

The capacity of the commuter rail and rapid 
transit lines is limited not only by the capacity 
of the trains, but also by the capacities of the 
modes used to access the trains. For commuter 
rail lines especially, adequate parking capacity is 
necessary to divert trips from private automobiles. 
Capacity issues at MBTA facilities must also be 
addressed to meet ridership demand. Com-
muter rail system capacity is also limited by the 
throughput capacities of the downtown terminal 

stations—South Station and North Station. The 
capacity of the terminal stations also impacts the 
amount of yard capacity needed for midday or 
overnight storage of trains.

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Transportation

Bicycling and walking are primary modes of trans-
portation for some residents of the MPO region. 
Many bicycle to reach transit, and almost every-
one walks or uses a wheelchair for portions of all 
trips. According to the PMT, 84 percent of riders 
walk or bicycle to stations to access the rapid 
transit system. Facilities for pedestrians include 
sidewalks, multi-use paths, and street crossings. 
Bicycle facilities include both off-road paths and 
on-road improvements, such as designated bike 
lanes. Roller skaters and joggers also use the 
road system and multi-use paths.

Municipalities do much of the planning for pedes-
trian and bicycle facilities. When planning is done 
at the regional level, pedestrian mobility is deter-
mined by the availability of sidewalks, their condi-
tion, and the safety and convenience of roadway 
crossings. Bicycle mobility is affected primarily by 
road conditions, such as pavement quality, shoul-
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der width, and traffic speed and volume, although 
some off-road trails are available in the region.

Trails and Routes

There are 15 regional multi-use paths or trails in 
the MPO region: the Minuteman Commuter Bike-
way, Linear Park (Somerville Community Path), 
East Boston Greenway, Mystic River Reservation 
Bike Path, Upper Charles Trail, South Bay Harbor 
Trail, Dr. Paul Dudley White Bike Path, Charles 
River Greenway, Marblehead Rail Trail, Battle 
Road Trail, Neponset River Greenway, Muddy 
River Bike Path, Jamaica Pond Paths, Assabet 
River Rail Trail (the Hudson and Marlborough 
segment is in the MPO region), and Southwest 
Corridor Bikeway (see Figure 2-7). Most trails are 
built on abandoned railroad rights-of-way or along 
natural corridors such as rivers. The Minuteman 
Commuter Bikeway is an example of the former, 
and the Dr. Paul Dudley White Bike Path is an 
example of the latter.

One signed, long-distance bicycle route exists 
in the MPO region and continues outside the 
region to Falmouth and Provincetown, which are 
on Cape Cod. The 135-mile-long Claire Salton-
stall Bikeway, also known as Bikeway Route 1, is 

primarily an on-road, signed route that includes 
some trail segments.

Trails allow users to be separated from motor-
vehicle traffic. They are used not only by experi-
enced commuter bicyclists heading to work, but 
also for recreation, by both adults and children. 
Trails have proven to be popular with a wide 
range of users.

Regional trails in the Boston area that are either in 
the planning stage or under construction include 
the following (see Figure 2-7): 

•	 Northern Strand (also known as Bike-to-the-
Sea; in Everett, Malden, Revere, Saugus, and 
Lynn) 

•	 Tri-Community Bikeway (Winchester, Woburn, 
and Stoneham)

•	 Border-to-Boston Trail (Danvers, Wenham, 
and Topsfield)

•	 Assabet River Rail Trail (Hudson, Stow, May-
nard, and Acton)

•	 Mass. Central Rail Trail (Hudson, Sudbury, 
Wayland, Weston, Waltham, and Belmont)

•	 Bruce Freeman Rail Trail (Carlisle, Acton, 
Concord, Sudbury, and Framingham)

•	 Upper Charles Trail (Milford, Hopkinton, Ash-
land, Holliston, and Sherborn)

•	 Peabody Bikeway

•	 Swampscott Rail Trail

•	 Minuteman Extension to Concord (Bedford 
and Concord) 

•	 Minuteman Extension to Billerica (Bedford)

•	 South Bay Harbor Trail Extension (Boston)

•	 Somerville Community Path Extension 

•	 Mystic River Path Extensions (Somerville, 
Arlington, and Medford)

•	 Neponset River Trail Extension (Boston and 
Milton)
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•	 Belmont/Cambridge/Somerville Project 

•	 Watertown Branch

•	 Cochituate Rail Trail (Framingham and Natick)

•	 North Suburban Bike Plan Paths (Wakefield, 
Lynnfield and Wilmington)

•	 Riverside Connector (Newton and Wellesley)

Sidewalks

Safe pedestrian use of our transportation network 
requires sidewalks, crosswalks, and other street 
crossing infrastructure, and the enforcement of 
laws to protect pedestrians. While sidewalks may 
not be absolutely necessary for some low-vol-
ume local streets, the presence or absence of 
sidewalks is a good indicator of whether road-
ways in a community have been designed to give 
pedestrians equal access to all adjacent uses 
served by autos. 

The percentage of all roadways in a transporta-
tion analysis zone (TAZ) with sidewalks on one 
or both sides of a roadway are shown in Figure 
2-8 (limited-access highways and other roads 
that exclude pedestrians are not included). A TAZ 

is an aggregation of census geography used in 
the MPO’s transportation demand model based 
on demographic information and numbers of 
trips produced and attracted within its borders. 
Most urban areas and some community centers 
provide sidewalks along most of their roadways. 
However, for most TAZs within the Boston MPO 
region, almost 80 percent of existing roadways 
have no sidewalks. 

In the past, MassHighway guidance on proj-
ect design required that pedestrian and bicycle 
accommodations be considered in all roadway 
projects. MassHighway’s current Project Devel-
opment and Design Guide requires pedestrian 
mobility to be given the same importance as all 
other uses.  

Local interest in walkable communities can be 
seen in the response to the MPO’s Walkable 
Community Workshop program. Since 2004, 
the MPO has sponsored more than eight work-
shops in cooperation with host communities, and 
is expected to conduct at least six workshops 
per year in the future. The MPO supports more 
detailed studies and technical support for munici-
palities through the study of bicycle and pedes-
trian improvements in both small-town and urban 
centers. MAPC will be developing a regional 
Pedestrian Plan in 2007.

Road Travel

Chapter 90E, Section 2A, of the Massachusetts 
General Laws (Chapter 87, of the Acts of 1996) 
requires consideration of bicyclist and pedestrian 
needs regarding roadways whenever feasible. 
The intent of this law is to make travel as safe as 
practical for bicyclists and pedestrians. In some 
cases, restriping may be all that is necessary, 
but space for bicyclists can also be provided by 
adding bicycle lanes or paved shoulders, or by 
striping wide outside travel lanes.

Access to Other Modes

Many people bicycle or walk to other modes. 
Those who bicycle to transit connections either 
park their bicycle or take it on board in accor-
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FIGURE 2-8
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dance with the MBTA’s Bikes on the T program. 
There are bicycle parking facilities at most MBTA 
stations, and they are now added as a matter 
of course during station reconstructions. The 
MBTA has also begun a systemwide expan-
sion of bicycle parking facilities, using $50,000 
of transit enhancement funding. The MBTA has 
worked with the Massachusetts Bicycle Coalition 
(MassBike) and other constituencies to identify 
bicycle rack locations. MassHighway continues 
to address nonmotorized-access issues through 
trail construction and roadway reconstruction 
projects. To promote bicycling, the MPO is fund-
ing bicycle parking at municipal locations through 
a program administered by MAPC.

Intercity Travel

The importance of passenger travel between cit-
ies is particularly great in the densely populated 
New England region and the Northeast Corridor. 
The Boston region is the largest urbanized area 
in the six-state New England region. It is signifi-
cant to intercity travel in New England, both as 
the major trip generator and as the transporta-
tion hub for many trips in which Boston is not the 
point of origination or destination. Boston’s Logan 
International Airport carries approximately 64 
percent of all commercial air passenger trips that 
pass through New England airports, although the 
Boston area population composes only about 25 
percent of the six-state total.

The Boston region is also the northernmost major 
metropolitan area in the Northeast Corridor. This 
rail corridor, which encompasses Washington, 
D.C., Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York City, 
Providence, Boston, and the smaller urban areas 
in between, has historically generated more inter-
city rail travel than any other region in the nation. 
Even as the population of the U.S. has dispersed 
to the south and west, the Northeast Corridor 
has remained the nation’s largest generator of 
intercity rail traffic. 

Boston’s location at the northern end of the 
Northeast Corridor has led to its being a terminus 
for most of the intercity bus and rail traffic coming 

through the region from New York City and points 
south. Boston’s proximity to New York City, the 
nation’s largest metropolitan area, has created 
a situation in which air, bus, and rail frequencies 
between the two cities surpass the levels seen in 
almost any U.S. city-pair outside of the Northeast 
Corridor. Automobile traffic on the major high-
way routes heading south along the corridor is 
also greater than that observed on other intercity 
highways between metropolitan areas outside of 
the region.

Automobile

The largest share of intercity travel is by automo-
bile. I-95 provides the only direct highway con-
nection to New York City from the Boston met-
ropolitan area. Between Boston and New York, 
I-95 also serves Providence, Rhode Island, and 
New Haven, Connecticut. I-95 continues south 
through the Northeast Corridor to serve Philadel-
phia, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C. The Mas-
sachusetts Turnpike (I-90) provides an alternative 
route to New York City and the rest of the North-
east Corridor from the Boston region and points 
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west. The primary variation of this route involves 
taking the Turnpike to Sturbridge and then using 
I-84 and I-91 to connect with I-95 in southern 
Connecticut. To the north, I-93 and I-95 provide 
access to New Hampshire and Maine.

Airports

The major airports in the Boston region are Logan 
International Airport and Hanscom Field. Logan 
Airport, located in East Boston, is owned and 
operated by MassPort and is the twentieth-busi-
est airport in the U.S. in terms of the number of 
passengers. Access to Logan is greatly facili-
tated by its location, less than two miles from 
downtown Boston. Currently, approximately 32 
percent of people traveling to or from Logan 
use public transportation. Recently, the MBTA 
improved transit access to the airport by relocat-
ing and modernizing Airport Station, on the Blue 
Line, and by better connecting the airport with 
South Station, on the Red Line, via the Silver 
Line. Service is also provided through the Logan 
Express bus service and through water shuttles 
and water taxis.

Hanscom Field, located 20 miles northwest of 
downtown Boston in the towns of Bedford, Con-
cord, Lexington, and Lincoln, is also owned and 
operated by MassPort. It is the busiest general-
aviation airport in New England, handling busi-
ness, charter, private, and air-taxi flights. Currently, 
one commercial carrier operates out of Hanscom. 
Located three miles from I-95 and Route 128, 
Hanscom Field is accessible by car and by MBTA 
bus Route 76 (out of Alewife Station).

In addition to Logan and Hanscom, the MPO 
includes other public-use airports: three munici-
pally owned (Beverly, Norwood, and Marshfield) 
and two privately owned (Stow and Marlborough). 
These airports provide facilities for general aviation 
services—those not operated by a major airline. 
Some are termed “reliever” because they offer an 
alternative to Logan Airport, thereby reducing air 
traffic and congestion at Logan. The general avia-
tion airports are used by businesses in the region 
and for flight instruction and recreation.

Intercity Passenger Rail

Amtrak, the nation’s passenger rail system, offers 
daily departures from South Station and North 
Station in downtown Boston. Amtrak shares both 
North and South Station rail facilities with the 
MBTA’s commuter rail service, and has con-
nections with the MBTA’s rapid transit system at 
those stations. The intercity bus terminal is also 
located at South Station. Amtrak trains depart-
ing from South Station operate either along the 
Northeast Corridor route, providing service to 
Providence, New Haven, New York City, Philadel-
phia, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C., or along 
the Lakeshore Limited route, through Framing-
ham, Worcester, and Springfield—which is a 
stop along the Vermonter route—and then on 
through New York State and Ohio to Chicago. 
The trains departing from North Station are for the 
Downeaster service, which runs between Boston 
and Portland, Maine. 

The MBTA’s commuter rail system provides ser-
vice to other New England cities; these trips are 
primarily scheduled to coincide with commuting 
patterns into and out of Boston. The largest cities 
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served by the commuter rail system are Provi-
dence and Worcester, from South Station, and 
Lowell, from North Station.

Intercity Bus

The vast majority of intercity bus trips that serve 
the Boston metropolitan area use the South Sta-
tion bus terminal. Most of this travel consists of 
long intercity trips, but there are also some sub-
urban commuter trips. Direct service is provided 
to most major cities and attractions within New 
England, as well as to New York City, Montreal, 
and Toronto.

Freight Transportation

A key component of a healthy, vibrant economy 
in the Boston region is the ability to efficiently 
move goods and freight within it. This ability re-
quires an infrastructure that allows for the smooth 
transfer of goods to their final destination. Impedi-
ments to movement increase the delivery cost of 
goods and may adversely affect the economy of 
the region. 

The main modes of freight movement within the 
region are truck, rail, water, and air; however, 
truck is the predominant mode.

Truck Freight

The trucking industry, composed of private op-
erators, is highly competitive and depends upon 
state and local authorities to maintain a safe and 
efficient highway network. It comprises sev-
eral major types of operators, including private 
fleets, for-hire long-distance truckload (TL) car-
riers, and regional less-than-truckload carriers. 
The economies of the U.S. and Massachusetts 
depend on the trucking industry for a majority of 
the shipments of goods to factories, stores, and 
households, and each of these types of carri-
ers depends on having a roadway network that 
meets its needs. Of the freight currently being 
transported in Massachusetts, 94 percent is car-
ried by truck.

A major problem facing the trucking industry in the 
Boston region is the lack of a coordinated truck-

route policy. Because of the nature of the street 
patterns developed over the past 350 years, it is 
common for truck routes to pass through heav-
ily populated residential corridors. This causes a 
conflict between the desire of residents for a quiet 
streetscape and the trucking industry’s desire for 
a direct route between the origin and destination. 
Under Massachusetts law, a community must 
gain permission from MassHighway before re-
stricting truck traffic.

Another issue affecting the trucking industry is 
bridge-weight restrictions. Currently, there are 
approximately 155 “posted” bridges in the region. 
Posted bridges have signs at both ends inform-
ing drivers of the bridge’s vehicle-weight restric-
tions. A bridge is posted if it is either designated 
as “functionally obsolete” because it has not been 
designed to support modern trucks, or if it is des-
ignated as “structurally deficient” due to significant 
deterioration of the bridge deck, supports, or 
other major components. Closed and weight-re-
stricted bridges sometimes require long detours, 
resulting in increased shipping costs and reduced 
efficiency. 

In addition, more off-road parking facilities for 
trucks are needed to allow truckers to pull off the 
road to check their vehicles and/or to sleep.

Rail Freight

The rail industry is also an important operator of 
freight transportation within the Boston MPO area. 
Four rail freight carriers operate within the region: 
CSX Transportation, Pan Am Railways, Bay Colo-
ny Railroad Corporation, and Fore River Transpor-
tation Company. CSX is the only Class I railroad in 
the Boston region and in Massachusetts. A Class 
I railroad is a line-haul freight railroad with annual 
operating revenues in excess of $289 million. 

Figure 2-9 shows the freight rail lines and opera-
tors within the Boston Region MPO area and 
throughout Massachusetts. The CSX Transporta-
tion main line runs from Boston to Albany, New 
York, and serves as a major east–west rail cor-
ridor for interstate service in Massachusetts. It 
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connects the national system to most of the other 
rail lines. Pan Am (formerly Guilford Rail System) 
operates on the former Boston & Maine Railroad 
routes and provides access to northern New 
England and upstate New York. The Bay Colony 
Railroad engages in line-haul (fixed- or dedicated-
route) services in southeastern Massachusetts 
and Cape Cod. Fore River Transportation Com-
pany (formerly Quincy Bay Terminal Railroad) 
operates from Quincy to Braintree, where it inter-
changes with CSX.

Products shipped by rail include automobiles, 
chemicals, containers (with and without chassis), 
and bulk products. Over the last two decades, 
the trucking and rail industries have created a 
closer link to one another through the use of 
container shipping and double-stacking on rail. 
Primarily used over long routes, double-stack-
ing has increased the potential competitive ad-
vantage for rail shipping. In the Boston region, 
bridge clearances over railroad rights-of-way do 
not allow for double-stack rail cars. A minimum 
of 21 feet of vertical clearance is required to al-

low for double-stacking. There are approximately 
56 bridges with less vertical clearance than that. 
Also, as discussed below, the Port of Boston has 
no direct rail access. 

Water Freight

The ports of the MPO region and Massachusetts 
(shown in Figure 2-10) have played a key role in 
the economic development of New England since 
the 1600s. The main ports are located in Boston, 
Gloucester, and Salem. 

The Port of Boston is the major gateway in 
Massachusetts for international shipping. It in-
cludes a number of terminals and other port 
facilities. Conley Container Terminal is a 101-acre, 
multi-berth terminal with 50 acres of storage 
space. All cargo is unloaded from the ships onto 
trucks. On average, 900 to 1,000 trucks move in 
and out of Conley Terminal daily. Currently there is 
no rail service directly into or out of Conley Termi-
nal. For rail connections, trucks take cargo to rail 
transfer facilities such as the one at Beacon Park 
Yards in Allston, four miles from the terminal. 

Moran Container Terminal and Mystic Pier One 
in Charlestown are used for the importing and 
processing of automobiles. Moran Terminal has 
the potential for rail service over the Mystic Wharf 
Branch rail line, a 1.45-mile track in Charlestown. 
Massport purchased this rail line from Pan Am 
Railways (formerly Guilford Rail System) in 2002 
to preserve rail access to the port. Pan Am Rail-
ways has discontinued service and this branch is 
now considered inactive.

The Massport Marine Terminal/North Jetty is 
located on the waterfront in the Marine Industrial 
Park in South Boston (site of the former South 
Boston Army Base). Approximately 10 acres of 
the site is dedicated to modern seafood process-
ing or related facilities that support the region’s 
fishing industry. Massport recently awarded a bid 
for the redevelopment of the remaining 30 acres 
of the North Jetty area. The redevelopment will 
allow for the handling of bulk and conventional 
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cargo and for refrigerated warehousing. This site 
has access to the highway system via designated 
truck routes. There is also a potential rail connec-
tion to this site. 

Other facilities in the Port of Boston include the 
East Boston Shipyard and Marina; Mystic Piers 
and Medford Street Terminal in Charlestown; and 
the Boston Fish Pier, International Cargo Port, and 
Fargo Street Terminal in South Boston. 

The Port of Boston annually handles more than 
1.3 million tons of general cargo, 1.5 million tons 
of nonfuel bulk cargo (salt, gypsum, cement, 
automobiles), and 12.8 million tons of bulk fuel 
cargos (petroleum and liquefied natural gas). Ap-
proximately 95 percent of all freight shipped into 
the Port of Boston has a final destination within 
75 miles. Major trade routes from Boston include 
barge service to New York and Canada and 
scheduled container ship service from Europe 
and Asia. 

The Port of Salem is owned and operated by the 
New England Power Company. More than one 
million tons of coal and three million barrels of oil 
are delivered to the port annually. Landside ac-
cess to the port is by truck. Existing rail service is 
one mile from the port. 

The Port of Gloucester is owned by the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts and operated by 
Elliot Shipping Inc. It is an import-export point for 
Canadian and European ports of call. It connects 
to Route 128 via local roadways and is located 
one mile from a rail siding. Gloucester has devel-
oped into a major import center for frozen sea-
food products and currently maintains the largest 
cold storage port facilities of any U.S. port. 

Air Freight

Logan Airport currently serves as the only sig-
nificant air freight terminal in the Boston region. 
In 2005, Logan Airport ranked 18th in the nation 
in terms of cargo handled. The major intermodal 
freight movement to and from Logan is by truck. 
Freight transported by air usually has at least one 
of the following characteristics: time sensitivity, 

high value-to-weight ratio, and perishability. There 
is no freight rail access to Logan Airport, and no 
provisions for it are likely to develop. Currently, 
little freight is handled at Hanscom Field.

Further information on all modes of travel as they 
relate to the policies adopted by the MPO is 
included in Chapters 5 through 11.
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PLAN DEVELOPMENT

3-�Plan Development 1

Federal metropolitan planning regulations require MPOs to develop a regional 
transportation plan every four years. The last Boston Region MPO Transportation 
Plan (2004–2025) was adopted in September 2003. The MPO has built upon the 
work done for the 2004–2025 Plan in the development of JOURNEY to 2030. 
This chapter outlines the process that was followed in the development of 
JOURNEY to 2030.

Public Outreach for the Plan

Process and Activities

The MPO’s public participation program is designed to provide opportunities for 
members of the public, other stakeholders, and elected officials to be involved in 
the development of the Regional Transportation Plan (the Plan), Unified Planning 
Work Program (UPWP), and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and to 
support the ongoing work of the Regional Transportation Advisory Council (the Ad-
visory Council) and the Regional Equity Program. As part of the 2000–2025 Trans-
portation Plan Update, the MPO adopted its current public involvement program in 
March 2002 following extensive public outreach that yielded comments regarding 
the guiding policies of the Plan, project selection, and environmental justice issues. 
The activities of the public involvement program are designed to meet federal plan-
ning rules that require the MPO to maintain a continuing, cooperative, and com-
prehensive (3C) transportation planning process. The MPO followed and expand-
ed on this public involvement program by developing a specific public involvement 
plan for JOURNEY to 2030. The JOURNEY to 2030 public involvement plan was 
discussed in special inserts on the Plan in TRANSreport and was approved by the 
MPO in January 2006. 
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To develop JOURNEY to 2030, the MPO con-
ducted a variety of outreach activities, begin-
ning in the fall of 2005, targeting audiences that 
included: area residents; municipal, state, and 
federal officials; businesses; and traditionally 

underrepresented persons, including people with 
disabilities, low-income and minority communi-
ties, and non–English speakers. Methods for 
eliciting public input included the following:

•	 Open houses that informed the public 
about the transportation planning process 
and about studies and projects underway, 
and that offered a forum for discussion and 
an exchange of ideas. Open houses were 
held from 2005 through 2007, and focused 
on Plan topics such as policies, modeling, 
regional equity, transportation projects, and 
land use scenarios.

•	 Regional forums held in February 2006 and 
February 2007 to hear the views of particular 
constituencies, such as local officials, and 
to provide information on the Plan and the 
Mobility Management System.

•	 Regional equity and environmental justice 
forums held in April 2006 and January 2007 
for professionals working in environmental 
justice neighborhoods and members of the 
public to discuss the transportation needs of 
low-income and minority neighborhoods.

•	 “Invite Us Over” sessions, where MPO staff 
visited municipal, community, and profes-
sional organizations, as requested, to present 
information and discuss ideas for the Plan.

•	 Workshops held in July 2006 and February 
and March 2007 to provide information about 
all of the certification documents and to give 
the public an opportunity to comment on the 
Plan and its projects and programs.

•	 MAPC subregion meetings, where MPO 
staff met periodically with MAPC subregional 
groups to gather information on projects that 
would be included in the Plan, update the 
subregional groups on the Plan process, and 
accept comments.

The Advisory Council, which is funded by the 
MPO, is an important avenue for public involve-
ment, and it serves the MPO in an advisory 
capacity. Composed of citizen groups, advocacy 
organizations, municipal officials, regional entities, 
and state agencies, it is charged with creating 
a forum for the ongoing discussion of pertinent 
regional transportation topics and for consider-
ing diverse views. MPO staff presented informa-
tion on JOURNEY TO 2030 at several Advisory 
Council meetings.

Communicating with the Public

The MPO uses several means to alert members 
of the public about MPO news, activities, and 
events, and to encourage public participation in 
the transportation planning process.

E-mail Distribution Lists: MPOinfo and 
MPOmedia

Throughout the planning process, the MPO 
prepares press releases, flyers, and other notices 
for distribution to a broad network of interested 
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parties. These materials are distributed via the 
MPO’s one-way e-mail list, which includes over 
1,200 contacts, including municipal officials, 
planners, regional equity contacts, special inter-
est groups, members of the general public, and 
legislators. Press releases and informational flyers 
are also distributed to over 200 media outlets, 
including local Spanish-language publications 
(which receive Spanish-language text). Outreach 
materials are also distributed to the Access 
Advisory Committee to the MBTA (AACT), which 
works with the MBTA to ensure that the public 
transportation system in the region is accessible 
to the elderly and people with disabilities.

The MPO has expanded its e-mail contacts so 
that its messages reach councils on aging; com-
missions on disability; community development 
corporations; chambers of commerce; economic 
development, Main Street districts, and trans-
portation committees; and conservation, youth, 
historical, and natural resource commissions. 

TRANSreport

The MPO’s monthly newsletter, TRANSreport, is 
an important means of providing information on 
various aspects of the entire MPO planning pro-
cess, including announcements of public partici-
pation opportunities and outreach activities. Each 
issue provides information on upcoming trans-
portation-related public meetings and events, 
MPO activities, and ways to contact MPO staff 
with ideas and questions. Special inserts on 
important Plan topics are frequently included to 
provide detailed information and encourage pub-
lic comment.

TRANSreport is sent to nearly 3,000 recipients, 
including over 100 state legislators and their 
staffs, numerous local officials, and members 
of the general public in each municipality in the 
region. TRANSreport issues are posted each 
month on the MPO’s Web site, which also has 
an archive of past issues.

Web Site

The MPO’s Web site has pages designated for 
the Plan and each of the other certification docu-
ments. These pages are updated frequently. Visi-
tors to the Web site are invited to submit com-
ments electronically. Between November 2005 
and January 2007, the Web page for the Plan 
received 5,635 hits.  

Public Comments

As a result of the outreach, the MPO received 
numerous comments on the Plan from members 
of the public. The Boston Region MPO reviewed 
and considered all comments during the deci-
sion-making process. A summary of written and 
oral comments relating to the development of the 
Plan is included in Appendix A. In addition, the 
MPO responded to comments received dur-
ing the formal comment period for the draft Plan 
(February through March 2007). The comments 
received during the formal comment period, 
along with the MPO action taken, are also includ-
ed in Appendix A, in a separate table.
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Environmental Justice 
Environmental justice was an important factor in 
the development of JOURNEY to 2030 to en-
sure that all populations in the MPO (including 
low-income and minority populations) are treated 
equitably. MPO policies promote the equitable 
sharing of the benefits and burdens of the re-
gion’s transportation system, as well as participa-
tion in decision-making. In addition to the public 
outreach program described above, the MPO 
also has a regional equity program to identify 
transportation needs of minority and low-income 
populations and to provide information about the 
planning process to encourage public involve-
ment. 

The Boston Region MPO’s regional equity pro-
gram is composed of three key elements: out-
reach, analysis, and the MPO’s evaluation of 
environmental justice issues (see Chapter 9 for 
more information). After one-on-one meetings 
and interviews, the MPO provides feedback 
to community organizations by classifying their 
needs and concerns as they relate to the Plan, 

TIP, UPWP, transit service planning, or another 
agency. The information is then directed to the 
agency that can best address each need.

In selecting projects for the Plan, the potential 
impact of a proposed project on environmental 
justice areas is a criterion in the project ranking 
processes, as discussed in Use of Goals and 
Policies in the Selection of Highway Projects, 
below. The MPO staff gives projects that are 
estimated to benefit environmental justice areas 
positive ratings and projects that may burden 
these areas negative ratings. 

As part of the Plan process, the MPO performed 
a systemwide environmental justice analysis on 
current conditions (2000 Base Year), the set of 
projects that are currently funded by the MPO 
(2030 Conditions if no new projects were funded 
and constructed), and the set of projects recom-
mended in this plan (2030 Build Conditions). The 
analysis focuses on the mobility, accessibility, 
and emissions for communities with a high pro-
portion of low-income and/or minority residents 
(see Chapter 14 for more information).

Consultations on 
Environmental Issues

The MPO has responded to SAFETEA-LU direc-
tives by consulting with agencies responsible 
for land management, natural resources, his-
toric preservation, and environmental protection 
and conservation, as related to transportation 
initiatives. Natural, environmental, and historic 
resources were mapped for the Boston region 
using information from the Commonwealth’s Of-
fice of Geographic and Environmental Information 
Systems (MassGIS). The information included 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, flood 
hazard areas, wetlands, water supply and well-
head protection areas, protected open space, 
Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Prior-
ity Habitats, and historic places, and was used 
in evaluating the projects. This was done at a 
regionwide level for the Plan by overlaying the 
projects on the maps to determine where poten-
tial environmental issues could arise. 
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Once the mapping was completed, MPO staff 
consulted with MassHighway’s and the MBTA’s 
environmental divisions to determine their pro-
cesses for environmental review of project de-
signs. A meeting was then held with the Massa-
chusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) unit of 
the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs. The 
MEPA unit oversees the Massachusetts Envi-
ronmental Policy Act that requires project propo-
nents to study the environmental consequences 
of their actions and to take all feasible measures 
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate damage to the 
environment. 

Through this consultation, it was determined that 
the MPO staff was reviewing the most important 
areas of environmental concern and that further 
review and consultation on environmental effects 
and mitigation would occur when more detailed 
information becomes available. This will occur 
when each of the projects is in the design phase 
and prior to being funded for construction.

Selection of Projects 
One of the primary components of this Plan 
is a list of major capital expansion projects for 
implementation over the next 23 years. To select 
these projects, the MPO first created a Universe 
of Projects, which is a list of all possible projects 
for consideration, using different processes for 
creating the highway portions than for the transit 
portion of this list.

Universe of Highway Projects

The highway Universe of Projects list is com-
posed of projects that were included in a previ-
ously adopted Regional Transportation Plan; 
projects previously studied, currently being stud-
ied, or in development; and projects included in 
comments received during the public outreach 
process for the 2000–2025 and 2004–2025 
Plans and for the current Plan, JOURNEY TO 
2030. The highway Universe of Projects is in Ap-
pendix B.

Universe of Transit Projects

The MBTA adopted its Program for Mass Trans-
portation (PMT) in May 2003, which defines a 
long-range vision for regional mass transportation 
with respect to infrastructure improvements. The 
PMT development process included extensive 
public outreach that generated hundreds of 
project ideas. These ideas were included in the 
universe of projects evaluated in the PMT. This 
expansive list was screened to create a shorter 
list of feasible projects that warranted further 
evaluation. Consistent criteria were developed for 
conducting the screening process. That process 
led to the approximately 60 transit projects that 
were considered for JOURNEY to 2030. For a 
more detailed discussion of the screening meth-
odology, visit the MPO’s Web site, www.bos-
tonmpo.org, and click on the MBTA Program for 
Mass Transportation button. The transit Universe 
of Projects, which contains both the projects that 
survived the screening and those that did not, is 
in Appendix B. 
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The Use of Visions and Policies 
in the Selection of Highway 
Projects 

The MPO devoted a considerable amount of time 
to the development of visions and guiding poli-
cies during the Plan process. A complete list of 
the visions and policies guiding the development 
of the Plan is provided in Chapter 4. The MPO 
used these visions and policies in the project 
selection process of the Plan. Each highway proj-
ect, along with its description, was included in 
the Universe of Projects, and was rated accord-
ing to its consistency with the following policies: 

•	 System preservation, modernization, and 
efficiency

•	 Mobility

•	 Environment

•	 Safety and security

•	 Regional equity, also called environmental 
justice

•	 Land use and economic development

The two policies not used (public participation 
and finance) are not applicable to the assess-
ment of individual projects; these policies are 
entirely process oriented. MPO staff assigned a 
rating between –3 and 3, depending on how well 
the project complied with each policy. A table 
summarizing the evaluation of projects is in Ap-
pendix C. 

The Use of the Program for Mass 
Transportation in the Selection of 
Transit Projects 

As discussed above, the list of screened projects 
in the PMT was considered for transit project se-
lection in the development of this Plan. Within the 
PMT, this list was further evaluated and prioritized 
using performance measures to determine how 
well each project met the PMT goals and objec-
tives. These goals and objectives are consistent 
with the Boston Region MPO’s regional policies. 

The projects were evaluated based on 35 in-
dividual performance measures that had been 
divided into seven categories:

•	 Utilization

•	 Mobility

•	 Cost-effectiveness

•	 Air quality

•	 Service quality

•	 Economic and land use impacts

•	 Environmental justice

Within the cost-effectiveness category, perfor-
mance measures that considered each project’s 
impacts on both existing and new riders were used.

A list of the transit expansion projects by mode 
(rapid transit, bus and trackless trolley, commuter 
rail, and boat) and their evaluations are provided 
in Appendix C. Each project was given a rating 
of high, medium, or low for each category of the 



3-�Plan Development

performance measures and was also given an 
overall rating. 

Development of Demographic 
Projections 
As part of the Plan process, land use projections 
to the year 2030 were used to forecast travel 
demand. MAPC developed the demographic 
forecasts that were subsequently adopted by the 
MPO. The process involved projecting popula-
tion, employment, and the number of households 
and allocating them throughout the region. The 
process of integrating land use considerations 
into the transportation planning process began 
with the MPO’s review of two different land use 
scenarios that were developed by MAPC: Cur-
rent Trends and Smart Growth Plus. 

•	 The Current Trends scenario assumes that 
areas with recent growth in jobs and housing 
will continue to grow; that existing resource 
and infrastructure constraints will not limit de-
velopment; and that large numbers of people 
will commute into the eastern Massachusetts 
area from outside the region in response to a 
projected shortage of resident workers.

•	 The Smart Growth Plus scenario relies on the 
implementation of existing policy tools and 
achievement of smart-growth goals in three 
areas: land use, water consumption, and 
educational achievement for immigrants and 
minorities. It includes assumptions that more 
development occurs in town centers and 
areas with existing infrastructure, that water 
constraints will limit development in some 
communities, that less land will be converted 
to residential and industrial uses in the future, 
and that more skilled workers will be trained 
to support the region’s economy.

In both of these scenarios, the MPO area is seen 
as a low-growth region, with an increase of just 
over 10 percent in both population and jobs by 
2030. These two growth scenarios were pre-
sented to the public for review in open houses, 
and were subject to discussion by the MPO. The 

MPO selected the Smart Growth Plus land use 
scenario for use in developing the Plan. Detailed 
descriptions of the development of the popula-
tion, employment, and household projections 
under the Smart Growth Plus land use scenario 
are further discussed in Chapter 11, Land Use 
and Economic Development. 

The MPO received a number of comments 
regarding the socioeconomic projections used 
in the development of the Plan. The MPO will re-
view these projections and will make appropriate 
changes during the next amendment of the Plan. 
In addition, MAPC is in the process of develop-
ing MetroFuture, an update of the agency’s 1990 
regional land use plan. In MetroFuture, MAPC is 
looking at additional scenarios as well as the two 
scenarios considered as part of the JOURNEY 
TO 2030 process. MAPC anticipates adopting 
MetroFuture in the spring of 2007. Chapter 11 
provides more information on the MetroFuture 
process and the additional scenarios. Based on 
the current schedule and the comments received 
during the JOURNEY TO 2030 process, the 
MPO anticipates beginning the amendment pro-
cess within the current federal fiscal year.



3-� JOURNEY to 2030

Travel Demand Forecasts

In developing JOURNEY to 2030, the MPO con-
ceptualized the region’s transportation needs over 
the next 23 years. Land use patterns, growth in 
employment and population, and trends in travel 
patterns differ in how they affect demands on the 
region’s transportation system. In order to esti-
mate future demands on the system for this Plan, 
the MPO utilized a regional travel-demand fore-
cast model. The model is a planning tool used to 
evaluate the impacts of transportation alternatives 
given varying assumptions with regard to popula-
tion, employment, land use, and traveler behavior. 
The model is used to assess potential projects in 
terms of air quality benefits, travel-time savings, 
and congestion reduction. 

Travel-Demand Model 
Characteristics 

The travel model set simulates existing travel 
conditions and forecasts future-year travel on the 
eastern Massachusetts transit and highway sys-
tems. To get a more accurate picture of the travel 
demands in the Boston region, all communities 

within the commuting shed (the area from which 
people commute) for eastern Massachusetts are 
included in the modeled area. This area includes 
an additional 63 communities that are outside the 
101-municipality MPO region. 

The model represents all MBTA rail and bus lines, 
all private express-bus carriers, all commuter 
boat services, all limited-access highways and 
principal arterials, and many minor arterials and 
local roadways. The region is subdivided into 
over 2,700 transportation analysis zones (TAZs). 
The model set is made up of several models, 
each of which simulates a step in the travel deci-
sion-making process. The model set simulates 
transportation supply characteristics and trans-
portation demand for travel from every TAZ to 
every other TAZ. This simulation is the result of 
several inputs (different categories of data); the 
most important include population, employment, 
auto ownership, transit fares, automobile operat-
ing costs, and highway and transit levels of ser-
vice. These inputs are updated on a regular basis 
to ensure the reliability of the forecasts. The mod-
el set, which is similar in nature to those used in 
most other large urban areas in North America, 
also incorporates many new procedures, includ-
ing the ability to forecast nonmotorized trips and 
to limit trips based on parking capacities at MBTA 
stations.

Travel Demand under 2000 Base 
Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 
Build Conditions

The travel model analysis for the Plan consisted 
of several steps. First, an existing conditions 
network was tested to simulate recent (2000) 
travel conditions. Appendix D describes all major 
highway and transit projects that were open for 
public use by December 31, 2000. Projects in-
cluded for analysis in the model were “regionally 
significant” as defined by the federal government, 
because of their being regional in nature, adding 
capacity, and having air quality impacts for the 
region as measured by the model. 
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A 2030 No-Build alternative was then repre-
sented in the model. The 2030 No-Build alterna-
tive built upon the 2000 Base Year and added 
projects that were constructed between 2000 
and 2007, projects that are currently under con-
struction, and projects that were programmed 
in the first year of the 2007–2010 TIP. Descrip-
tions of the 2030 No-Build projects are included 
in Appendix D. The 2000 Base Year and 2030 
No-Build scenarios provided a baseline against 
which the predicted effects of potential future 
investments in the transportation system were 
measured. 

Next, an alternative set of projects (called the 
2030 Build Scenario) was developed and then 
compared to the 2030 No-Build scenario (see 
Development of 2030 Build Scenarios, below). 
Then these results and other measures, including 
policies and public comments, were reviewed. A 
final set of projects was recommended and repre-
sented in the model. Using the No-Build analysis 
as a point of reference, the two Build scenario 
model outputs helped to measure the effective-
ness of congestion reduction, air quality improve-
ments, and other transportation outcomes of each 
future action transportation network.

The forecasts for the 2030 No-Build and Build 
scenarios used the 2030 demographic data de-
veloped by MAPC using the Smart Growth Plus 
scenario assumptions. Several important travel 
statistics were included in each of these fore-
casts, including: 

•	 Total vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) and vehicle-
hours of travel (VHT) on a typical weekday

•	 Average speed of highway traffic

•	 Amount of air pollution produced by automo-
biles and transit vehicles

•	 Total number of daily trips made by auto and 
transit

•	 Average daily fixed-route transit ridership by 
mode (rapid transit, bus, commuter rail, com-
muter boat, and express bus)

•	 Percentage of people traveling by each of the 
travel modes

Selected travel modeling results for the 2000 
Base Year and 2030 No-Build alternatives are 
shown in Chapter 13.

Development of 2030 Build 
Scenarios

The MPO used the Universe of Projects as a 
source for selecting projects to model in the 
2030 Build Scenarios. As discussed above, the 
results of the regional travel demand model were 
one of the inputs used by the MPO to deter-
mine the merits of possible projects. In addi-
tion to these results, the MPO used information 
produced by feasibility studies, project-specific 
studies, project-specific modeling work, environ-
mental impact reports, input from local officials, 
and information produced in the MPO’s Mobility 
Management System. 

Each highway and transit project was also re-
viewed for conformity with the MPO’s transpor-
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tation policies. PMT project descriptions were 
reviewed for each transit project. In addition, the 
MPO reviewed comments from the Advisory 
Council and the MAPC subregional groups. They 
also reviewed public comments received during 
outreach sessions held during the development 
of this Plan, as well as past Plans. 

Using these inputs, the MPO developed two 
transportation project lists for modeling. Highway 
projects were eligible to be included in the two 
model alternatives (described below) if there was 
sufficient project information to include in the 
model and if a cost estimate existed, and transit 
projects were eligible if they were included in the 
PMT. Highway projects for which this information 
was not available and transit projects that were 
screened out of the PMT were not included in 
the final project lists.

Alternative One was based on the projects that 
were recommended in the 2004–2025 Plan, but 
with modifications to the list of transit projects. 
The Commonwealth is in the process of reex-
amining three transit projects that are included 
as required mitigation projects for the Central 
Artery/Tunnel project. In addition to the transit 
projects included in the 2004–2025 Plan, the 
MPO decided to include the alternative projects 
that are being considered as substitute mitigation 
projects (see Chapter 15, Air Quality Conformity 
Determination, for a more detailed discussion). 
The alternative projects were included based on 
the significant amount of work and public review 
that had been completed during the substitution 
process. All highway projects were reviewed again 
using the inputs outlined above. The transit proj-
ects were reviewed using information provided 
by the adopted PMT. This alternative was not a 
financially constrained set of projects.

Alternative Two is the set of projects recom-
mended for inclusion in the Plan. The projects 
were reviewed based on modeled data, evalua-
tion ratings determined by compliance with MPO 
policies, updated information received since 
the last Plan, and public comments. Using this 

information, this alternative was developed to be 
a financially constrained set of projects.

The model results for the projects recommended 
for inclusion in the Plan, which used the Smart 
Growth Plus land use scenario, are included in 
Chapter 13, The Recommended Transportation 
Plan.
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VISIONS AND POLICIES

4-�Visions & Policies 1

The Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) developed a set of 
topics and visions for the future of the regional transportation network. Public out-
reach was conducted throughout the region to obtain input into this process. 

The topics and visions expand upon the MPO topics and policies adopted by the 
MPO in January 2006 to guide the development of JOURNEY to 2030 and to 
steer decision-making for transportation in the region. Topics, policies, and visions 
are defined as follows:

•	 Topics – main areas of focus

•	 Policies – specific statements to be used in guiding decision-making

•	 Visions – descriptions of the “end state” that exists after policies have been 
achieved

Public input received during outreach for JOURNEY to 2030 and views expressed 
during the MAPC MetroFuture Plan process of the Metropolitan Area Planning 
Council (MAPC) shaped the topics and policies and subsequently the visions. The 
topics, policies, and visions are also consistent with the guiding principles of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Long-Range Transportation Plan. They are also 
based on or related to the eight planning factors in the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), which is the 
federal surface transportation legislation. 

While the topics, policies, and visions focus primarily on the transportation network, 
transportation’s strong interrelationship with land use requires references to sustain-
able growth and development, environmental and cultural resource protection, and the 
creation of environments that promote healthy lifestyles. The MPO will actively promote 
these values, as well as the policies and visions in its planning and decision-making, in 
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order to bring transportation in the region closer to 
the visions presented below.   

Topic: System Preservation, 
Modernization, and Efficiency

Vision: Preserving the existing transportation net-
work and replacing systems once their life span 
is realized are tasks critical to the promotion and 
effective management of regional mobility. The 
vision of the Boston Region MPO is to maintain 
and manage existing transportation facilities so 
that they function at their highest possible level of 
safety and efficiency. In this manner, people using 
elements of the system will experience the highest 
possible service level. Application of transportation 
systems management and Intelligent Transporta-
tion Systems (ITS) technologies will be the main 
tool used to provide information, reduce conges-
tion, and expedite transit service, thereby provid-
ing for system reliability, safety, and efficiency. 
Upgrading to keep in step with evolving standards 
will help meet the region’s changing needs.

Policy: To emphasize the preservation, modern-
ization, and efficiency of the existing transporta-
tion system, the MPO will:

•	 Put priority on projects that maintain, repair, 
and modernize existing infrastructure. 

•	 Set funding goals for maintaining the system. 

•	 Make investments that maximize the efficiency, 
effectiveness, reliability, and flexibility of the 
existing transportation system

•	 Encourage and support, through planning 
and programming, projects and programs that 
improve the operation of the existing trans-
portation system through the use of ITS, new 
technologies, and transportation systems 
management.

Topic: Mobility

Vision: A coordinated mix of transportation 
modes and services will give users of the region’s 
transportation system increased opportunities for 
convenient, reliable, speedy, affordable, and ac-

cessible travel. Existing roadway, transit, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and freight links will be maintained and 
their serviceability improved. New routes, lines, 
and connections will serve additional needs. The 
spectrum of options will serve travelers from differ-
ent areas of the region with varying needs.

Policy: To improve mobility for people and 
freight, the MPO will:

•	 Put a priority on projects and programs that 
increase the availability of transportation op-
tions for people and freight by improving con-
nections, access to and within the system, 
services, and infrastructure to meet needs. 

•	 Support projects and programs that improve 
public transportation service by making it 
faster, more reliable, and more affordable. 

•	 Consider how an improvement to a single 
mode can make the entire system work better. 

•	 Fund projects that expand the existing trans-
portation system’s ability to move people 
and goods in areas identified in the Boston 
Region Mobility Management System, the 
MBTA Program for Mass Transportation, the 
MPO’s Regional Equity Program, and MPO 
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and EOT freight studies, and through public 
comment. This includes encouraging options 
that manage demand. Adding highway capac-
ity by building general-purpose lanes should 
be considered only when no better solution 
can be found and should be accompanied 
by proponent commitments, developed in the 
environmental review process, to implement 
transportation demand management (TDM) 
measures. 

•	 Assist agencies and communities in planning 
and implementing projects that provide bicycle 
and pedestrian routes, networks, and facilities. 

•	 Support programs that meet public trans-
portation needs in suburban communities, 
including improving access to existing public 
transportation and partnering with others to 
initiate new intrasuburban services linking 
important destinations. 

•	 Provide better access for all to transportation 
throughout the region, including for our youth, 
elderly and disabled users, and members of 
zero-vehicle households. This includes iden-
tifying and addressing structural and opera-
tional barriers to mobility. 

•	 Develop a multimodal and comprehensive 
plan for freight movement that includes an 
evaluation of freight infrastructure needs and 
access to intermodal facilities (air, road, rail, 
and water).

Topic: Environment

Vision: Transportation planning activities and 
projects will strive to reduce air quality degradation 
and other environmental degradations caused by 
transportation. Vehicle emissions (carbon monox-
ide [CO], nitrogen oxides [NOx], volatile organic 
compounds [VOCs], particulates, and carbon 
dioxide [CO

2
]) will be reduced by modernizing 

transit, truck, and automobile fleets, and through 
increasing transit mode share. 

In the process of considering transportation 
projects, the MPO will take into account the 

management and minimization of soil and water 
contamination, such as highway and rail right-of-
way runoff, and wetland impacts. Construction of 
transportation facilities will be planned and carried 
out in a manner that avoids or minimizes nega-
tive impacts to natural resources. Transportation 
planning will also promote project design that 
preserves cultural resources such as community 
character and cohesiveness, quality of life, and 
historic and scenic resources; protects green-
fields, open space, wildlife, and ecosystems; and 
advances sustainability and health-promoting 
transportation options. Transportation agencies 
will work with environmental and cultural resource 
agencies to achieve these ends.   

Policy: To minimize transportation-related pol-
lution and degradation of the environment; 
promote energy conservation; support the pres-
ervation of natural resources and community 
character; and advance sustainability, regional 
environmental benefits, and health-promoting 
transportation options, the MPO will:

•	 Give priority to projects that maintain and 
improve public transportation facilities and 
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services so as to increase public transpor-
tation mode share and reduce reliance on 
automobiles. 

•	 Give priority to projects that reduce conges-
tion or manage transportation demand to 
improve air quality. 

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
projects that make transportation in the region 
more sustainable. 

•	 Promote the use of low-polluting or alternative 
fuels, efficient engine technology, and other 
new, viable technologies that protect resources. 

•	 Consider environmental issues during proj-
ect selection; in particular, air quality and the 
reduction of pollutants (CO, NOx, VOCs, 
particulates, and CO

2
), the protection of 

water resources (soil and water contamina-
tion, stormwater management, and wetlands 
impacts), greenfields and open space, and 
wildlife and ecosystem preservation; and value 
those projects that reduce negative impacts. 

•	 Recognize value in transportation projects 
that preserve natural and cultural resources, 
including visual, auditory, historic, aesthetic, 
community, and local quality-of-life values. 

•	 Recognize, in evaluations, projects that re-
spect community character in their purpose 
and design. 

•	 Consult with environmental and cultural re-
source agencies and entities on environmen-
tal effects, particularly through the existing 
National Environmental Policy Act/Massachu-
setts Environmental Policy Act (NEPA/MEPA) 
processes. 

•	 Encourage, through planning and program-
ming, transportation choices that promote a 
healthy lifestyle such as walking and bicycling. 

Topic: Safety and Security

Vision: Safety and security initiatives will be imple-
mented to protect the region from natural and 
human threats. Transportation infrastructure and its 
operation will be upgraded on an ongoing basis for 
the safety and security of all users. Technologies 
will be employed to manage incidents, conduct 
emergency response, and support safe evacua-
tions using various transportation modes. Highway 
and transit infrastructure will be kept in a state of 
good repair. There will be fewer crashes, due to 
improved intersection designs and upgrades. 

Policy: To improve safety and security for all 
transportation system users and prepare the 
transportation system for its role in emergency-
response preparedness, the MPO will: 

•	 Support designs and fund projects and 
programs that address safety problems and 
enhance safe travel for all system users. This 
includes designs and projects that encourage 
motorists, public transportation riders, bicy-
clists, and pedestrians to share the transpor-
tation network safely. 

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
the installation, operation, upgrading, and timely 
maintenance of system infrastructure, including 
ITS, to provide for safety and security. 

•	 Participate in regional planning for safety and 
security initiatives, such as evacuation and 
contingency measures, and homeland security. 
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Topic: Regional Equity

Vision: Regional equity and the needs of low-
income and minority residents will be assessed 
through regular activities and technical analyses. 
Low-income and minority residents will share 
equally with others in access to the transportation 
network and its mobility benefits. Environmental 
burdens from transportation facilities and services 
will be identified and minimized for all populations.  

Policy: To promote the equitable sharing of the 
transportation system’s benefits and burdens, 
and to incorporate environmental justice prin-
ciples into transportation planning and program-
ming activities, the MPO will: 

•	 Continue the outreach to communities with 
a high proportion of low-income and minority 
residents to identify transportation needs. 

•	 Assess regional equity by analyzing mobility, 
accessibility, and congestion for communi-
ties with a high proportion of low-income and 
minority residents. 

•	 Fund projects that address identified regional 
equity issues and needs.  

Topic: Land Use and 
Economic Development

Vision:  Multimodal transportation will serve busi-
ness, residential, and mixed-use centers. Transit, 
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities will be linked in a 
network to a growing inventory of denser residen-
tial development, employment and commercial 
centers, and major destinations. Transportation 
investments will focus on centers of economic ac-
tivity and areas with adequate water,   sewer, and 
other public infrastructure. Transportation rights-of-
way will be used to maximize public benefits.

Transportation planning will be integrated with 
land-use and economic-development planning to 
the greatest extent possible in order to achieve 
more mobility, foster sustainable communities 
and transportation, and expand economic oppor-
tunities and prosperity. Transportation improve-

ments will be made to facilitate the movement of 
freight throughout the region.

Policy: To promote the integration of land-use, 
economic-development, and transportation plan-
ning to achieve efficiencies; benefits for mobil-
ity and the environment, including sustainable 
communities and transportation; and stronger 
economic opportunities, the MPO will:

•	 Link transportation planning with land-use and 
economic-development plans, particularly in 
areas identified for economic development by 
state, regional, and local planning. 

•	 Make transportation investments where existing 
or planned development will encourage public 
transportation use, walking, and bicycling. 

•	 Give priority to projects in areas identified in 
local and regional plans as being suitable for 
concentrated development and/or redevelop-
ment, including brownfield redevelopment; 
support initiatives that increase sustainability. 

•	 Consider both existing development and den-
sities in transportation decision-making and 
give priority to projects that support them. 

•	 Consider the appropriate use and main-
tenance of transportation rights-of-way to 
maximize public benefits. 
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•	 Put priority on transportation investments re-
lated to existing centers of economic activity; 
or to areas with adequate water and sewer 
infrastructure; or to municipal centers or areas 
targeted for economic development. 

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
transportation improvements that provide 
transportation links for economic activities 
such as freight movement. 

Topic: Public Participation

Vision: Members of the public will have the op-
portunity to be informed about and involved in 
MPO planning and decision-making regarding 
transportation projects, programs, and spending 
for the region. Information will be presented in 
clear and concise formats, including visualiza-
tions, accessible formats, and other media. The 
MPO will strongly encourage low-income and 
minority residents and those with limited English 
proficiency to participate. The Regional Transpor-
tation Advisory Council will continue to contribute 
to the development of all MPO documents.

The MPO will work with project proponents and 
members of the public to help them understand 
the MPO project evaluation and selection pro-
cesses. To facilitate this understanding, the MPO 
will, in conducting those processes, consistently 
follow its published project-selection criteria. 

The MPO will consult with environmental, cul-
tural resource, community, business, economic 
development, and other agencies throughout 
the region and state to promote the integration 
of their interests with transportation planning and 
programming.

Policy: To promote public involvement in all 
phases of transportation planning and design, 
the MPO will:

•	 Implement the MPO public participation plan 
in a way that provides all residents and busi-
nesses the opportunity to participate in the 
transportation planning process. 

•	 Communicate effectively with project propo-
nents and members of the public to ensure 
their understanding of the MPO project evalu-
ation and selection processes and facilitate 
their participation. 

•	 Use the MPO’s criteria, based on MPO poli-
cies, in decision-making and project selection. 

•	 Continue to work with the Regional Transpor-
tation Advisory Council in the development of 
all MPO documents, and support the Advi-
sory Council’s work of bringing the public’s 
views to MPO decision-making. 

•	 Reach out to under-represented persons and 
groups, including low-income and minority 
residents and those with limited English profi-
ciency, to ensure that decisions are made in 
an open and participatory process.

•	 Solicit the input of environmental, cultural 
resource, community, business, economic 
development, and other appropriate agencies 
on MPO activities, to promote the integration 
of these interests with transportation planning 
and programming. 

•	 Work to improve coordination among the local, 
regional, and state jurisdictions that own and 
operate the region’s transportation system.

•	 Expand methods of communication and ex-
plore new technologies to improve outreach. 
Use varied media and visualization techniques.

Topic: Finance

Vision: Projects programmed by the MPO will 
effectively and efficiently use the region’s limited 
financial resources to maintain, operate, and 
improve the transportation system. In addition, 
the MPO will pursue opportunities for innova-
tive funding and public-private partnerships. The 
MPO will encourage implementing agencies to 
provide transparent and accurate information to 
better estimate and contain project costs.



4-�Visions & Policies

Policy: To secure and efficiently and effectively 
apply financial resources for the maintenance, 
modernization, and appropriate expansion of the 
regional transportation system, the MPO will:

•	 Consider project effectiveness in meeting 
transportation needs during project selection.

•	 Work to identify and acquire new revenues 
for the transportation system, including those 
from innovative funding sources and public-
private partnerships.

•	 Work with implementing agencies, communi-
ties, and project proponents to identify and 
adopt information systems to better estimate 
and contain project costs.

•	 Consider the cost of maintenance and opera-
tions when selecting projects.

Eight Planning Factors in 
SAFETEA-LU
SAFETEA-LU authorizes the federal surface 
transportation programs for highways, highway 
safety, and transit for the five-year period 2005–
2009. According to SAFETEA-LU, consideration 
of the planning factors listed below should be re-
flected, as appropriate, in all aspects of the met-
ropolitan transportation planning process, includ-
ing activities such as the formulation of goals, 
objectives, performance measures, and evalua-
tion criteria for use in developing the metropolitan 
transportation plan; identification of prioritization 
criteria for projects and strategies reflected in the 
TIP; and development of short-range planning 
studies, strategic planning and/or policy studies, 
and transportation needs studies. 

There are numerous direct and indirect relation-
ships between the MPO’s policy topics and SAF-
ETEA-LU’s eight planning factors (see Figure 4-1). 
The planning factors and the relationships with 
MPO policies are discussed in more detail below. 

 SAFETEA-LU has placed increased emphasize 
in a number of areas in transportation planning, 
including Environmental Mitigation, Consistency 

between Regional Transportation Plans and 
Planned Growth and Development Plans, and 
Visualization Techniques. These areas have been 
addressed in the Journey to 2030 Plan in the fol-
lowing chapters. 

•	 Environmental Mitigation is discussed in 
Chapter 10 – Environment, outlining the dif-
ferent environmental areas that are affected 
by transportation in the region. It also includes 
maps showing how these areas are affected 
by the specific projects that are recommended 
in the Plan. A discussion of the consultation 
that occurred with the environmental agencies 
during the development of the Plan as well as 
when mitigation will occur is also included in 
Chapter 10. Chapter 3 – Plan Development 
also includes a summary of the consultation 
process on environmental issues.

•	 Consistency between Regional Transportation 
Plans and Planned Growth and Development 
Plans is discussed in Chapter 11 – Land Use 
and Economic Development. It includes a dis-
cussion of how proposed planned growth and 
development through 2030 has been incorpo-
rated and used in the development of Jour-
ney to 2030. Chapter 3 – Plan Development 
includes a summary of the development of de-
mographic projections and Chapter 13 – The 
Recommended Plan also includes a summary 
of the recommended land use scenario.

•	 Visualization Techniques have been used 
in the development of the Plan in a number 
of ways including the development of the 
recommended land use scenario, in public 
participation events during the develop-
ment of the Plan, and in presentations to 
the MPO in their discussions throughout the 
Plan process. Chapter 3 – Plan Development 
includes a summary of the steps undertaken 
in the development of the Plan. 
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FIGURE 4-1

Relationships between SAFETEA-LU Planning Factors and MPO Policy Topics
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FIGURE 4-2

Relationship between the Economic Vitality 
Planning Factor and the MPO’s Land Use and 

Economic Development Policy Topic

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Support the 
economic vitality of the metropolitan area, espe-
cially by enabling global competitiveness, pro-
ductivity, and efficiency.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Link transportation planning with land-use and 
economic-development plans, particularly in 
areas identified for economic development by 
state, regional, and local planning (topic: land 
use and economic development).

•	 Put priority on transportation investments re-
lated to existing centers of economic activity; 
or to areas with adequate water and sewer 
infrastructure; or to municipal centers or areas 
targeted for economic development (topic: 
land use and economic development).

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
transportation improvements that provide 
transportation links for economic activities 
such as freight movement (topic: land use 
and economic development).

FIGURE 4-3

Relationship between the Safety Planning 
Factor and the MPO’s Policy Topics

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Increase the 
safety of the transportation system for all motor-
ized and nonmotorized users.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Support designs and fund projects and pro-
grams that address safety problems and 
enhance safe travel for all system users. This 
includes designs and projects that encourage 
motorists, public transportation riders, bicy-
clists, and pedestrians to share the transporta-
tion network safely (topic: safety and security).

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
the installation, operation, upgrading, and 
timely maintenance of system infrastructure, 
including ITS, to provide for safety and secu-
rity (topic: safety and security).

•	 Participate in regional planning for safety and 
security initiatives, such as evacuation and 
contingency measures, and homeland secu-
rity (topic: safety and security).

A related policy is:

•	 Put priority on projects that maintain, repair, 
and modernize existing infrastructure (topic: 
system preservation, modernization, and 
efficiency).
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FIGURE 4-4

Relationship between the Security Planning 
Factor and the MPO’s Safety and Security 

Policy Topic

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Increase the 
ability of the transportation system to support 
homeland security and to safeguard the personal 
security of all motorized and nonmotorized users.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
the installation, operation, upgrading, and 
timely maintenance of system infrastructure, 
including ITS, to provide for safety and secu-
rity (topic: safety and security). 

•	 Participate in regional planning for safety and 
security initiatives, such as evacuation and 
contingency measures, and homeland secu-
rity (topic: safety and security).

FIGURE 4-5

Relationship between the Accessibility and 
Mobility Planning Factor and the MPO’s 

Policy Topics

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Increase ac-
cessibility and mobility of people and freight.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Put a priority on projects and programs that 
increase the availability of transportation op-
tions for people and freight by improving con-
nections, access to and within the system, 
services, and infrastructure to meet needs 
(topic: mobility).

•	 Support projects and programs that improve 
public transportation service by making it 
faster, more reliable, and more affordable 
(topic: mobility).

•	 Fund projects that expand the existing trans-
portation system’s ability to move people and 
goods in areas identified in the Boston Re-
gion Mobility Management System, the MBTA 
Program for Mass Transportation, the MPO’s 
Regional Equity Program, and MPO and EOT 
freight studies, and through public comment. 
This includes encouraging options that man-
age demand. Adding highway capacity by 
building general-purpose lanes should be 
considered only when no better solution can 
be found and should be accompanied by 
proponent commitments, developed in the 
environmental review process, to implement 
transportation demand management (TDM) 
measures (topic: mobility).

•	 Assist agencies and communities in plan-
ning and implementing projects that provide 
bicycle and pedestrian routes, networks, and 
facilities (topic: mobility). 

•	 Support programs that meet public trans-
portation needs in suburban communities, 
including improving access to existing public 
transportation and partnering with others to 
initiate new intra-suburban services linking 
important destinations (topic: mobility).

•	 Provide better access for all to transportation 
throughout the region, including for our youth, 
elderly and disabled users, and members of 
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zero-vehicle households. This includes iden-
tifying and addressing structural and opera-
tional barriers to mobility (topic: mobility).

•	 Assess regional equity by analyzing mobility, 
accessibility, and congestion for communi-
ties with a high proportion of low-income and 
minority residents (topic: regional equity).

Related MPO policies are:

•	 Make investments that maximize the efficiency, 
effectiveness, reliability, and flexibility of the 
existing transportation system (topic: system 
preservation, modernization, and efficiency).

•	 Make transportation investments where existing 
or planned development will encourage pub-
lic transportation use, walking, and bicycling 
(topic: land use and economic development). 

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
transportation improvements that provide 
transportation links for economic activities 
such as freight movement (topic: land use 
and economic development).

 

FIGURE 4-6

Relationship between the Environment 
Planning Factor and the MPO’s Policy Topics

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Protect and 
enhance the environment, promote energy con-
servation, improve the quality of life, and promote 
consistency between transportation improve-
ments and State and local planned growth and 
economic development patterns.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Give priority to projects that maintain and 
improve public transportation facilities and 
services so as to increase public transpor-
tation mode share and reduce reliance on 
automobiles (topic: environment).

•	 Give priority to projects that reduce conges-
tion or manage transportation demand to 
improve air quality (topic: environment).

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
projects that make transportation in the region 
more sustainable (topic: environment).

•	 Promote the use of low-polluting or alternative 
fuels, efficient engine technology, and other 
new, viable technologies that protect resourc-
es (topic: environment).

•	 Consider environmental issues during proj-
ect selection; in particular, air quality and the 
reduction of pollutants (CO, NOx, VOCs, 
particulates, and CO

2
), the protection of 

water resources (soil and water contamina-
tion, stormwater management, and wetlands 
impacts), greenfields and open space, and 
wildlife and ecosystem preservation; and 
value those projects that reduce negative 
impacts (topic: environment). 

•	 Recognize value in transportation projects 
that preserve natural and cultural resources, 
including visual, historic, aesthetic, noise, 
community cohesiveness, and local quality of 
life values (topic: environment). 

•	 Recognize, in evaluations, projects that re-
spect community character in their purpose 
and design (topic: environment).

•	 Consult with environmental and cultural re-
source agencies and entities on environmen-
tal effects, particularly through the existing 
NEPA/MEPA processes (topic: environment). 

•	 Encourage, through planning and program-
ming, transportation choices that promote a 
healthy lifestyle such as walking and bicycling 
(topic: environment).
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•	 Give priority to projects in areas identified in 
local and regional plans as being suitable for 
concentrated development and/or redevelop-
ment, including brownfield redevelopment; 
support initiatives that increase sustainability 
(topic: land use and economic development). 

•	 Consider both existing development and 
densities in transportation decision-making 
and give priority to projects that support them 
(topic: land use and economic development).

•	 Put priority on transportation investments re-
lated to existing centers of economic activity; 
or to areas with adequate water and sewer 
infrastructure; or to municipal centers or areas 
targeted for economic development (topic: 
land use and economic development).

Related MPO policies are:

•	 Make transportation investments where existing 
or planned development will encourage pub-
lic transportation use, walking, and bicycling 
(topic: land use and economic development). 

•	 Solicit the input of environmental, cultural 
resource, community, business, economic 
development, and other appropriate agencies 
on MPO activities, to promote the integration 
of these interests with transportation planning 
and programming (topic: public participation).

•	 Assess regional equity by analyzing mobility, 
accessibility, and congestion for communi-
ties with a high proportion of low-income and 
minority residents (topic: regional equity).

FIGURE 4-7

Relationship between the Integration and 
Connectivity Planning Factor and the MPO’s 

Mobility Policy Topic

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Enhance the 
integration and connectivity of the transportation 
system, across and between modes, for people 
and freight.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Consider how an improvement to a single 
mode can make the entire system work better 
(topic: mobility).

•	 Develop a multi-modal and comprehensive 
plan for freight movement that includes an 
evaluation of freight infrastructure needs and 
access to intermodal facilities (air, road, rail, 
and water) (topic: mobility).

A related MPO policy is:

•	 Put a priority on projects and programs that 
increase the availability of transportation op-
tions for people and freight by improving con-
nections, access to and within the system, 
services, and infrastructure to meet needs 
(topic: mobility).

FIGURE 4-8

Relationship between the Management and 
Operation Planning Factor and the MPO’s 

Policy Topics

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Promote ef-
ficient system management and operation.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Make investments that maximize the efficiency, 
effectiveness, reliability, and flexibility of the 
existing transportation system (topic: system 
preservation, modernization, and efficiency).

PROMOTE EFFICIENT SYSTEM
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATION

SYSTEM
PRESERVATION,

MODERNIZATION,
AND

EFFICIENCY

LAND USE AND
ECONOMIC

DEVELOPMENT
MOBILITY

ENHANCE THE INTEGRATION AND
CONNECTIVITY OF THE TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM, ACROSS AND BETWEEN MODES,

FOR PEOPLE AND FREIGHT

MOBILITY



4-13Visions & Policies

•	 Encourage and support, through planning 
and programming, projects and programs 
that improve the operation of the existing 
transportation system through the use of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), new 
technologies, and transportation systems 
management (topic: system preservation, 
modernization, and efficiency).

Related MPO policies are:

•	 Support projects and programs that improve 
public transportation service by making it 
faster, more reliable, and more affordable 
(topic: mobility).

•	 Consider how an improvement to a single 
mode can make the entire system work bet-
ter (topic: mobility).    

FIGURE 4-9

Relationship between the Preservation 
Planning Factor and the MPO’s Policy Topics

SAFETEA-LU Planning Factor: Emphasize 
the preservation of the existing transportation 
system.

Directly-related MPO policies are:

•	 Put priority on projects that maintain, repair, 
and modernize existing infrastructure (topic: 
system preservation, modernization, and ef-
ficiency). 

•	 Set funding goals for maintaining the system 
(topic: system preservation, modernization, 
and efficiency). 

•	 Make investments that maximize the effi-
ciency, effectiveness, reliability, and flexibility 
of the existing transportation system (topic: 
system preservation, modernization, and ef-
ficiency).

Related MPO policies are:

•	 Encourage and support, through planning 
and programming, projects and programs 
that improve the operation of the existing 
transportation system through the use of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), new 
technologies, and transportation system 
management (topic: system preservation, 
modernization, and efficiency).

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
projects that make transportation in the region 
more sustainable (topic: environment).

•	 Consider the appropriate use and main-
tenance of transportation rights-of-way to 
maximize public benefits (topic: land use and 
economic development).

•	 Consider the cost of maintenance and opera-
tions when selecting projects (topic: finance).

The Use of Policies in the 
Selection of Projects 
The MPO used the policies described at the 
beginning of this chapter in the project selection 
process of the JOURNEY to 2030 Plan. Each 
project included in the Universe of Projects with 
a defined description was rated according to its 
perceived consistency with the following six of 
the eight policies:

•	 System preservation, modernization, and 
efficiency

•	 Mobility

•	 Environment

•	 Safety and security

•	 Regional equity

•	 Land use and economic development
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The evaluation assigned ratings to each project 
for each of the six policies. An explanation of 
the rating system and a matrix summarizing the 
evaluation of projects was discussed in Chapter 
3 (Plan Development), with additional information 
included in Appendix C. 
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SYSTEM PRESERVATION, 
MODERNIZATION, AND EFFICIENCY

5-�System Preservation, Modernization and Efficiency 1

The Boston Region MPO’s Vision for System 
Preservation, Modernization, and Efficiency

Preserving the existing transportation network and replacing systems once their 
life span has been realized are tasks critical to the promotion and effective man-
agement of regional mobility. The vision of the Boston Region MPO is to maintain 
and manage existing transportation facilities so that they function at their highest 
possible level of safety, service, and efficiency. In this manner, people using ele-
ments of the system will experience the highest possible service level. Application 
of transportation systems management and intelligent transportation systems (ITS) 
technologies will be the main tool used to provide information, reduce congestion, 
and expedite transit service, thereby providing for system reliability, safety, and 
efficiency. Upgrading to keep in step with evolving standards will help meet the 
region’s changing needs. 

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide its decision-making:

•	 Put priority on projects that maintain, repair, and modernize existing infrastructure. 

•	 Set funding goals for maintaining the system. 

•	 Make investments that maximize the efficiency, effectiveness, reliability, and 
flexibility of the existing transportation system.

•	 Encourage and support, through planning and programming, projects and pro-
grams that improve the operation of the existing transportation system through 
the use of ITS, new technologies, and transportation systems management. 
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Introduction

Due to its size, use, and age, the Boston regional 
transportation network must be constantly main-
tained and modernized to handle the millions of 
trips that are made every day. An extensive trans-
portation network ties the region together. Private 
vehicles, freight, and transit share much of the 
over 23,000 lane-miles and 1,447 bridges in the 
region. With over 2,500 vehicles, 275 stations, 
885 miles of track, over 46,000 parking spaces, 
20 miles of tunnels, and 19 maintenance shops, 
the MBTA’s infrastructure is extensive and has 
major capital needs. Thousands of miles of side-
walks, bike lanes, and multi-use paths connect 
people’s homes with transit, work, and shopping, 
as well as providing recreation opportunities for 
the region’s residents. 

Boston has the oldest subway system in North 
America, with the first underground streetcar 
service dating back to 1897. Original sections of 
this subway still exist along the Green Line under 
Boston Common. The first station along what is 
now the Blue Line opened in 1906, the first sta-
tions along the Orange Line in 1908, and the first 

stations along the Red Line in 1912. In 1973, the 
MBTA bought various commuter rail lines from 
private owners. The MBTA’s commuter rail sys-
tem now runs from as far away as Worcester and 
Providence, Rhode Island, into Boston.

The long-term plan must succeed at preserv-
ing, modernizing, and improving the operational 
efficiency of the transportation system. In almost 
all cases, the most effective use of limited trans-
portation resources is to preserve and modernize 
existing facilities by maintaining a state of good 
repair, relieving choke points, addressing high-
incident crash locations, and improving mobility. 
To continue to meet the challenge of keeping 
the transportation network in good condition, 
significant state resources must be directed 
toward system preservation. These resources 
will be used to reduce the number of structurally 
deficient and weight-restricted bridges, invest in 
newer and cleaner transit vehicles, and ensure 
that all modes are safe, secure, and meet cus-
tomer expectations. 

Programs That Emphasize the 
Preservation, Modernization, 
and Efficiency of the Existing 
Transportation System

More efficient spending can be achieved through 
optimizing performance and maintaining the 
current transportation system investments. The 
programs described below have been identified 
under two categories—physical maintenance 
and management programs (programs to main-
tain the physical infrastructure) and operational 
efficiency management programs (programs de-
signed to preserve capacity and improve mobility 
and safety throughout the region). 

Physical Maintenance and 
Management Programs

Preservation of the Existing 
Transportation System

The Boston Region MPO emphasizes reinvest-
ing in the region’s transportation infrastructure for 
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both highway and transit spending to ensure that 
current infrastructure is maintained and enhanced 
to best serve the public. This approach focuses 
on projects that preserve and rehabilitate trans-
portation facilities. It ensures that assets are well 
managed, maintained, and operated to preserve 
their useful life, thereby reducing the need for 
more costly, capital-intensive replacements or 
solutions. The approach emphasizes keeping 
existing transportation assets in good condition. 
Allocating resources for existing infrastructure, 
can also enhance older communities with im-
proved road, bridge, and public transit facilities, 
rather than encouraging new growth in open and 
undeveloped areas. 

Various initiatives have been implemented to sup-
port these efforts. Some of these initiatives are 
described in the remainder of this chapter. 

This approach does not preclude expansion proj-
ects. Some projects involving strategic capac-
ity expansions can help address longstanding 
problems of safety and mobility, foster economic 
development and job creation, and improve air 
quality. Some of the projects in this Plan are in-
cluded in an effort to advance these goals.

Roadway Maintenance

Chapter 90 Program 

The Chapter 90 program (named for Chapter 90 
of the Massachusetts General Laws), which is 
administered by MassHighway, contributes to the 
Commonwealth’s strategy of preserving existing 
transportation facilities. This program supports 
the construction and maintenance of roadways 
classified as local; that work is performed by 
the cities and towns of the Commonwealth. The 
Chapter 90 program is funded by bond revenue.

Chapter 90 defines a specific formula for the 
apportionment of funds to municipalities. Un-
der this formula, funds are distributed based on 
standardized measures of local roadway infra-
structure and usage. The formula comprises 
three variables: local road mileage as certified by 
MassHighway, employment figures from the De-
partment of Employment and Training, and popu-
lation estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

Typically, the majority of Chapter 90 alloca-
tions (60 percent) are used for road resurfac-
ing, with another 32 percent for reconstruction. 
The remaining funding goes toward engineering 
and equipment. These funds are reimbursed 
to communities based on certified expenditure 
reports submitted to MassHighway. This program 
helps communities maintain and preserve locally-
owned roadways.

Interstate Highway Maintenance

MassHighway oversees the interstate mainte-
nance program and ensures that the system of 
interstate highways within the region is main-
tained to an acceptable standard. Work under 
this category includes reconstruction, resurfac-
ing, signing, striping, and other routine or periodic 
maintenance. 

Pavement Management

Pavement management systems play a key role 
in the rehabilitation and maintenance of our high-
ways. A pavement management system (PMS) 
stores, analyzes, and summarizes pavement 
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information for use in selecting and implementing 
pavement construction, rehabilitation, and main-
tenance programs. The system assists in the 
decision-making process required to maximize 
the funds employed for pavement preservation. 

MassHighway uses PMS to constantly monitor 
the roadway network’s roughness and deteriora-
tion using a variety of methods and measuring 
devices. Within the MPO region, they monitor 
all National Highway System (NHS) roadways 
and connector roads, which include all interstate 
roadways and some other major state roadways. 
They also monitor principal arterial roadways 
and non-NHS numbered state routes. The total 
amount of roadway monitored is approximately 
1,300 miles. Based upon the results of this mon-
itoring, MassHighway evaluates and prioritizes 
corrective actions for the improvement and main-
tenance of the roadways under its jurisdiction. 
Pavement maintenance may be accomplished 
through surface patching, roadway resurfacing, 
or full-depth reconstruction. The MPO encour-
ages all municipalities in the region to use a PMS 
for their local roadways.  

Bridge Maintenance and Rehabilitation

Over the next 23 years, the MPO will need to 
continue to fund the maintenance and rehabili-
tation of the region’s bridges, which includes 
replacing bridge decks and reconstructing 
bridges. With the goal of optimizing allocation 
of limited resources, MassHighway and the 
MBTA implemented PONTIS, a bridge manage-
ment software tool for recording, organizing, and 
analyzing bridge inventory and inspection data. 
PONTIS is used by departments of transportation 
in over 45 states and by numerous national and 
international agencies. PONTIS is used to guide 
the statewide bridge program, which dedicates 
significant resources to preservation, not just 
repair and replacement. PONTIS also assists in 
clearly articulating roles and responsibilities and 
coordinating between the various stakeholders 
in the process. PONTIS contains information on 
the year built/rebuilt, the inspection frequency for 

each bridge, and detailed structural information 
such as the bridge description, dimensions, and 
the conditions of the deck, superstructure, and 
substructural elements. The database also con-
tains the inventory and operating values of each 
bridge, which indicate the load-carrying capacity 
of the structure.

Highway Bridges

A systematic approach to evaluating bridge con-
ditions is critical to meeting the goal of infrastruc-
ture preservation. In Massachusetts (and many 
other states as well), bridge conditions are deter-
mined through a nationally adopted rating system. 
Using this system, bridges are typically inspected 
on a two-year cycle, although a particular bridge 
may be inspected as often as every six months, 
depending upon the identified concerns. 

Since a majority of bridges in the region meet 
national standards for structural adequacy, safety, 
and public use, most preservation efforts are 
focused on bridges that are structurally deficient 
and weight-restricted. Currently, 12 percent of 
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the bridges in the Boston region (or 169 bridges) 
are within this classification. Structurally deficient 
bridges have experienced deterioration significant 
enough to potentially reduce their load-carrying 
capacities, although structurally deficient bridges 
are not necessarily weight-restricted or unsafe. 
Weight-restricted bridges can impede the flow 
of commercial trucks and public safety vehicles 
(such as fire engines) and school buses. When 
these bridges were built decades ago, they were 
not designed to support the increased weight of 
today’s commercial vehicles. MassHighway rates 
the capacity of the bridges to safely carry the 
posted loads. 

One important asset management initiative is 
the municipal bridge maintenance agreements 
between MassHighway and many local commu-
nities. Under these agreements, MassHighway 
reconstructs bridges under local jurisdiction. In 
return for bridge reconstruction, municipalities 
agree to the maintenance and repair of minor 
deficiencies of the new bridge. The preservation 
agreements specify the types of maintenance 
required and provide for routine inspections by 
MassHighway. Together with the bridge evalua-
tion criteria, these preservation agreements are 

an important part of a unified system for priori-
tizing and addressing the needs of all bridges, 
regardless of ownership. 

Another issue that has been acknowledged re-
cently is the deteriorating condition of the bridges 
and roadways owned by the Department of 
Conservation and Recreation (DCR) in the Bos-
ton Region MPO area. The MPO recognizes this 
concern and believes that a resolution and suf-
ficient additional funding must come from beyond 
the MPO, at the statewide level. 

The age of the Commonwealth’s bridges is a sig-
nificant factor in preservation efforts (Figure 5-1), 
and a major reason for the region to place new 
emphasis on bridge preservation. Bridges have 
an average lifespan of approximately 50 years 
before significant rehabilitation work is needed. 
Many bridges will reach this milestone within the 
next decade; therefore, committing resources 
to bridge rehabilitation projects is a key priority 
during that time. As the bridge population ages, 
an increased focus on bridge rehabilitation and 
preservation will be needed.

In order to achieve a balanced statewide road 
and bridge program, MassHighway uses an 

FIGURE 5-1

Number of Bridges in the Boston Region MPO Area by Year of Construction
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asset management approach that emphasizes 
careful planning and preventive maintenance in 
the region. Additionally, MassHighway is com-
mitted to achieving and maintaining an adequate 
level of construction personnel. This includes 
engineering, inspection, and all other professions 
entrusted with the supervision, management, 
quality control, and overall safety of highway con-
struction projects in the region.

Transit Bridges

The MBTA owns and maintains 473 bridges sys-
temwide, comprising 285 railroad, 58 transit, 86 
highway, and 44 pedestrian bridges. The MBTA 
also owns several bridges used for freight ser-
vices. Railroad and transit bridges typically have 
a useful life span of 70 years, in comparison to 
highway bridges, which have a useful life span of 
50 years. 

Many of the MBTA-maintained bridges through-
out eastern Massachusetts are close to reach-
ing, or have already attained, their life expectan-
cies. While many of these bridges are in good 
structural condition, others are anticipated to 
need repairs. Using structural integrity and deck 

ratings established under its bridge manage-
ment program, the MBTA prioritizes bridge needs 
based not only on the useful life spans, but also 
on a variety of other factors, including safety 
implications, service impacts, and the potential to 
disrupt service.

In an effort to upgrade and maintain their bridges, 
the MBTA has customized the PONTIS program. 
The PONTIS program enables the MBTA to main-
tain an up-to-date database of all the MBTA-
owned bridges and is used to evaluate the 
condition of each bridge based on the results of 
inspection and live load rating analysis. The 
results of the analyses are then used to establish 
a priority list for the rehabilitation or reconstruction 
of the bridges. 

The bridge inspection program is tailored to 
ensure that all the bridges receive adequate at-
tention. The frequency and type of inspection for 
each bridge depends on the structural condition 
of the bridge. 

Both railroad and transit bridges have the same 
maintenance schedule. Renewal of bridge deck 
replacement occurs after 50 years of use. Bridge 
deck waterproofing is replaced after 40 years, and 
steel is repainted after 30 years. Highway bridges, 
however, have a different maintenance schedule. 
Bridge deck replacement occurs after 30 years of 
use and steel is repainted every 15 years.

Freight 

In the Boston region, approximately 56 out of 
350 bridges lack sufficient clearances over 
railroad rights-of-way to allow for double-stack 
trains. It is the state’s policy to provide suffi-
cient vertical clearance to permit double-stack 
freight movement when a bridge over a rail line 
is scheduled for rehabilitation. Also, weight-re-
stricted bridges can require detours for commer-
cial vehicles and direct them through residential 
neighborhoods or circuitously through remote 
areas. MassHighway also rates bridges to de-
termine their safe load-carrying capacity using 
the weights of three standard trucks: a two-axle 
single unit, a three-axle single unit, and a five-axle 
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tractor-trailer. If the safe load-carrying capacity of 
a bridge falls below the statutory weight of any of 
these three trucks, then the bridge is posted for 
the rated load.

Transit System

State of Good Repair

A priority of the MBTA is the pursuit of a “State 
of Good Repair” for its systems. To measure 
the need for capital expenditures devoted to 
maintaining and replacing existing infrastructure, 
transit systems often use the State of Good 
Repair (SGR) standard, whereby all capital assets 
are functioning at their ideal capacity within their 
design life. While few transit systems are likely to 
achieve this ideal, the standard does identify a 
level of ongoing capital needs that must be ad-
dressed over the long term for the existing infra-
structure to continue to provide reliable service. 
Based on an inventory of all existing MBTA capi-
tal assets, an SGR database allows the MBTA to 
track the capital investment needs for the MBTA’s 
existing infrastructure, and to develop a capital 
investment program to maintain the system in a 
state of good repair. The State of Good Repair is 
a criterion that measures the degree to which a 
proposed project improves the condition of the 
MBTA’s existing infrastructure.

Accessibility 

In response to the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) of 1990, the MBTA developed an ap-
proved Key Station Plan as an initial step in mak-
ing one of America’s oldest public transit systems 
accessible to all. Title II of the ADA, which covers 
public services, prohibits public transportation 
systems from discriminating against persons with 
disabilities. The U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion has established specific requirements for 
developing systemwide program accessibility, 
including the need to work with the community of 
people who have disabilities to determine which 
stations should be designated as key stations. 

Since 1990, the MBTA has been working toward 
achieving station accessibility. The MBTA has 

made 73 of its 80 key stations accessible, al-
located the construction funds for the remaining 
7, and has begun making dozens of non-key 
stations accessible as part of station modern-
ization projects. In addition, in 2006 the MBTA 
entered an agreement with the Boston Center 
for Independent Living. The agreement called 
for increased funding for elevator improvements, 
accelerated purchases of low-floor buses and 
buses with lifts, management and training initia-
tives, and new public address systems. 

The MBTA has programmed 4.1 percent of the 
total Capital Investment Program for accessibil-
ity. In addition to the improvements listed above, 
the majority of accessibility funding is devoted to 
the Light-Rail Accessibility Program for the Green 
Line to modernize stations, install elevators, and 
raise platforms, as well as the renovations and 
accessibility improvement project at the Charles/
MGH Red Line station. 

Vehicles

The revenue vehicle fleet is one of the most 
visible and important components of the MBTA 
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service network. These are the trains, buses, and 
other vehicles that passengers board every day. 
The MBTA’s revenue fleet is composed of ap-
proximately 2,500 vehicles. The MBTA adheres 
to a general standard life cycle of 35 years for 
rapid-transit and light-rail vehicles, 25 years for 
commuter rail locomotives, and 25 to 30 years 
for commuter rail coaches. They recently adopted 
the policy that the average age of buses going 
forward will not exceed seven years. Scheduled 
major overhauls, maintenance, and planned 
retirements help these fleets reach their useful life, 
and prevent the unwarranted consumption of 
resources to maintain their reliability. 

The revenue vehicle program represents 29 
percent of the MBTA’s total 2007–2012 Capital 
Investment Program, the largest share of any 
programmatic area, and is composed primarily of 
reinvestment in the subway system and the bus 
fleet. In keeping with the MBTA’s commitment 
to upgrade its bus service, ongoing projects are 
bringing 360 new compressed-natural-gas (CNG) 
buses, 28 new electric trolley buses (also called 
trackless trolleys), 348 new emission-control-die-

sel buses, and 32 dual-mode buses to the MBTA 
system in the next few years. These fleets will per-
mit the retirement of hundreds of aging diesel bus-
es purchased in the 1980s. Other efforts in this 
program include major component replacements 
on the Green, Orange, and Red Lines. The MBTA 
has purchased of 85 new cars for the Green Line 
and is taking delivery of 94 new cars for the Blue 
Line. They are planning for the procurement of 
Orange Line vehicles in the next decade. This 
will modernize and expand those subway fleets. 
Activity within the commuter rail vehicle program 
includes major midlife overhauls for large portions 
of the locomotive and coach fleets. It is anticipated 
that the commuter rail fleet needs will represent a 
more significant portion of the Capital Investment 
Program in the future.

To respond to emergencies, perform mainte-
nance work, keep the system safe for passen-
gers, and engage in major construction work, the 
MBTA operates a large fleet of vehicles and work 
equipment that is not used to transport pas-
sengers. Non-revenue vehicles and equipment 
support the entire range of MBTA operations. In 
total, the MBTA owns and operates a fleet of 949 
non-revenue vehicles. 

Stations

MBTA stations are also one of the most visible 
components of the transit system. There are 266 
rapid-transit, light-rail, commuter rail, and Silver 
Line stations in the MBTA transit system. There 
are also over 9000 bus transfer stations and bus 
stops. Stations are composed of the basic struc-
ture, roofs, platforms, lights, shelters, elevators 
and escalators. The majority of the funding for 
stations is devoted to the renovation of subway 
stations and systemwide replacement of escala-
tors and elevators. The total investment in sta-
tions represents 11 percent of the 2007–2012 
Capital Investment Program.

Extensive station renovation and modernization 
work is being completed on Red Line stations 
serving communities in Dorchester and Mattapan 
and on Blue Line stations serving East Boston 
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and downtown to allow for six-car trains. Sta-
tion improvement projects driven by accessibility 
concerns and the Key Station Plan, which may 
include other modernization work in addition to 
accessibility, are described in the Accessibility 
section of this chapter. Work also includes new 
stations on the Silver Line, Greenbush commuter 
rail line construction, and improvements to North 
Station and several other stations.

Track and Signals

The MBTA subway system operates on 185 
miles of track with a wide variety of construction 
types, rail ties, and overhead catenary systems. 
The track network includes 125 miles of revenue 
track, and an additional 60 miles of non-revenue 
track within rail yards and other service areas. 
The right-of-way for heavy-rail subway track often 
includes a highly electrified third, rail running 
along the tracks, through which subway cars 
receive traction power to move. 

Subway grade crossings have a useful life rang-
ing from 12 to 15 years. There are 64 grade 
crossings along the Green Line, since portions 
of the Green Line are at street level and cross 
automobile traffic. There are additional grade 
crossings within MBTA Green Line maintenance 
facilities. 

The commuter rail system operates on a vast 
network of 638 miles of track, 1.5 million timber 
ties, and 257 grade crossings, stretching across 
eastern Massachusetts. Rail on the commuter 
rail system can be expected to last approximately 

40 years. Railroad crossties usually have a life 
span of 25 to 30, years depending on a variety 
of mechanical and environmental factors. Grade 
crossings have a life expectancy of 12 years.

The primary responsibility of the MBTA signal 
system is to control trains for efficient spacing 
and runtimes, making it an integral part of the 
transit system. The signal system’s goal is main-
taining train separation while attempting to mini-
mize headways and runtimes. The signal system 
requires ongoing maintenance. 

TABLE 5-1

MBTA Subway Track

NAME Length (MILES) Power

Red Line 45 Third rail

Green Line (light rail) 46 Overhead catenary

Orange Line 42 Third rail

Blue Line 12 Third rail/ overhead catenary

Total 125

TABLE 5-2

MBTA Commuter Rail Track

NAME Length (MILES)

Fitchburg Line 90

Lowell Line 91

Haverhill Line 55

Newburyport/Rockport Line 52

Worcester Line 89

Needham Line 13

Franklin Line 34

Attleboro/Stoughton Line 116

Fairmount Line 19

Middleborough/Lakeville Line 37

Plymouth/Kingston Line 42

Total 638
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Communications

The MBTA Communications Department’s re-
sponsibilities include maintaining an inventory of 
equipment and overseeing contract services for 
the wide-area network, two-way radio systems, 
microwave links, emergency intercoms, public 
address systems, light-emitting-diode (LED) mes-
sage signs, fire alarm systems, security systems, 
and the supervisory control and data acquisition 
system. The department manages the MBTA’s 
Operations Control Center (OCC), which consists 
of technology that allows for real-time monitoring 
and supervisory control of the signal and com-
munication systems for the rapid transit and bus 
systems.

Maintenance Facilities (Yards and Shops) 

Maintenance facilities, or yards and shops, are 
the sites for regularly scheduled maintenance and 
emergency repairs on MBTA vehicles. The MBTA 
operates 4 rapid-transit yards and shops, 4 light-
rail and 3 commuter rail maintenance facilities; 
and 9 bus maintenance facilities, including one 
bus repair shop. There are also 17 smaller general 
maintenance facilities throughout the system. A 
new facility was constructed to maintain Silver Line 
vehicles and CNG buses. Each facility generally 

includes a basic building structure with a mechani-
cal plant and shop equipment. The expected life 
cycle of each of these facilities is 50 years.

The arrival of large fleets of vehicles equipped 
with new technologies will place additional de-
mands on the personnel and facilities that main-
tain, repair, refuel, and service the vehicles. Addi-
tional fueling and engine equipment designed for 
CNG buses, along with maintenance and support 
equipment for additional 60-foot articulated buses, 
will be needed. Low-floor technologies on the 
new Green Line subway cars and incoming bus 
fleets will also have special maintenance needs.

Supporting Infrastructure 

Supporting infrastructure includes facilities; tun-
nels, walls and culverts; and power. Facilities 
include administrative buildings, ferry terminals, 
vent buildings, storage buildings, noise walls, 
retaining walls, parking garages, parking lots, and 
bus shelters. Most facilities have a useful life of 
50 years. Fencing, which prevents trespassers 
from gaining access to tracks and fast-moving 
trains, is also included in this category. Fenc-
ing has a considerable impact on maintenance 
costs, particularly on the commuter rail system.

Tunnels, walls, and culverts are located through-
out the system. Tunnels are mainly on the core 
subway system and in several locations in the 
commuter rail network. The rapid-transit system 
operates within 14 miles of tunnels. The light-
rail system operates within 5 miles of tunnels; 
the Transitway tunnel is approximately 1.1 miles 
long. Tunnels generally have a useful life of 100 
years, but require periodic maintenance of interior 
surfaces. The MBTA also maintains an extensive 
network of culverts along the commuter rail and 
subway systems, and many retaining walls (all of 
which have a useful life of 50 years).

While power for the MBTA’s network is sup-
plied by an outside utility, the MBTA transforms 
and distributes electricity over its own system to 
power the entire network of subway, trackless 
trolley, and light-rail lines. The capital equipment 
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in this power program is essential to operations: 
it supplies electricity to subway trains and trolleys 
for the traction power they need to move; to the 
signal systems for the power needed to control 
the trains; and to stations for their operations.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Program 

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities need to be pre-
served and enhanced to enable safe travel for 
the region’s pedestrians and bicyclists. Almost 
everyone is a pedestrian at some point in the 
day; across the entire MBTA system, 84 percent 
of riders bicycle or walk to stations. The MPO will 
continue to fund trails, pedestrian amenities, and 
other bicycle and pedestrian projects. Improve-
ments for bicyclists and pedestrians are a routine 
aspect of roadway reconstruction projects and 
are usually funded under roadway maintenance. 

Transportation Enhancement Projects 

There is a growing recognition that transportation 
programs must expand beyond their traditional 
definitions to foster a more sensitive relationship 

to the environments in which they are located. 
Transportation enhancement projects are de-
signed to add community, environmental, scenic, 
or historic value to the transportation system.

As established by Federal legislation, there are 
twelve eligibility categories for transportation en-
hancement project funding. These include: 

•	 Bicycle and pedestrian facilities 

•	 Pedestrian and bicyclist safety education and 
activities 

•	 Acquisition of scenic easements and scenic 
or historic sites 

•	 Implementation of scenic or historic highway 
programs, including the provision of tourist 
and welcome-center facilities 

•	 Landscaping and other scenic beautification 

•	 Historic preservation 

•	 Rehabilitation and operation of historic trans-
portation buildings, structures, or facilities 

•	 Preservation of abandoned railway corridors 

•	 Control and removal of outdoor advertising 

•	 Archeological documentation and research 

•	 Environmental mitigation to address water 
pollution that is caused by highway runoff or 
to reduce vehicle-caused wildlife mortality 

•	 Establishment of transportation museums

The MPO will continue to fund various types of 
transportation enhancement activities, including, 
but not limited to, bicycle and pedestrian proj-
ects, acquiring scenic easements, preserving 
historic transportation infrastructure, and provid-
ing landscaping, streetscaping, and other beauti-
fication projects. 

Scenic Byways

The goals of scenic byway projects are to recog-
nize, protect, and enhance the unique historic, 
scenic, cultural, and recreational resources along 
a designated byway. Two locations in the Boston 
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Region MPO area have been designated as sce-
nic byways. They are Battle Road, which begins 
in Arlington and travels west to Concord, and 
the Essex Coastal Scenic Byway, which begins 
in Lynn and travels north to Gloucester. The next 
step after designation of a byway is the prepara-
tion of a corridor management plan (CMP) for 
the each of the locations. Each plan will provide 
comprehensive inventories and assessments of 
transportation infrastructure, identify concerns, 
determine needed improvements, and preserve 
the areas’ intrinsic qualities. 

The Battle Road Scenic Byway CMP will be car-
ried out by a partnership with the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council and the Working Group, 
which consists of the Minute Man National 
Historic Park and representatives from each 
community along the Routes 2A, 4, 225, and 3 
byway corridor. The Essex Coastal Scenic By-
way CMP will be prepared by the Essex National 
Heritage Commission with assistance from the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council, several 
public agencies, and each community along the 
Routes 1A, 114, 127, and 129 byway corridor. 
The designated routes of each byway are both 
culturally and economically important transpor-
tation corridors in the Boston Region. Funding 
assistance may be available through the National 
Scenic Byway Program for subsequent scenic 
byway projects.

Operational Efficiency 
Management Programs

Intelligent Transportation Systems 

The region’s existing transportation system de-
pends upon technological innovations such as 
intelligent transportation systems (ITS). ITS com-
prises advanced transportation applications that 
use computers, electronics, communications, 
and safety systems to improve the operation and 
efficiency of the transportation system. The goals 
of ITS are to improve interagency coordination; 
provide long-term cost savings; increase op-
erational efficiency, capacity, and safety; reduce 

environmental costs; and enhance personal mo-
bility. Travel demand management and the use of 
ITS—including emergency response systems—
play a significant role in maintaining the efficiency 
and safety of our roadway system, while helping 
to increase vehicle and person throughput. 

According to the U.S. Department of Transporta-
tion, national benefits of ITS include: 

•	 Advanced traffic surveillance and signal con-
trol systems have decreased travel times by 
8 percent to 25 percent. 

•	 Highway management systems have reduced 
crashes by 24 percent to 50 percent. 

•	 Electronic fare-payment technologies for 
transit systems have resulted in revenue 
increases of 3 percent to 30 percent, due to 
fewer evasions. 

•	 In some locales, incident-management pro-
grams have reduced delays associated with 
incident-related congestion by 10 percent to 
45 percent. 
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•	 Electronic toll collection can increase 
throughput by 200 percent to 300 percent 
compared to attended lanes (those with toll 
collectors).

One of the most important uses of ITS in the 
region is to assist in detecting and responding 
to traffic incidents. MassHighway’s incident-
management program originates at the Traffic 
Operations Center (TOC) in South Boston. As 
part of the management of the highway system, 
incident calls are dispatched from the TOC to 
MassHighway’s regional offices to mobilize field 
staff. Multiple tools are available to TOC opera-
tors, including variable-message signs across 
the region that can be activated with MassTERS 
software, which also generates lists of appropri-
ate response plans. In addition to variable-mes-
sage signs, TOC operators can take advantage 
of other ITS technologies deployed across the 
region, including cameras, loop detectors, and 
Remote Traffic Microwave Sensor (RTMS) radar 
units. Camera, RTMS, and loop-detector data 
are used to identify and verify incidents, moni-
tor the responses, and to establish clearance of 
each incident. 

Other agencies are integrating ITS into their op-
erations in a variety of ways. The MBTA’s Opera-
tions Control Center (OCC) was upgraded in the 
late 1990s to provide improved monitoring and 
location information for the rapid transit system. 
This control center allows operators to have real-
time information on service and incidents and 
to plan service changes accordingly. The MBTA 
has also instituted an automated fare collection 
(AFC) system and has constructed a state-of-
the-art bus control center. Massport has insti-
tuted an automated vehicle-identification system 
to improve revenue control at its parking facilities; 
has installed closed-circuit television to improve 
security, assist with incident detection, and 
provide enhanced curbside management; and 
has installed variable-message signs to improve 
landside traffic information.

The Massachusetts Turnpike Authority’s Central 
Artery/Tunnel project’s Operations Control Center 
(OCC) in South Boston contains an advanced 
electronic traffic-monitoring and incident-re-
sponse system. Using a wide array of ITS de-
vices, the OCC monitors traffic in the I-93/I-90 
(the Massachusetts Turnpike) system of tunnels, 
ramps, and surface highways in downtown Bos-
ton, as well as in the Sumner, Callahan, Pruden-
tial, and City Square tunnels and on I-90 from 
Route 128 to its easternmost end. This fail-safe 
“Smart Highways” computer system uses more 
than 45,000 data-collection points to manage 
traffic and incidents, fire detection and response, 
security, ventilation, lighting, and air quality. The 
OCC collects data on traffic speed, volume, and 
congestion, and distributes information to motor-
ists through electronic message boards, lane 
control signals, Highway Advisory Radio, and 
- if necessary - an override of AM and FM radio 
broadcasts. The Massachusetts Turnpike Author-
ity has also instituted FAST LANE, its electronic 
toll-collection system.
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The Boston Transportation Department also 
operates a control center, the Traffic Manage-
ment Center (TMC), located in City Hall. The 
TMC monitors city traffic through the use of video 
cameras and embedded loop detectors and 
can adjust signals (in real time) that are owned 
by the City of Boston, as well as some detectors 
owned by Massport, the Department of Conser-
vation and Recreation, and MassPike, to alleviate 
problems. It also allows for the real-time monitor-
ing of traffic and incident management, and the 
integrated coordination of emergency-response 
providers across jurisdictions. The TMC is also 
capable of receiving and monitoring images from 
Central Artery Tunnel cameras through a shared 
video link with the Massachusetts Turnpike’s Op-
eration Control Center. The MPO provides some 
funding for the operation of Boston’s TMC.

ITS has been employed and will continue to be 
employed by Boston region transportation agen-
cies. The use of ITS in improving mobility, safety, 
and security throughout the transportation network 
is discussed in the chapters on those topics. 

MBTA Automated Fare Collection 
System

The MBTA’s state-of-the-art fare collection equip-
ment provides a convenient way for customers to 
pay fares and is an efficient way for the MBTA to 
collect fares. The MBTA’s automated fare collec-
tion system (AFC) replaces tokens and turnstiles 
with modern fare gates and fare media throughout 
the rapid-transit and bus systems (AFC improve-
ments for the commuter rail and commuter boat 
systems are due in late 2007). Its use allows even 
more of a customer-service focus, a more flexible 
fare policy, greater equipment reliability, better fare 
compliance, and greater fare equity. 

The new AFC fare media include the CharlieCard, 
a plastic “smart card,” and the CharlieTicket, a 
magnetic ticket, both of which can “store” the 
value of a pass a single ride, or multiple rides. 
Customers can add value to CharlieCards and 
CharlieTickets with cash or a credit card using 
fare vending machines. 

Intersection and Signal Improvements

At-grade intersections are, typically, the locations 
at which the greatest numbers of conflicts occur. 
Intersection and signal improvements include 
intersection channelization projects, signal up-
grades, and realignments. It does not include 
intersections or segments of roadway that add 
additional roadway capacity. Capacity-adding 
projects are subject to air quality conformity 
analysis and have been identified in the recom-
mended projects list in the Plan. Intersection and 
signal improvements not only preserve the system, 
but also improve the system’s efficiency and 
contribute to improved mobility. Signal coordina-
tion, when the timing of consecutive traffic signals 
is synchronized, is also a strategy employed for 
moving platoons of vehicles efficiently along a 
roadway. The Boston Region MPO will continue 
to fund intersection and signal improvements in 
future Transportation Improvement Programs.
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Interchange Improvements

An interchange is a grade-separated intersection 
that has ramps connecting major arterial road-
ways. Improvements can include constructing 
elevated slip and flyover ramps; constructing 
flyover bridges and underpasses; improving drain-
age systems; upgrading and installing guardrails 
and barriers; widening, relocating and realigning 
intersections; upgrading signals; and straightening 
lanes. Benefits of these projects include improved 
safety and traffic operations, higher levels of 
service, better site-distance lines, and reduced 
delays. The Boston Region MPO will continue to 
fund interchange improvement projects in future 
Transportation Improvement Programs.
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The Boston MPO’s Vision for Improved Mobility 
within the Transportation System

A coordinated mix of transportation modes and services will give travelers the 
increased ability to travel to and from desired destinations via convenient, reliable, 
speedy, affordable, and accessible options. Existing roadway, transit, bicycle, 
pedestrian, and freight links will be maintained and their serviceability improved. 
New routes, lines, and connections will serve additional needs. The spectrum of 
options will serve travelers from different areas of the region with varying needs.

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide their decision-making:

•	 Put a priority on projects and programs that increase the availability of transpor-
tation options for people and freight by improving connections, access to and 
within the system, services, and infrastructure to meet needs. 

•	 Support projects and programs that improve public transportation service by 
making it faster, more reliable, and more affordable.   

•	 Consider how an improvement to a single mode can make the entire system 
work better. 

•	 Fund projects that expand the existing transportation system’s ability to move 
people and goods in areas identified in the Boston Region Mobility Manage-
ment System, the MBTA Program for Mass Transportation, the MPO’s Re-
gional Equity Program, and MPO and EOT freight studies, and through public 
comment.  This includes encouraging options that manage demand. Adding 
highway capacity by building general-purpose lanes should be considered only 
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when no better solution can be found and 
should be accompanied by proponent com-
mitments, developed in the environmental 
review process, to implement transportation 
demand management (TDM) measures. 

•	 Assist agencies and communities in planning 
and implementing projects that provide bicycle 
and pedestrian routes, networks, and facilities.  

•	 Support programs that meet public trans-
portation needs in suburban communities, 
including improving access to existing public 
transportation and partnering with others to 
initiate new intra-suburban services linking 
important destinations.

•	 Provide better access for all to transportation 
throughout the region, including for our youth, 
elderly and disabled users, and members of 
zero-vehicle households. This includes iden-
tifying and addressing structural and opera-
tional barriers to mobility.

•	 Develop a multimodal and comprehensive 
plan for freight movement that includes an 
evaluation of freight infrastructure needs and 
access to intermodal facilities (air, road, rail, 
and water). 

Background

Roadway congestion is getting worse in the 
Boston region: As of the last monitoring period, 
22 percent of the region’s limited-access high-
way network operated at travel speeds of less 
than 50 miles per hour during the morning peak 
period, and 17 percent operated at travel speeds 
of less than 50 miles per hour during the eve-
ning peak period. These percentages are about 
10 percent higher than those noted during the 
previous monitoring period, which was five years 
earlier.

Arterial roadways in the region are also expe-
riencing significant congestion levels. Average 
peak-period speeds are now below the posted 
speed limit on about 40 percent of the region’s 
monitored arterial roadway network. In the 

evening peak period (which is worse than the 
morning peak period), 15 percent of monitored 
intersections have two or more approaches with 
unacceptable levels of service. Since the previ-
ous monitoring period, peak-period speeds have 
decreased and delay has increased.

Figure 6-1 shows volume-to-capacity ratios on 
Boston area expressways from 1970 to 2000; 
these ratios illustrate a comparison of the amount 
of traffic on a highway segment to its available 
capacity. The maps reflect how congestion levels 
on limited-access highways have increased 
since 1970. Radial highways within Route 128, 
along with Route 128 itself, are currently the 
most congested in the region. However, portions 
of the radial highways outside of Route 128 are 
also becoming congested.

The Boston region is growing rather modestly 
compared with many other regions in the coun-
try. Population in the region is expected to grow 
to 3.4 million in 2030, a 10.8 percent increase 
from 2000. Employment is projected to grow 
to 2 million employees in 2030, a 10.3 percent 
increase from 2000. 
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FIGURE 6-1

Daily Traffic Volumes (bandwidth) and Volume-to-Practical-Capacity Ratios (color) 
on Boston Area Expressways
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As population and employment increase in the 
Boston Region MPO area, the number of auto-
mobile trips and trip lengths are also expected to 
increase. Without adding additional capacity to 
the existing roadway or transit systems, vehicle-
miles traveled (VMT) are projected to increase 
by 8.9 percent by 2030. Vehicle-hours traveled 
(VHT) are projected to increase more rapidly, by 
10.4 percent, by 2030. These statistics reflect 
two trends that are expected to continue in the 
future: travel distances will be longer due, in part, 
to greater development occurring in the outer 
areas of the region; and increased congestion 
will cause most trips to take longer than they now 
do.

Roadway capacity can also affect the schedule 
adherence of buses and B and C Green Line 
trains, which share the roadway with other traffic. In 
some cases, schedule adherence can cause “bus 
bunching,” which results in passenger crowding. 
In addition to other service performance catego-
ries, the MBTA monitors schedule adherence and 
passenger crowding on all its services by compar-
ing performance to standards. Some of the MPO 
programs described later in this chapter aim to 

specifically address transit capacity on the MBTA.

Finally, adding capacity to the transportation 
system helps solve the region’s congestion 
problem. However, it is clear that the MPO and 
its member agencies will need to continue to 
fund and expand upon programs that make the 
transportation system operate more efficiently. 
New technologies will continue to be employed 
to manage and mitigate congestion, and alterna-
tives to single-occupant vehicles will continue to 
be supported.

Chapter Outline

The MPO monitors congestion and mobility in the 
region through its Mobility Management System 
(MMS), which is described in detail in the next 
section of this chapter. Information from the MMS 
was used in evaluating the projects and pro-
grams considered for inclusion in the Plan. MMS 
staff also develop conclusions about congestion 
and mobility, and recommend programs and 
strategies for improving mobility in the region.

The MPO and its member agencies have imple-
mented numerous measures that help in reliev-
ing congestion or allow for a more efficient use 
of the roadway and transit network. Some of 
these measures fall under the broad categories 
of transportation systems management (TSM) 
and transportation demand management (TDM). 
TSM includes strategies for extracting additional 
capacity out of existing roadway and transit 
infrastructure by increasing efficiency. One of the 
main purposes of TDM measures is to reduce 
the number of single-occupant vehicles as a way 
to reduce congestion. Existing TSM and TDM 
programs and strategies are described in the 
next two sections of this chapter.

The efficient movement of freight into, out of, and 
within the Boston region is critical to its economy. 
The existing freight infrastructure is limited in its 
ability to move the larger volumes of freight that 
are expected in the future. This chapter includes 
a section on freight mobility, which outlines the 
existing capacity constraints in the freight net-
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work and offers strategies for increasing capacity 
and improving the efficiency of freight movement 
in the region.

Providing access to the transportation system, 
especially for the elderly, disabled, and low-in-
come populations, is critical to improving mobility 
throughout the region. The last section of this 
chapter describes infrastructure, programs, ser-
vices, and planning efforts to improve mobility for 
these populations.

Mobility Management System

The Boston Region MPO’s Mobility Management 
System, formerly known as the Congestion Man-
agement System (CMS), is an ongoing program 
for monitoring mobility in the region. It provides 
decision-makers (primarily the MPO) and trans-
portation planners in the region with timely infor-
mation about transportation system performance. 
It allows the MPO to focus improvements in the 
areas where congestion and other mobility defi-
ciencies are found. This information is also avail-
able to members of the public, who may choose 

to use the MMS information to provide input into 
the planning and programming of transportation 
improvements through the MPO’s public partici-
pation process, as well as to make decisions 
about their own travel.

The MMS provides reports and recommenda-
tions for arterial roadways, limited-access high-
ways, public transit, park-and-ride lots, high- 
occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes, travel demand 
management (TDM), and bicycle and pedestrian 
transportation. Information on these aspects of 
the region’s transportation system is posted on 
the MPO’s Web site, which is updated regularly.

MMS data and recommendations feed into the 
Boston Region MPO’s 3C planning process. The 
MMS recommends planning studies to be under-
taken through the MPO’s Unified Planning Work 
Program (UPWP). MMS data are used in the pro-
cess for rating projects that are evaluated in the 
development of the Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). The same data are used in rating 
and selecting the projects and programs consid-
ered for inclusion in the Transportation Plan.

Generally stated, congestion and mobility are 
complex issues that require a multimodal and 
comprehensive program of strategies and poli-
cies to address them. The following conclusions, 
from the 2004 Congestion Management System 
report, provide support for the programs and 
initiatives that the MPO and its member agencies 
are undertaking to improve mobility in the region. 

Congestion and economic growth in the 
region have been closely related. Employment 
in the Boston Region MPO area grew by about 
53 percent between 1970 and 2000; suburban 
job growth outpaced that of the urban core during 
this period (see Chapter 2 for more information on 
employment in the region). Along with this eco-
nomic growth came significant congestion growth: 
between 1982 and 2003, daily vehicle-miles 
traveled (VMT) grew by 157 percent, and annual 
person-hours of delay increased nearly fivefold.1 

1	 David L. Schrank and Timothy J. Lomax, The 2005 Urban Mobility Report, Texas Transportation Institute (TTI), the Texas A&M University System, May 
	 2005. Available at http://mobility.tamu.edu/ums.
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Travel in the region will most likely con-
tinue to grow in the future as the region’s 
economy grows. As new jobs are added to the 
region’s economy, VMT and traffic delay are also 
expected to grow. As building new capacity is 
not always possible or desirable, it is important to 
maximize the capacity of the existing infrastruc-
ture. Mitigating the effects of crashes and other 
roadway events (incident management) and im-
proving the system’s operational efficiency for all 
roadway users, including bus riders, are the two 
key areas where this strategy reduces congestion.

Public transportation is already a very im-
portant contributor to congestion relief in 
this region, and it can continue to be one 
in the future. Annual person-hour delay on the 
roadways of this region is 54 percent lower than 
what it would be without public transportation.2 
Annual passenger-miles and ridership on public 
transportation have increased over the last two 
decades, largely due to the expansion of com-
muter rail service and park-and-ride lots.

Travel demand management can be part of 
the integrated solution to reduce congestion 
and improve mobility. Though the impact on 
congestion of TDM measures, such as rideshar-
ing, shifting the time of travel, and telecommut-
ing, is limited, these measures can improve mo-
bility for certain travel markets and help reduce 
VMT as part of the mix of solutions. 

Regulatory policies to manage urban growth 
and form can reduce congestion. Develop-
ment is occurring more quickly in outlying com-
munities in the region than in the inner core 
(see Chapter 11 for more information on land 
use). This development pattern results in more 
dispersed trips, with fewer commuters travel-
ing into a single central business district. “Smart 
growth” practices, transit-oriented development, 
and funding incentives help to reduce VMT and 
delays by increasing development densities and 
promoting sustainable development.

Addressing safety can have secondary 
beneficial effects on congestion. Safety and 
congestion are interrelated: addressing safety 
can have beneficial effects on congestion, and, 
likewise, reducing congestion can reduce the 
number and severity of crashes. For more infor-
mation on strategies for improving safety, see 
Chapter 7.

Transportation Systems 
Management 
In many cases, both highway and transit strate-
gies can be implemented without expanding 
physical capacity. The MMS recommendations 
included several operational efficiency strategies 
for extracting additional capacity out of existing 
roadway and highway infrastructure. These strat-
egies include intelligent transportation systems, 
incident management, traffic signal coordination 
and prioritization, bottleneck removal, and high-

occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes. In addition, the 
MBTA continually evaluates its service plan to 
improve the efficiency of the transit system. The 
programs for improving roadway and transit ef-
ficiency are discussed below.

2	 Schrank and Lomax, The 2005 Urban Mobility Report, May, 2005.
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Intelligent Transportation 
Systems 

Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) involve the 
integration of technology into the management 
of the operation of transportation facilities, with 
the goals of increasing operational efficiency and 
capacity, improving safety, reducing environmen-
tal costs, and improving mobility. The MPO has 
participated in the development of ITS activities 
since 1992. Boston was one of the first cities to 
complete an FHWA-sponsored metropolitan area 
Early Deployment Planning Program for ITS, in 
1993.

MassHighway developed a regional ITS archi-
tecture for metropolitan Boston in 2005, which 
conforms to the National ITS Architecture, as 
federally required. The architecture guides the 
coordination and integration of ITS projects in the 
region to help transportation agencies eliminate 
duplication, reduce design costs and project de-
velopment time, facilitate efficient system expan-
sion, improve safety and security, facilitate de-
ployment of new technologies, and lower system 
life cycle costs. 

MassHighway, MassPike, Massport, and the 
City of Boston currently monitor road conditions 
and traffic flow on major highways and intersec-
tions using fixed equipment such as loop detec-
tors and wireless communications. MassPike’s 
Central Artery/Tunnel Operations Control Center 
is the largest of its kind, featuring over 400 cam-
eras for monitoring roads, 1,200 road sensors for 
detecting stopped traffic, 120 carbon monoxide 
sensors, computer-controlled ventilation build-
ings, and a radio frequency able to interrupt radio 
broadcasts and dispatch emergency information. 
MassHighway and MassPike operate numerous 
variable-message signs. MassHighway’s Regional 
Operations Center dispatches emergency locator 
HELP patrol vans. Automatic vehicle location (AVL) 
capability is planned. The City of Boston’s Traffic 
Management Center allows for real-time monitor-
ing of traffic and incident management, and coor-
dination of emergency-response providers.

FAST LANE is an electronic toll-collection sys-
tem instituted along the Massachusetts Turnpike 
in October 1998. Vehicles in the FAST LANE 
system are equipped with transponders that 
signal that a vehicle is going through a toll plaza 
without the vehicle having to stop. The toll cost 
is automatically deducted from a preestablished 

account. FAST LANE is in operation not only 
along the Turnpike, but also at the Ted Williams 
Tunnel, the Sumner Tunnel, and the Tobin Bridge, 
and it is interoperable with EZ-Pass, the elec-
tronic toll system used in New York, New Jersey, 
New Hampshire, Delaware, Pennsylvania, West 
Virginia, and Maryland. The technology increases 
the capacity of toll facilities and reduces delays.

SmarTraveler, a service sponsored by MassHigh-
way and operated by SmartRoute Systems, 
delivers real-time, location-specific traffic and 
transit information for metropolitan Boston via a 
toll-free phone number. Travel information is also 
disseminated through online services, television, 
radio, and print media. SmarTraveler traffic and 
transit surveillance is conducted via cameras at 
strategic locations, “mobile probes” (travelers) re-
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porting to the operations center by mobile phone 
or two-way radio, monitoring of 350 publicly 
available radio frequencies for emergency vehi-
cles, and direct lines to the State Police, Amtrak, 
MassHighway, and the MBTA.

The MBTA employs several ITS strategies. An 
advanced bus operations center was added to 
the MBTA’s existing rapid-transit operations facil-
ity in 2004 to integrate global positioning systems 
(GPS) and automatic vehicle location (AVL) tech-
nology on its buses to better schedule and direct 
its fleet through the use of real-time operational 
information. The real-time use of this technology 
is currently being used on the Silver Line Wash-
ington Street, and the MBTA plans to use it for all 
of its buses in the future. 

The MBTA provides travel information services 
in a variety of ways. On the MBTA’s Web site, 
customers can access schedules; maps; and 
fare, station, parking, and service interruption 
information for all bus, rail, and boat services. 
Service interruption information includes the 
operational status of elevators and escala-
tors in MBTA stations. Kiosks at bus stops on 

Washington Street in Boston inform passengers 
about Silver Line bus arrivals, and an automated, 
prerecorded message plays in all rapid-transit 
stations when a train is about to arrive. Interac-
tive travel-information kiosks at the South Station 
Transportation Center provide a direct link to the 
MBTA’s Web site, where customers can access 
schedule information for all services. Information 
is also provided through electronic boards on 
commuter-rail platforms. Some rapid-transit trains 
now have LED screens with scrolling information 
on upcoming stops, in addition to audible infor-
mation.

The MBTA recently enhanced its customer-ser-
vice information system by tying it directly to the 
software used by the scheduling department. 
This system now allows customers to access 
next-trip information for all routes over the phone 
or on the MBTA’s Web site. As part of this sys-
tem, a trip-planning tool available to customers 
on the Web generates origin-destination routing 
suggestions without the aid of a customer- 
service agent.

Incident Management

Crashes and other incidents on roadways can 
create instant and far-reaching congestion. It has 
been documented that in some urban areas, 
non-recurring congestion accounts for up to 60 
percent of total congestion. The Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts outlines an incident manage-
ment program in its Regional ITS Architecture for 
Metropolitan Boston report. The program, which 
includes MassHighway’s HELP patrol vans and 
numerous surveillance and detection equipment 
installed along highways, promotes the sharing of 
information and data about emergencies be-
tween agencies in order to facilitate the access 
of emergency vehicles, as well as reduce con-
gestion resulting from an incident. 

Traffic Signal Coordination

Traffic signals that are not coordinated can sig-
nificantly reduce mobility, even when the road-
ways are not at capacity. Traffic signal coordina-
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tion allows for the smooth flow of traffic through 
consecutive, closely spaced traffic signals. It is 
a relatively inexpensive way to increase capacity 
for vehicles on roadways without lane additions. 
MassHighway, the City of Boston, and various 
municipalities already operate signal-coordination 
and closed-loop traffic signal systems. The MPO 
supports monitoring existing coordination plans 
and studying the region’s roadways to determine 
which additional locations could benefit from sig-
nal coordination, as recommended in the MMS.

MBTA Traffic Signal Priority

Traffic signal prioritization for transit vehicles has 
the potential to improve the speed and reliability 
of the MBTA bus system while maximizing the 
number of people passing through an intersec-
tion. The strategy would utilize hardware and 
software technologies to enable buses to in-
voke the green signal phase (“green light”), or to 
extend the duration of the green phase in order 
to pass through the intersection without delay.  
MPO staff are currently conducting a transit sig-
nal-priority study for a portion of MBTA bus Route 
39. This study could be used as a pilot project to 
illustrate the benefits of traffic signal prioritization 
for transit. The MBTA’s Silver Line Washington 
Street service has the capability of directly re-
questing signal priority through short-range com-
munication with roadside traffic-control equip-
ment, but that capability is not currently utilized.

Bottleneck Removal and Travel 
Lane Continuity

Congestion and bottlenecks caused by lane 
drops can create significant congestion and de-
crease roadway safety on arterial roadways and 
limited-access highways. Arterial roadways experi-
ence delays mostly at signalized intersections, and 
on local roadways at the minor approach of un-
signalized intersections. Limited-access highways 
tend to have delays at locations where traffic 
merges, diverges, or weaves, as well as where 
there are reductions in the number of lanes. The 
Boston Region MPO recognizes that removing 
bottlenecks and improving lane continuity on 

arterial roadways and limited-access highways 
have the potential to significantly increase mobil-
ity. In some cases, minor design improvements 
at a lane drop can remedy the situation; in other 
cases, more extensive measures may have to be 
taken.

MBTA Service Evaluation 
Process

The MBTA Operations Department is constantly 
monitoring service and considering changes or 
adjustments in response to customer demand. 
In evaluating potential changes, the MBTA exam-
ines a number of factors, including the projected 
number of new transit riders, the rationale for the 
change, and the net cost per new passenger. 
Requests for new or changed services can be 
made by anyone—private citizens, elected of-
ficials, MBTA employees, and those representing 
neighborhood groups or business organizations.

Transportation Demand 
Management

Transportation demand management (TDM) 
includes programs and strategies that provide 
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alternatives to single-occupant-vehicle travel 
on roadways. These include shuttle services in 
areas underserved by transit, ridesharing, and 
high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes to encour-
age carpooling. In providing alternate modes of 
travel, these programs and strategies aim to re-
duce congestion without adding physical capacity 
to the existing roadway and highway system. 

Transportation Management 
Associations

Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) 
are nonprofit coalitions of local businesses 
dedicated to reducing traffic congestion and 
pollution and improving commuting options for 
their employees. There are nine TMAs that serve 
communities in the Boston region, and several 
support shuttle services that connect employ-
ment locations with MBTA rapid-transit or com-
muter-rail stations. While some of these services 
are only available to employees of the member 
companies, others are open to the general public. 

MassRIDES and Ridesharing

MassRIDES, EOT’s travel options program, of-
fers free statewide services that mitigate traffic 
congestion and help people living and working 
in Massachusetts expand their travel options. A 
statewide outreach partnership program invites 
private businesses and public agencies to join 
in the effort to help reduce traffic congestion. 
The program staff works closely with other com-
munity groups to improve mobility and expand 
travel choices. MassRIDES provides developers 
and employers with resources to create work-
site commuter initiatives. MassRIDES’ services 
include:

•	 Training and technical support for corporate 
transportation coordinators 

•	 Ridematching for carpools and vanpools in a 
statewide database 

•	 Personalized commuter trip-planning 
assistance 

•	 Transit route and schedule information 

•	 Vanpool administration 

•	 Parking management strategies 

•	 Work-site access analysis 

•	 Work-site transportation events 

•	 Commuter service-program design 

MassRIDES provides comprehensive statewide 

information about transportation alternatives 
through its toll-free, bilingual telephone line and 
its information center on the Web. Massachu-
setts commuters can access the statewide 
computerized ridematching database to obtain 
information on carpools, vanpools, and transit 
alternatives that match their commute. 

Suburban Transit Opportunities

The MPO has implemented a program to fund 
suburban mobility projects in suburban areas of 
the region that are either not served or are un-
derserved by existing transit. The program funds 
equipment and other capital-related expenses 
associated with services that aim to improve mo-
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bility in suburban areas. This program helps fund 
services such as: 

•	 Fixed-route transit services operating in 
suburban-to-suburban and reverse-commute 
markets 

•	 Employer-based vanpools and carpools

•	 Flexible-route and demand-responsive transit 
services 

Eligible applicants include local and regional pub-
lic entities and other appropriate nonprofit organi-
zations capable of implementing transit services. 
Applicants may partner with TMAs to help imple-
ment suburban transit projects. Current suburban 

transit services being financially supported by 
the MPO’s suburban mobility program include 
the Ipswich-Essex Explorer, Framingham LIFT 9, 
The Local Connection (TLC) in Marlborough and 
Southborough, and the Neponset Valley TMA 
RailLink 1 shuttle bus.

In addition to the funding program, the MPO has 
conducted several studies on suburban transit 
opportunities in the region. The Suburban Transit 

Opportunities Study, Phase 1 identifies character-
istics of successful suburban transit services and 
includes case studies of four suburban transit 
services operating in the region. The report 
describes methods, techniques, and lessons 
learned by transit agencies about operating sus-
tainable suburban transit services.

The report, Regionwide Suburban Transit Oppor-
tunities Phase 2 identifies seven neighborhoods 
in the region that have either no direct mass 
transportation service or very limited service, and 
that appear to have the best potential for sup-
porting new suburban transit service. The report 
includes suggested routes for new suburban 
transit services to connect the identified neigh-
borhoods with activity centers, including com-
muter-rail stations.

The Regionwide Suburban Transit Opportunities 
Study, Phase 3, which is currently underway, 
involves investigating the potential for demand- 
responsive service as a way to improve sub-
urban mobility and accessibility. As part of this 
program, MPO staff will continue to assist organi-
zations with their applications for financial sup-
port for new suburban transit services under the 
Suburban Mobility Improvement Program.

Safe Routes to School

The Safe Routes to School program in Mas-
sachusetts aims to increase physical activity 
and safety for children, and to decrease traffic 
congestion and air pollution. The program fo-
cuses on educating elementary school students, 
parents, and community members on the value 
of walking, bicycling, carpooling, using public 
transit, and taking school buses for traveling to 
and from school. Additionally, schools can part-
ner with the program to directly implement pro-
grams and engineer solutions to accomplish the 
program’s objectives. The Safe Routes to School 
program in Massachusetts is administered by 
MassRIDES and is funded through the Federal 
Highway Administration in accordance with the 
provisions of SAFETEA-LU, the federal surface 
transportation legislation.
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High-Occupancy-Vehicle Lanes

The Boston Region MPO considers high-occu-
pancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes to be an alternative 
to building additional general-purpose lanes on 
congested highways. Vehicles with two or more 
passengers and motorcycles are allowed to use 
HOV lanes in the Boston region. There are three 
HOV lanes operating in the Boston region: a re-
versible, barrier-separated lane on I-93/Southeast 
Expressway between downtown Boston and the 
Braintree Split interchange; a southbound, buf-
fer-separated lane on I-93 North that approaches 
Boston from the north; and a lane linking I-93 in 
downtown Boston to the Ted Williams Tunnel. 
These lanes are meant to encourage ridesharing 
and to improve the flow of general-purpose traffic 
along the I-93 corridor, as well as to and from 
Logan Airport. 

Reverse Commuting

Most of the reverse-commute destinations for 
Boston residents are, and will likely continue to 
be, those within about 15 miles of downtown 
Boston. In 2001, MPO staff conducted a re-
verse-commute study for the MBTA. The study 

examined the feasibility of providing additional 
commuter rail and connecting bus transportation 
services to facilitate reverse commuting. Most 
employment centers along Route 128 and I-495 
are not served directly by commuter rail, and few 
have feeder buses to existing commuter-rail and 
rapid-transit stations. However, the study identi-
fies opportunities for pilot programs that warrant 
further exploration.

Freight Mobility

The efficient movement of freight is critical for the 
economic health of the Boston region. Trucks 
experience the same congestion that passenger 
vehicles face, slowing the movement of freight 
throughout the region. However, the freight in-
dustry has unique needs and challenges, since 
it operates in several modes: truck, train, plane, 
and boat. The MPO is observing the continuing 
reduction in capacity on the freight rail system. 
This may have impacts on the future movement 
of freight and on roadway congestion. Moving 
a larger percentage of freight by rail seems to 
have the potential for improving air quality, but it 
would have to be coordinated with passenger 
rail operations in the region so as not to diminish 
passenger service that may use the same tracks. 
The MPO has recently completed a freight study 
for the region. This study will inform the MPO 
on its next steps to addressing future freight 
needs. This information will be incorporated in an 
amendment to JOURNEY to 2030 and in other 
studies conducted by the MPO.

Improving Landside Access to 
Ports and Transfer Facilities

 “The Last Mile”

Trucks traveling to the ports of Boston, Salem, 
and Gloucester from the highway system must 
traverse “the last mile” between the highway and 
the port, which consists of collector and local 
roads. Trucks on these roads can be a burden 
for the local communities, and these local routes 
slow the movement of freight. Access to the 
highways from the Port of Boston has improved 



6-13Mobility

with the opening of the Central Artery/Ted Wil-
liams Tunnel, but it needs to improve further. 
Although two separate overweight-truck routes 
have been designated, mostly to accommodate 
the seafood business, there is a need for addi-
tional overweight-truck routes in the area.

Double-Stack Initiative

Double-stack rail cars, which have a container 
stacked on top of another container, move freight 
more efficiently than single-stack cars. However, 
many bridges over rails in the Boston region 
are too low to accommodate double-stack rail 
cars. There are approximately 56 bridges with a 
vertical clearance of less than 21 feet, which is 
insufficient double-stack cars. Currently, the two 
major freight operators, CSX and Pan Am, can 
only operate single-stack trains within the Boston 
region, limiting the efficiency of freight move-
ment. It is Massachusetts policy that new bridges 
over rail lines, and bridges over rail lines that are 
scheduled for reconstruction, are built with a 
vertical clearance of 21 feet in order to accom-
modate double-stack rail cars.

Improving Waterside Access to 
Ports

One of the most important issues for the Port of 
Boston is dredging the channels to deeper depths 
in order to accommodate ships of deeper draft. 
The channel into the Port of Boston was dredged 
from 35 to 40 feet at low tide, with 45 feet at the 
berth in the late 1990s. Massport has requested 
a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers to 
dredge the channel to 45 feet. It will probably take 
until the year 2010 to obtain the necessary permits 
and funding for this additional dredging. Even once 
this has been completed, the port will not be able 
to accommodate larger, post-Panamax vessels 
(ships too large to pass through the Panama Ca-
nal). The channel leading to the Port of Gloucester 
is currently dredged to 24 feet, and further dredg-
ing is planned for the future.

Freight Restrictions

Weight-Restricted Rail Bridges

There are two rail bridges in the region, both 
along Pan Am rights-of-way, which are limited to 
263,000 pounds per train carload, limiting the 
movement of freight to and from the region’s ports. 
Upgrading these bridges would allow for more ef-
ficient freight movement in the Boston region.

Weight-Restricted Roadway Bridges

There are approximately 155 “posted” bridges 
in the region. Posted bridges have signs at both 
ends informing drivers of the bridge’s vehicle 
weight restrictions. A bridge is posted if it is either 
designated as “functionally obsolete” because 
it has not been designed to support modern 
trucks, or it is designated as “structurally defi-
cient” due to significant deterioration of the bridge 
deck, supports, or other major components. 
Some posted bridges can be repaired or reha-
bilitated to meet such standards; others must 
undergo costly replacement. Very old historic 
bridges that cannot be made to carry heavy 
vehicles may nevertheless be kept for aesthetic 
reasons or as a community or cultural resource. 
Trucks exceeding a bridge’s weight restrictions 
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must find alternate routes, increasing the trip 
distance and travel time.

Overweight-Truck Routes

Two overweight-truck routes, allowing trucks up 
to 99,000 pounds, are designated in the Boston 
Port area.  These were designated as overweight-
truck routes primarily for the seafood business, 
going to Gloucester (Route 1A to Route 128) 
and to New Bedford (I-93 to Route 24). However, 
permits are still required when using these routes. 
Additional overweight-truck routes in the Port area 
would improve the efficiency of freight operations, 
as shippers would be able to use fewer trucks to 
move the same amount of freight.

Hazardous Cargo

The movement of hazardous materials is restricted 
in highway tunnels. This affects many of the ex-
press highways in downtown Boston, including: 

•	 I-90 – Ted Williams Tunnel under Boston 
Harbor 

•	 I-93 – Central Artery in downtown Boston

•	 I-90 – Massachusetts Turnpike Extension 
under the Prudential Building and Copley 
Square

•	 Route 1 – Tobin Bridge approach under City 
Square in Charlestown 

•	 Route 1A – Sumner Tunnel under Boston 
Harbor 

•	 Route 1A – Callahan Tunnel under Boston 
Harbor

This restriction, rigorously enforced by the Mas-
sachusetts State Police, causes increases in 
delivery costs because of increased travel times 
and fuel costs.

Accessibility

While increasing the efficiency of limited-access 
highways and expanding transit service contrib-
ute to congestion relief and increase mobility in 
the region, these improvements may not reach 

all residents in the region. Improving access to 
transit and other alternative modes of transpor-
tation, especially for the elderly, disabled, and 
low-income populations, increases personal 
mobility and opportunities by allowing more of the 
region’s residents to walk, drive, and bicycle to 
access the transit system.

Access to Transit

Park-and-Ride Facilities

The MPO is committed to increasing the avail-
able parking capacity at various commuter-rail 
and transit stations throughout the region. Ad-
ditional parking facilities will be constructed at 
transit stations over the lifetime of this Plan based 
on prioritization in the Program for Mass Trans-
portation. The MBTA anticipates using a variety 
of funding sources for these projects, includ-
ing federal funds allocated to the MBTA; federal 
funds allocated to other regional transit authorities 
for use on the commuter rail system; federally 
earmarked, MBTA, local, and private funds; and 
state bonds.

There are 124 park-and-ride facilities in the MPO 
region (see Table 6-1). These facilities play an 
important role in reducing congestion in Boston’s 
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3	 Source: 2005–2006 MMS Inventory of MBTA Park-and-Ride Facilities (The number of transit park-and-ride facilities is the same as the number of 
	 stations that have parking, even though several stations have more than one parking facility, some of which are municipally or privately owned. This 
	 table includes private parking spaces near transit stations in its total count of parking spaces.)

4	 Source: 2004 Congestion Management System report.

5	 Ibid.

6	 This total includes parking at stations on the Mattapan High Speed Line, which is temporararily closed for renovations. The Line will reopen in the 
	 summer of 2007.

urban core by enabling individuals to drive short 
distances from their homes and gain access to 
rapid transit, commuter rail, commuter buses, 
commuter boats, carpools, and vanpools. Most 
of the lots are conveniently located in downtown 
centers or along major highways (see Chapter 
2 for a map of park-and-ride facilities in Mas-
sachusetts). There are three categories of park-
and-ride facilities in the Boston region: those that 
provide access to transit stations, those served 
by commuter bus service, and those used for 
ridesharing (carpools and vanpools).

Some of the park-and-ride lots that are at capacity 
fill very early in the morning, especially those lots 
located in communities that do not have compet-
ing transit options. Some commuters shift their 
travel schedules and work hours to arrive at these 
facilities early enough to secure a parking space. 
When lots reach capacity, commuters often park 
along local roadways or drive to their final destina-
tion, contributing to congestion.

Transit Station Park-and-Ride Facilities

There are park-and-ride lots at 110 MBTA facili-
ties in the MPO region. They provide 42,910 
parking spaces.6 There are 76 commuter rail 
stations with park-and-ride facilities, 61 percent 
of which are considered to be at capacity. There 
are 29 rapid transit stations with park-and-ride 
lots; 59 percent are considered to be at capacity. 
There are also three park-and-ride lots at com-
muter boat facilities and two at MBTA express 
bus facilities.

Commuter Bus Park-and-Ride Facilities

Commuter bus service is provided at nine park-
and-ride facilities in the region, which provide a 
total of 3,070 parking spaces. Logan Express, 
providing service to and from Logan Airport, 
serves Massport-owned park-and-ride facilities in 
Braintree, Framingham, Peabody, and Woburn. 
Three of these four lots fill to capacity during the 
day. Private bus service is provided at five park-

TABLE 6-1

Park and Ride Facilities in the Boston Region

PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES

TYPE OF FACILITY FACILITIES SPACES % OF LOTS FULL

TRANSIT3

COMMUTER RAIL 76 20,251 61%

RAPID TRANSIT 29 19,799 59%

COMMUTER BOAT 3 2,688 33%

EXPRESS BUS 2 172 50%

COMMUTER BUS4 9 3,070 33%

RIDESHARING5 5 354 0%

TOTAL 124 46,334 43%
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and-ride facilities, in Canton, Framingham, Milton, 
and Rockland, which are operated by MassHigh-
way, and at another facility in Framingham, which 
is operated by MassPike. None of those lots fill to 
capacity during peak hours.

Ridesharing Park-and-Ride Facilities

There are five park-and-ride facilities that have no 
bus or rail service and are used exclusively for 
ridesharing (carpools and vanpools). MassHigh-
way operates a small facility in Pembroke, and 
MassPike operates four facilities—three in New-
ton and one in Weston. None of these lots fill to 
capacity during peak hours.

Bicycle Access on the MBTA

Rapid transit customers are allowed to take 
bicycles aboard Orange, Red, and Blue Line 
trains during all hours except peak hours, which 
are 7:00 AM to 10:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 7:00 
PM. Bicycles are not allowed on the Green Line, 
Mattapan Trolley, or Silver Line. There are 1,695 
bicycle parking spaces at 62 of the 135 transit 
stations and stops for customers connecting to 
transit via bicycle.

Riders are allowed to take bicycles aboard only 
off-peak commuter rail trains (outbound morning 
trains, inbound evening trains, all off-peak week-
day trains, and all weekend trains). In the summer 
of 2006, the MBTA introduced a commuter rail 
coach with 39 bicycle racks installed on one side 
of the coach. The coach was put into service 
on the Rockport Line on weekends and holidays 
during the summer months. 

There are over 800 bicycle parking spaces at 51 
of the 76 commuter-rail stations in the Boston 
region for customers connecting to commuter 
rail via bicycle. There are almost 2,000 bicycle 
racks at 67 of the 135 rapid transit stations in the 
region.

The MBTA is in the process of installing bicycle 
racks on some of the buses in its bus fleet. As 
of November 2006, the following routes have 
buses with bicycle racks that accommodate two 
bicycles each: CT1, CT2, CT3, 93, 109, 110, 
111, 112, 325, 326, and 352. By the summer of 
2007, the MBTA plans to have bicycle racks on 
40 percent of the MBTA bus fleet.

Key Station Plan

The federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
mandates improvements to facilities and infra-
structure to ensure that they are accessible. The 
MBTA developed the Key Station Plan, which 
designated 80 stations in the MBTA system as 
facilities to be brought into compliance with ADA. 
This program has resulted in station improvements 
that significantly increase the mobility of the elderly 
and persons with disabilities, as well as improved 
access for all customers. For more information on 
the Key Station Plan, see Chapter 5.

Access for Elderly, Disabled, and 
Low-Income Populations

Residents who are elderly, disabled, or in low-
income households often have fewer transporta-
tion options than others in the region. The over-55 
population is projected to increase by nearly 75 

7	 MAPC population and employment projections, January 2006
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percent by 2030,7 and the transportation needs 
of these populations continue to increase. The 
following sections describe programs and services 
to address the mobility needs of these populations.

Demand Responsive Transit Services

THE RIDE, the MBTA’s paratransit service, which 
operates in compliance with ADA, provides door-
to-door transportation to people who are unable 
to use general public transportation (subways, 
buses, and trains), all or some of the time, be-
cause of a physical, mental, or cognitive dis-
ability. THE RIDE operates 365 days a year from 
6:00 AM to 1:00 AM in 62 cities and towns in 
the Boston region.

In addition, services are also provided through 
a number of community senior transportation 
resources in the region, including:

•	 Boston Senior Transportation Services (senior 
shuttle, taxi discount program, and the Kit 
Clark Program, which provides lift-equipped 
vans from seniors’ homes and program sites)

•	 Brookline Elder Bus and Brookline Elder Taxi 
System

•	 Cambridge Taxi Discount Program 

•	 Newton Department of Senior Services 
(Shopper’s Bus and transportation to medical 
services)

•	 SCM Community Transportation for residents 
of Somerville, Cambridge, and Medford

Coordinated Public Transit–Human 
Services Transportation Program

The Federal Transit Administration manages three 
funding programs to improve the mobility of elderly 
individuals, individuals with disabilities, and low-
income individuals: Elderly Individuals and Indi-
viduals with Disabilities, Job Access and Reverse 
Commute, and New Freedom. SAFETEA-LU, the 
current federal surface transportation legisla-
tion, requires that projects selected for these 
programs be included in a coordinated, public 
transit–human services transportation program. 

The Executive Office of Transportation is lead-
ing the initiative to develop this program, and the 
MPO will be involved in its development.

Elderly Individuals and Individuals with 
Disabilities Program

The Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Dis-
abilities program is a federal funding program 
that provides funding to states for capital projects 
to assist in meeting the transportation needs of 
older adults and persons with disabilities. The 
states administer this program.

Job Access and Reverse Commute Program

Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) is a 
federal funding program that provides funding to 
support the development and maintenance of 
job access projects designed to transport wel-
fare recipients and eligible low-income individu-
als to and from jobs and activities related to their 
employment. The JARC program also supports 
reverse-commute projects designed to transport 
residents of urbanized areas to employment op-
portunities in the suburbs. 
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New Freedom Program

The New Freedom program provides new public 
transportation services and public transportation 
alternatives beyond those required by the ADA. 
Initiatives funded through this program provide 
individuals with disabilities with transportation, 
including transportation to and from jobs and 
employment support services.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Accessibility

Regional Bike Parking Program

The Regional Bike Parking Program provides 
municipalities in the Boston region, the Depart-
ment of Conservation and Recreation, and the 
MBTA with the opportunity to purchase bicycle 
racks at a discount. Municipalities that purchase 
bicycle racks are eligible for full reimbursement 
of the purchase price. The program is funded by 
the Boston Region MPO, EOT, and FHWA, and it 
is administered by MAPC. There are three partici-
pating vendors that provide a variety of styles of 
bicycle racks and other related products.

To participate in the program, a municipality or 
agency must pay up front for their purchases, 
and municipalities may be reimbursed for the 
purchase price if certain criteria are met. The 
costs of shipping and installation are the respon-
sibility of the municipality or agency and are not 
reimbursable.

Regional Bicycle Plan

The Regional Bicycle Plan, funded by the MPO 
and prepared by MAPC, proposes six general 
goals and strategies for the region in terms of 
bicycling, based on previous plans, current plan-
ning guidelines, and the MPO’s policies:

1.	 Encourage more trips by bicycle in each 
community

2.	 Make bicycling and bicycle accommodations 
a part of “standard operating procedure” in 
transportation planning

3.	 Improve education and prioritization of bicycle 
project proposals

4.	 Assist and encourage local initiatives

5.	 Work with state and federal agencies to  
simplify and coordinate funding programs

6.	 Increase regional knowledge about 
bicycling

In addition to setting goals, the plan also de-
scribes the current bicycling network, suggests 
criteria specific to bicycle projects to be used 
in the TIP development process, and prioritizes 
projects and programs to guide state, regional, 
and local action.

Statewide Bicycle Plan

The Executive Office of Transportation is in the 
process of updating the Statewide Bicycle Plan, 
which builds upon the 1998 Massachusetts 
Bicycle Transportation Plan. The plan update 
focuses on developing a prioritized plan of on- 
and off-road bicycling improvements in order to 
implement a statewide bicycle network.
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Walkable Community Workshops

 In August 2002, the Boston MPO applied for 
a grant from the National Center for Bicycling 
& Walking to hold Walkable Community work-
shops. National experts came in and hosted a 
series of eight workshops in March 2003 held in 
Boston, Burlington, Everett, Marlborough, Nor-
wood, Quincy, Salem, and Somerville. The eight 
workshops provided half-day courses to promote 
health, sensible land use, the local economy, 
and the environment. Each workshop included 
a presentation that indicated common difficulties 
pedestrians encounter in navigating their way 
around the specific community, and a host of 
possible solutions. Following the presentation, 
attendees went out to view the local area and 
returned to discuss problems encountered, pos-
sible solutions, and implementation strategies.

The purpose of the national program was not 
only to generate more interest in walking in the 
target communities but also to encourage local 
MPO staffs to follow up with their own work-
shops. These workshops have become an 
ongoing program for the Boston Region MPO. In 
2004, the Boston MPO staff held three Walkable 
Community Workshops, in Franklin, Rockport, 
and Saugus. Staff conducted four in 2005, in 
Arlington, Belmont, Maynard, and Scituate. Four 
more were held in 2006, in Bellingham, Beverly, 
Hull, and Reading.
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The Boston Region MPO’s Vision for the Safety 
of the Regional Transportation System

Safety initiatives will be implemented to help protect the region from natural and 
human hazards. Transportation infrastructure and its operation will be upgraded 
on an ongoing basis for the safety of all users. Technologies will be employed to 
manage incidents, conduct emergency response, and support safe evacuations 
using various transportation modes. Highway and transit infrastructure will be kept 
in a state of good repair. There will be fewer crashes, due to improved intersection 
designs and upgrades. 

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide its decision-making:

•	 Support designs and fund projects and programs that address safety prob-
lems and enhance safe travel for all system users. This includes designs and 
projects that encourage motorists, public transportation riders, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians to share the transportation network safely. 

•	 Support, through planning and programming, the installation, operation, up-
grading, and timely maintenance of system infrastructure, including intelligent 
transportation systems (ITS), to provide for safety. 

•	 Participate in regional planning for safety initiatives, such as evacuation and 
contingency measures.

Introduction

Safety for motorized and nonmotorized users is an important component of the 
metropolitan transportation planning process. Furthermore, safety has been 
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designated as a new, stand-alone planning fac-
tor by the federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA-LU).

This chapter begins with a discussion of SAF-
ETEA-LU requirements and Transportation Safety 
Planning (TSP, formerly Safety Conscious Plan-
ning). Discussions follow of the various compo-
nents of highway, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and 
freight safety. These discussions include infor-
mation on planning and operations programs to 
provide safer transportation within the MPO area. 

Background

Safety is defined by the United States Department 
of Transportation, through the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and the Federal Transit 
Administration, as freedom from unintentional 
harm. The transportation network, both the 
highway infrastructure and the transit system 
and services, should serve its purpose without 
endangering the people who use it. The network 
should be designed, maintained, operated, and 
managed with the safety of all users in mind 
and be properly policed to protect users from 
accidents, crashes, and assaults. Constructing 
improvements at high-crash locations, providing 
an intelligent transportation system for incident 
response and management, preventing conflicts 
at grade crossings, and providing the equipment 
for surveillance and enforcement are examples 
of safety projects and programs that the state’s 
transportation agencies have implemented. 

According to FHWA, in the year 2004 alone, traf-
fic accidents in this country resulted in approxi-
mately 42,600 fatalities and nearly 3,000,000 
injuries. There were 4,281,000 property damage 
crashes at a cost of about $230 billion to the 
United States economy. This equals about $820 
per U.S. citizen. 

SAFETEA-LU Requirements

Under SAFETEA-LU, MPOs are tasked with 
considering ways to increase the safety of the 

transportation system for both motorized and 
nonmotorized users.

Also with the passage of SAFETEA-LU, a new 
core Highway Safety Improvement Program 
(HSIP) has been established with the goal of 
reducing highway fatalities. The aim is for HSIP 
to accomplish this by the reallocation of infra-
structure safety funds and the implementation of 
a requirement for strategic highway safety plan-
ning. Additional programs will focus on motor-
cycle safety, improved traffic signs and pavement 
markings, pedestrian safety, the safety of children 
walking to school, work zone safety, and the 
safety of toll collectors and older drivers.

Under HSIP, states have the flexibility to target 
money to their most critical safety needs. Of 
the $5.1 billion in HSIP funds designated na-
tionwide for federal fiscal years 2006 to 2009, 
$220 million per year is targeted for the Railway-
Highway Crossings Program. The remainder is 
apportioned to the states based on lane-miles of 
federal-aid highways, vehicle-miles traveled on 
federal-aid highways, and the number of fatalities 
on federal-aid highways. Massachusetts HSIP 
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priorities will be taken from the Massachusetts 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan described below.  

Transportation Safety Planning

With the enactment of SAFETEA-LU, Transporta-
tion Safety Planning (TSP) was established. TSP 
is defined as a comprehensive, systemwide, mul-
timodal, proactive process that integrates safety 
into surface transportation decision-making. TSP 
was formerly known as Safety Conscious Plan-
ning. A robust transportation-safety-planning 
program includes and integrates the “Four Es” of 
safety implementation: education, engineering, 
enforcement, and emergency services.

FHWA’s priority safety areas are lane departure 
crashes, intersections, and pedestrian safety. 
Lane departure crashes occur when one vehicle 
leaves its travel lane, resulting in a crash, such 
as a head-on crash, a vehicle crashing into a 
tree, or one vehicle sideswiping another vehicle 
traveling in the same direction. FTA’s priority 
safety areas touch on security along with safety, 
because it is difficult to completely separate the 
two. These priority safety areas are:

1.	 The identification of the top crime-prevention, 
safety, and security needs, the resolution of 
which the MPO may be asked to fund. 

2.	 The creation of a National Transit Security 
Training Facility by the FTA and/or the U.S. De-
partment of Homeland Security (USDHS). This 
facility will provide training to transit personnel 
in safety, security, and antiterrorist measures. 
The MPO may be asked to fund training for 
MBTA personnel at this national facility.

3.	 The coordination of safety and security roles 
and responsibilities between the USDHS and 
the USDOT. At the Massachusetts state level, 
this will be accomplished between the Exec-
utive Office of Public Safety and the Executive 
Office of Transportation (EOT). These roles 
will then be delegated to the MPO level, with 
the USDHS function arriving via the Regional 
Transit Security Working Group and the Metro 
Boston, Northeast, Southeast, and Central 

Homeland Security Regional Planning and 
Advisory Councils. 

These issues are also discussed in Chapter 8, 
Security.

Highway Safety

Strategic Highway Safety Plan

All states are required to implement a Strategic 
Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) that identifies and 
analyzes safety problems and opportunities. The 
Massachusetts SHSP (MSHSP), finalized by 
MassHighway and signed by the governor, was 
submitted to FHWA in September 2006. The 
Commonwealth can now use Highway Safety 
Improvement Program funds for newly eligible 
safety activities, such as Transportation Safety 
Planning, the collection and analysis of crash 
data, the integration of emergency communica-
tions equipment, and the implementation of work 
zone safety projects. 

In Massachusetts, the lead agency for both over-
sight and funding of the MSHSP is MassHigh-
way, under the overall authority of EOT. Other 
joint sponsors and participants in development 
and implementation include: 

•	 FHWA

•	 Federal Motor Safety Carrier Administration 

•	 Massachusetts Governor’s Highway Safety 
Bureau  

•	 Massachusetts Registry of Motor Vehicles 

•	 Massachusetts State Police 

•	 Massachusetts Department of Public Health  

•	 EOT’s Office of Transportation Planning 

•	 Boston Region Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 

•	 Massachusetts regional planning agencies, 
including the Metropolitan Area Planning 
Council (MAPC)
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The first goal of the MSHSP is to reverse the 
increasing trend of traffic-related fatalities and in-
juries, with the eventual goal of zero traffic-related 
fatalities and injuries. The interim performance 
measurement for attainment of this goal is, by the 
year 2010, a 20 percent reduction, compared to 
2004, in fatalities (from 476 fatalities to 381) and 
in injuries requiring hospitalization (from 5,554 to 
4,443).

During the development process for MSHSP, six 
areas of emphasis were explored, and strategies 
for improving safety in each area were developed. 
The six strategies are: 

1.	 Data Systems Strategies

	 Data systems strategies emphasize educat-
ing public safety officials to promote greater 
use of standard forms, electronic submission 
and sharing software. This includes devel-
oping standard forms and online, database 
submission procedures for crash reports, 
citations, and trauma registration.  

2.	 Infrastructure Safety Strategies

	 Improving infrastructure safety begins with us-
ing criteria to identify high-crash locations and 
corridors and gathering data on safety defi-
ciencies in order to expedite implementation 
of improvements. MassHighway Project Need 
Forms request information on safety deficien-
cies and MassHighway will provide design 
assistance as needed. Lane departure issues 
will be discussed with engineering, enforce-
ment, emergency medical services, and 
education communities to develop regional 
and local programs to address this problem. 
MassHighway will undertake road safety 
audits, promoting the inclusion of basic safety 
elements into routine maintenance projects 
and work-zone safety practices.  

3.	 At-Risk Driver Behavior Strategies

	 Solutions for at-risk driver behavior issues fo-
cus on education and awareness. Strategies 
include public outreach regarding the instruc-

tion about, and value of, safety belt use (par-
ticularly as it pertains to child restraints) and 
low-speed driving habits. The State will sup-
port bilingual Drug Recognition Expert (DRE) 
programs to certify law enforcement person-
nel to make highly accurate assessments of 
persons who may be under the influence of 
drugs.  

4.	 Strategies for Higher-Risk Transportation 
System Users

	 As it does for most strategies, the State relies 
on greater awareness to improve careful 
driving among young drivers by assessing 
crash data from before and after adoption 
of the Massachusetts Junior Operator Law 
(JOL), educating teenagers about accident 
trends among this age group, and informing 
parents about the JOL, its regulations, and its 
consequences. The State proposes a similar 
approach for its older drivers, working both 
with the Healthy Aging Coalition to provide 
transportation-safety-related data, analysis, 
and information for the Coalition’s strategic 
plan for healthy aging, and with the Massa-
chusetts Council on Aging to inform older and 
disabled residents about safe mobility alterna-
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tives available to them. To address pedestrian 
and bicyclist accidents, the State will work 
with local and regional authorities to iden-
tify high-crash locations, to encourage local 
implementation of the Safe Routes to School 
(SRTS) program, and to promote road-shar-
ing and motorcycle education programs.

5.	 Public Education and Media Strategies

	 The SHSP includes recommendations for 
public-education- and media-related strategies 
that will educate the public, legislators, and other 
opinion leaders to encourage safer behavior on 
Massachusetts roadways. The strategies dis-
cussed focus on raising the awareness of safety 
and the importance of crafting and delivering 
specific messages to targeted audiences.

6.	 Safety Program Management Strategies

	 The SHSP proposes a management structure 
comprised of executive and advisory leader-
ship committees to plan and implement the 
strategies mentioned above. The executive 
leadership committee will be responsible 
for developing and executing a Memoran-
dum of Understanding (MOU) detailing its 
members’ commitment to safety planning, 
including identifying potential contributions to 
the safety planning process, and reviewing 
progress and updates on agency-specific 
safety initiatives during quarterly meetings. 
Members of the steering/advisory committee 
will be responsible for informing their respec-
tive agencies about current safety projects 
and for staying up-to-date on important 
safety initiatives through bimonthly meet-
ings. These committees will work to develop 
detailed action plans and will report annually 
to the Secretary of Transportation, after which 
MassHighway will assess projects to monitor 
SHSP’s effectiveness. 

MassHighway is continuing to work with the 
stakeholders to develop action plans for strategy 
implementation. The MPO will support these em-
phasis areas in various ways, including by help-

ing to link data sets to provide useful information 
through the Mobility Management System and 
by submitting project need forms with completed 
safety data information through the Transportation 
Improvement Program.

High-Crash Locations

One of the emphasis areas of the Massachusetts 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan is infrastructure, 
with a primary emphasis on intersection crashes 
and lane departure crashes. MassHighway will 
identify high-crash locations for these types of 
crashes and work at the local and regional levels 
to develop and implement location-specific strat-
egies to mitigate the safety deficiencies identified.

Intersection Crashes

Many fatal and incapacitating-injury-causing 
crashes are intersection-related. Crashes occur-
ring at intersections are frequently evidence of 
congestion, stop-and-go traffic, or geometric or 
operational deficiencies at those intersections. 
High-crash intersections have been identified 
from the top-accident-locations findings and 
have been listed in the 2004 Congestion Man-
agement System report. 

The MPO reviews this list in determining priori-
ties for project funding. It is also used in Mobility 
Management System planning work to identify 
intersections that could benefit from improve-
ments such as more flexible traffic signal design 
(vehicle-actuated traffic signals, traffic signal tim-
ing and phasing updates), the creation of safer 
pedestrian crossings, the institution of green 
phase traffic signal extensions for buses, and/or 
traffic signal preemption for emergency vehicles. 

Table 7-1 shows the top 25 crash locations in 
the MPO area. This is a subset of a list of the top 
1,000 crash locations in Massachusetts. The 
numbers in the table’s “Weighted Average” col-
umn are a measure of crash consequence se-
verity. In the calculation of this, fatalities are most 
heavily weighted, with a factor of 10; injuries have 
a factor of 5, and property damage a factor of 1.   
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TABLE 7-1

Top 25 Crash Locations in the MPO Area, 1999–2001

*	Weighted average based on crash severity (property damage, personal injuries, and fatalities).

TOTAL

CRASHES

WEIGHTED

AVERAGEMUNICIPALITY CRASH LOCATION RELEVANT PROJECT AND STATUS

SOMERVILLE
ROUTE 28 (FELLSWAY) AT  
ROUTE 38 (MYSTIC AVENUE)

544 1,413
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

REVERE
ROUTE 1 (CUTLER HIGHWAY) AT  
ROUTE 60 (COPELAND CIRCLE)

463 1,324
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

BOSTON
I-93 (PULASKI SKYWAY) AT  
MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE

501 1,257
PART OF CENTRAL ARTERY/TUNNEL 

PROJECT

READING I-95 AT I-93 560 1,208
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

BOSTON ROUTE 3, LEVERETT CIRCLE 515 1,160
PART OF CENTRAL ARTERY/TUNNEL 

PROJECT

BOSTON I-90 (MASSPIKE) AT I-93 496 1,006
PART OF CENTRAL ARTERY/TUNNEL 

PROJECT

BURLINGTON ROUTES 3 AND 3A AT I-95 420 977

WALTHAM I-95 AT WINTER STREET 467 959

MEDFORD
ROUTE 16 (MYSTIC VALLEY PARKWAY) AT  
ROUTE 28 (FELLSWAY)

372 936

SAUGUS ROUTE 1 AT ROUTE 129 (WALNUT STREET) 328 888

BOSTON ROUTE 1 AT I-93 348 869
PART OF CENTRAL ARTERY/TUNNEL 

PROJECT

WESTON I-90 (MASSPIKE) AT I-95 472 861

REVERE ROUTE 1A AT ROUTE 60 (BELL CIRCLE) 329 853
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

BOSTON
ROUTE 203 (GALLIVAN BOULEVARD) AT  
NEPONSET AVENUE

343 851

WOBURN I-95 AT WASHINGTON STREET 336 792

BOSTON I-93 AT SOUTHAMPTON STREET 318 774

BRAINTREE I-93 AT ROUTE 37 (GRANITE STREET) 272 748
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

MEDFORD I-93 AT ROUTE 28 (ROOSEVELT CIRCLE) 317 738

BRAINTREE I-93 AT ROUTE 3 (BRAINTREE SPLIT) 314 734
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

MEDFORD I-93 AT ROUTE 16 (MYSTIC VALLEY PARKWAY) 301 733

CANTON I-93 AT I-95 297 733
PROJECT INCLUDED IN JOURNEY TO 

2030

WOBURN I-93 AT MONTVALE AVENUE 283 703

BOSTON I-93 AT DEWEY SQUARE TUNNEL 278 694
PART OF CENTRAL ARTERY/TUNNEL 

PROJECT

BELLINGHAM I-495 AT ROUTE 126 (HARTFORD AVENUE) 373 681

WELLESLEY I-95 AT ROUTE 9 (WORCESTER STREET) 289 669
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Lane Departure Crashes

Lane departure crashes account for many incapaci-
tating injury-causing and fatal crashes. MassHigh-
way and UMassSAFE (a multidisciplinary traffic 
safety research program housed at the University of 
Massachusetts) analyzed lane departure crashes 
and prepared a statewide fact sheet and fact sheets 
and maps for each of the state’s regional planning 
agencies. The MPO uses this information in deter-
mining priorities for project funding.

Highway Incident Management 
with Intelligent Transportation 
Systems

Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) is the ap-
plication of technology to improve the operation of 
the transportation network for users of all modes. 
ITS technology includes computers, electronic 
sensors, communications, and other systems to 
reduce congestion, respond to incidents, and 
improve safety and mobility. At the core of this 
process in the MPO region is the Regional ITS 
Architecture for Metropolitan Boston, which guides 
the coordination and integration of individual ITS 
deployment projects.

A common example of an ITS application is 
a variable-message sign, either permanent or 
portable, warning motorists of crashes, delays, or 
approaching inclement weather ahead.

Traffic incident management in Massachusetts is 
the responsibility of MassHighway and is coordi-
nated from its Traffic Operations Center (MTOC). 
The MTOC is the “nerve center” for the application 
of ITS programs throughout the Commonwealth. 
From the MTOC, reports on traffic incidents are re-
layed to the involved MassHighway district office, 
which, in turn, assigns the necessary personnel 
and equipment required to address the incident. 
The MTOC also coordinates with the Boston 
Transportation Department’s Traffic Manage-
ment Center (the operation of which is funded 
by the Boston Region MPO in the Transportation 
Improvement Program for federal fiscal years 
2007 and 2008), the City of Boston’s Emergency 

Operations Center, and MassPike’s Operations 
Control Center.

Highway Safety Patrols

The term “highway safety patrols” traditionally 
refers to state troopers patrolling state highways. 
The Massachusetts State Police enforce traf-
fic law and provide security on the Massachu-
setts Turnpike and the interstate highways in the 
region. Massachusetts State Police troopers 
provide security through a variety of techniques, 
including, but not limited to, routine patrol us-
ing marked and unmarked cruisers, helicopter 
overflights, tollbooth surveillance, and crash and 
criminal investigations. 

In Massachusetts, “highway safety patrols” also 
refers to MassHighway’s CaresVan program. 
Specially equipped vehicles patrol four differ-
ent routes along 332 miles of interstate and 
other express highways in the Boston region to 
aid motorists with disabled vehicles. The routes 
include Route 128, I-93, I-95, and I-495.

Traffic Calming

Traffic calming includes an array of engineer-
ing strategies to increase safety, reduce vehicle 



7-� JOURNEY to 2030

speeds, and improve livability. Engineering mea-
sures can be used to compel vehicle operators 
to slow down and to alter their behavior in other 
ways. Traffic-calming strategies include traffic 
management techniques such as changes in traf-
fic routes, changes in the street network alignment 
within a neighborhood, and the installation of traffic 
circles, barriers, speed bumps, raised crosswalks, 
and other physical measures to reduce traffic 
speeds and volumes on residential side streets. 
Traffic-calming strategies are encouraged in 
MassHighway’s Project Development and Design 
Guide, described later in this chapter.

Transit Safety

Due to the intertwined nature of safety and secu-
rity on transit systems, many safety initiatives of 
the MBTA and Cape Ann Transportation Authority 
(CATA) also have a security aspect to them. The 
reverse relationship is, of course, true as well. 
Security cameras, as an example, could also be 
called safety cameras, because they provide for 
the well being of patrons who may have slipped 
and fallen in an isolated area of a train station, as 
well as provide security from a would-be assail-
ant or terrorist on a train platform or a bus. 

MBTA Police Department

The MBTA Police Department’s primary mission is 
to maintain safety within the MBTA transit system. 
The department’s approximately 250 uniformed and 
plainclothes police officers accomplish this through 
mobile, foot, and canine patrol teams on both 
scheduled and random patrols, all of which serve to 
maintain a high degree of visibility within the system. 
The Blue, Green, Orange, and Red Lines are served 
by 115 police officers, 4 police substations, and 15 
police kiosks, while additional surface patrols pro-
vide support to buses and commuter rail.

The three primary components of the depart-
ment’s safety operations are:

•	 Community Policing Patrol Plan 

•	 Investigation and prosecution (arrests and 
trials)

•	 Police/community relations (public outreach)

MBTA Safety Department

The primary role of the MBTA Safety Department 
is to ensure the safety of the MBTA’s employ-
ees, its customers, and members of the general 
public throughout the MBTA system. In order to 
accomplish this, the MBTA Safety Department 
designs, implements, supports, and monitors 
safe work practices for and among its employ-
ees, whether they are working in MBTA vehicles 
and facilities or on MBTA property and rights-
of-way. These safe practices are outlined in the 
MBTA’s System Safety Program Plan and in its 
Safety Policies and Procedures Manual.

Examples of the types of activities conducted by 
the MBTA Safety Department include:

•	 Right-of-way safety training

•	 Tracking accidents

•	 Operation Lifesaver

• 	 Safety audits

•	 Safety hazard correction

•	 Safety drills
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Communications Interoperability

One of the issues facing the MBTA in its emer-
gency-response planning is that of interoperability. 
Interoperability is defined as the ability of radio 
equipment belonging to one organization’s first 
responders in an emergency to communicate with 
that of another organization’s first responders. Cur-
rently, radio coverage inside MBTA subway sys-
tem tunnels does not meet these operational stan-
dards. This affects the response capabilities of not 
only the Boston and Cambridge fire departments, 
but both cities’ police departments, emergency 
medical services, and the MBTA Police Depart-
ment. Interoperability affects nearly every commu-
nity in the commonwealth. The MBTA is working 
with other members of the State Interoperability 
Committee to explore this issue and develop ways 
to improve radio communications.

MBTA Surveillance Cameras

The MBTA will increase the number of surveil-
lance cameras on the rapid transit system by 186, 
bringing the total number operating in the rapid 
transit system to 488. This will provide a security 
camera in every rapid transit station in the entire 
system. The MBTA surveillance cameras are 
monitored from a number of different locations, in-
cluding the MBTA Operations Control Center, the 
MBTA Police Department, and the Massachusetts 
Emergency Operations Center in Framingham.

In addition, the MBTA has embarked upon a 
program of installing surveillance cameras in 
new buses. There is also a strong surveillance 
component to the MBTA’s Station Management 
Program, which includes the Automated Fare-
Collection System Project, the Hub Stations 
Project, and the Wide Area Network Project. The 
Hub Stations and Wide Area Network Projects’ 
surveillance components consist of closed-cir-
cuit television cameras and the fiber-optic cable 
required to connect them to their monitors.

Grade Crossing Redesign

Improving grade crossing safety has long been 
one of the top priorities of the Federal Railroad 

Administration. From 1995 to 2004, the number 
of grade crossing collisions in the U.S. declined 
by 3 percent, the frequency of such collisions 
per million train miles decreased by 42 percent, 
and the number of fatalities fell by 36 percent. 
During the first 11 months of 2005, grade cross-
ing collisions were down 5.1 percent, and fatali-
ties declined 5.3 percent compared to the same 
period of 2004. In Massachusetts, funding exists 
under the Section 130 Program of MGL Chapter 
160 for the upgrading and improving of railroad 
crossings.

Advance Warning Techniques

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, the 
MBTA, and a majority of those in the railroad 
industry agree that the use of locomotive horns 
helps to promote safety at highway-rail grade 
crossings. Although Massachusetts law requires 
trains to blow their horns at highway-rail grade 
crossings, horn bans have been created by the 
legislature in many communities. The MBTA com-
plies with these bans within those communities. In 
August 2006, the Federal Railroad Administration 
amended the June 2005 locomotive horn rule to 
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create six different quiet-zone categories. These 
quiet zones, within which each grade crossing 
must have flashing lights and gates, will be defined 
in conjunction with state agencies and railroads. 
Like other transit property owners across the U.S., 
the MBTA continues to await the final implementa-
tion date of the amended horn rule. 

Meanwhile, the MBTA has taken steps to im-
prove safety at its 200 public highway-rail grade 
crossings. Included among these steps is an in-
vestment in automatic warning systems, such as 
crossing gates, flashing lights, and warning bells, 
to be installed on almost all of the public grade 
crossings used by the MBTA. 

Operation Lifesaver

Operation Lifesaver is an educational program 
created to stop deaths, injuries, and crashes 
at railroad grade crossings and along railroad 
rights-of-way. Crashes between trains and trucks 
are especially harmful, as they typically result in 
many casualties. Much of the hazardous material 
transported in the U. S. is moved by truck: the 
reduction of grade crossing collisions with trucks 
is especially important. 

Operation Lifesaver Inc., an international, nonprofit 
organization, was established in 1972 to conduct 
this program. The program is a joint venture of 
U.S. railroads, highway safety agencies and orga-
nizations, and local, state, and federal government 
public safety agencies. In Massachusetts, as in all 
other states, certified volunteer speakers conduct 
free railroad safety briefings for people of all ages 
in order to assist them in making the proper deci-
sions when around railroad tracks.

Cape Ann Transportation 
Authority 

The Cape Ann Transportation Authority (CATA) 
provides bus and paratransit services to the 
Boston Region MPO communities of Gloucester, 
Essex, Ipswich, and Rockport. CATA is imple-
menting the following safety measures: 

•	 All drivers receive safety training; a safety 
trainer is on staff. 

•	 Passenger safety information providing guid-
ance for passengers on being safe while 
waiting for and onboard the vehicles is pro-
vided on its Web site and in printed materials 
distributed on vehicles. 

•	 Buses and paratransit vehicles will be 
equipped with automatic vehicle locators 
that will relay location information to a central 
dispatcher.

Air Safety

At Massport’s Logan International Airport in Bos-
ton, the increased police presence at the airport 
due to security provisions also enhances the en-
vironment for public safety. The primary provider 
of this security-enhanced public safety is Troop F 
of the Massachusetts State Police. 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety

Safety is given first place in the list of consider-
ations in the Massachusetts Highway Depart-
ment’s Project Development and Design Guide. 
The Design Guide states that the roadway system 
should “safely accommodate all users,” including 
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TABLE 7-2

Number of Bicycle and Pedestrian Crashes in the Boston MPO Area, 1995–2001

PEDESTRIAN CRASHES BICYCLE CRASHES

YEAR TOTAL FATALITIES INJURIES TOTAL FATALITIES INJURIES

1995 1,722 46 1,615 895 3 774

1996 1,775 35 1,681 848 3 748

1997 1,790 40 1,683 817 3 742

1998 1,726 32 1,676 856 1 742

1999 1,594 34 1,554 655 2 581

2000 1,640 38 1,636 710 3 690

2001 1,446 33 1,360 571 6 481

bicyclists and pedestrians and those using mobil-
ity aids. In calling for consideration of all modes in 
the design and construction process, the Design 
Guide is providing for the growth of a safe and 
multimodal transportation network. It also provides 
design parameters to be used when constructing 
shared-use paths. 

A well-designed shared use path provides safety 
to its users by creating a separate path away 
from motor vehicles, minimizing the number of 
street and driveways that must be crossed, and 

providing safe crossings of those streets and 
driveways that cannot be avoided. In addition, a 
well-designed trail also offers and promotes safety 
when integrated with other pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, and highly-used places, such as public 
transit stations, parking lots, parks, schools, and 
employment and commercial areas. 

The most important considerations for safe bicycle 
use on roadways include width, sight distance, 
and speed. The width should be enough, for 
example, to allow motor vehicles to pass bicyclists 
safely and to allow bicyclists to pass parked 
vehicles without being so close as to collide with a 
suddenly opening car door. 

The major facilities for pedestrians traveling on the 
roadway system are sidewalks and crossings. 
A safe sidewalk protects pedestrians from mov-
ing vehicles, through either distance or barriers. 
Crossings need to be visible, both in terms of 
sight distance and in terms of being well marked. 

Bicycle and pedestrian crashes are reported in the 
Massachusetts Registry of Motor Vehicles data-
base. Table 7-2 shows the number of crashes from 
1995 through 2001 in the Boston MPO region. 

Safe Routes to School Program

Another provision of SAFETEA-LU is the Safe 
Routes to School Program. Funds for this program 
are provided through FHWA. EOT administers 
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the Safe Routes to School program in Mas-
sachusetts through its statewide travel-options 
program, MassRIDES. The goal of the program 
is to improve walking and bicycling conditions 
for children traveling to school, through the 
program’s “Five Es”: education, encouragement, 
enforcement, engineering, and evaluation. A 
focus is placed on educating elementary school 
students, parents, and community members on 
the value of walking, bicycling, carpooling, using 
public transit, and taking school buses to and 
from school. The program also aims to increase 
physical activity and safety and decrease traffic 
congestion and air pollution. For more information 
on Safe Routes to Schools, see Chapter 6. 

Freight Safety

Freight safety is an important issue due to the 
potential for great human and property losses in 
the event of an incident. Some of the issues for 
truck freight safety also pertain to highway safety 
in general and were discussed earlier in more 
depth. They are:

•	 Roadway design improvements

•	 Identification and mitigation of high-crash 
locations

•	 Railroad/highway grade crossings 

•	 Lane departure crashes

Other issues discussed below that pertain to the 
trucking freight industry are the roles of associa-
tions and regulators, hours-of-service rules, and 
hazardous-materials transport.

The rail freight safety issues that are common to 
rail transit were addressed earlier in this chapter, 
and others are discussed below. 

Some improvements to freight safety will also 
improve safety for other users of the transporta-
tion system. For example, the Commonwealth’s 
policy that new and reconstructed bridges over 
rail lines be designed to accommodate double-
stack rail cars, as well as the inclusion of the 
East Boston Haul Road in JOURNEY to 2030, 

will help to reduce the number of trucks on the 
roadway system in the MPO area. 

Truck

Roles of Trucking Industry Associations 
and Government Regulators 

Much of the safety advocacy for the truck freight 
mode comes from the industry’s various trade 
associations and government regulators, as dis-
cussed below.  

Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration

The Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administra-
tion (FMCSA), a division of FHWA, promulgates 
regulations governing the trucking industry. The 
FMCSA recently established the Motor Carrier 
Safety Advisory Committee, which is expected to 
be fully operational in early 2007. This committee 
will advise and make recommendations to the 
FMCSA on safety programs and improvements, 
safety regulations, roadway design, dedicated 
truck lanes, and other safety issues of interest to 
the trucking industry.
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Massachusetts Motor Transportation 
Association

The Massachusetts Motor Transportation As-
sociation is a nonprofit trade association that 
advocates for improvement to roadway design, 
promotes safety improvements for both highways 
and trucks, advocates for the creation of dedicat-
ed truck lanes, and serves the trucking industry 
in other ways as well. 

Other Trucking Associations 

The Regional Truck Council, the American Trans-
portation Research Institute (formerly the Ameri-
can Trucking Research Institute), the American 
Trucking Foundation, and the American Trucking 
Association are some of the major trucking asso-
ciations of which MPO region trucking firms are 
members. It is through these organizations that 
trucking concerns lobby local, state, and fed-
eral government agencies concerning highway 
improvements and other safety amenities and 
issues.

Hazardous-Materials Movement

Federal and state hazardous-materials regula-
tions1 restrict the movement of hazardous ma-
terials through highway tunnel structures. This 
affects many of the interstate highways in down-
town Boston, including: 

•	 I-90 Ted Williams Tunnel, traveling under Bos-
ton Harbor 

•	 Central Artery

•	 Massachusetts Turnpike Extension under the 
Prudential building and Copley Square

•	 Tobin Bridge approach under City Square in 
Charlestown 

•	 Sumner Tunnel 

•	 Callahan Tunnel 

This law is rigorously enforced by the Massachu-
setts State Police. 

Hours-of-Service Rules

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts is in 
compliance with the hours-of-service (HOS) 
regulations promulgated by the FMCSA, which 
have the goal of improving safety by requiring 
periods of rest for long-haul drivers. The cur-
rent HOS regulations took effect on October 1, 
2005. Both the old and new regulations allow 
11 continuous hours of driving after 10 continu-
ous hours off duty. However, the new regulations 
require commercial motor vehicle drivers that use 
the sleeper berth provision to spend at least eight 
consecutive hours in their sleeper berth, plus two 
consecutive hours either in the sleeper berth, off 
duty, or any combination of the two. Under the 
old regulations, drivers were allowed to split their 
sleeper berth time into two-hour segments. The 
Massachusetts State Police enforce these rules 
in the Commonwealth. 

Rail

Railroad Industry Associations and 
Government Regulators

Much of the safety advocacy for the railroad 
freight industry comes from its various trade  

1	 Hazardous materials regulations: Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Section 397.6 and 397.9, Massachusetts General Law (MGL), 
	 Chapter 81A, and Massachusetts Code of Regulations (MRC), Title 730, Chapter 7.10 (1).
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associations and government regulators, as dis-
cussed below.

Federal Railroad Administration

The USDOT’s Federal Railroad Administration 
acts as both a regulator and a safety advocate 
for the railroad industry. It is responsible for: 

•	 Rail safety regulations and enforcement 

•	 Administration of railroad assistance programs

•	 Setting railroad safety policy

•	 Rehabilitation of Northeast Corridor passen-
ger service

•	 Supporting intermodal transportation

Massachusetts Railroad Association 

The Massachusetts Railroad Association is an 
organization of railroad companies operating in 
Massachusetts. Its stated goals are to share 
information and foster understanding of railroads’ 
role in the safe and efficient movement of goods 
and people throughout the commonwealth. 

Membership in the association includes:

•	 Bay Colony Railroad 

•	 CSX 

•	 Fore River Transportation

•	 Guilford Rail System 

•	 Housatonic Railroad 

•	 Massachusetts Central Railroad 

•	 New England Central Railroad 

•	 Pioneer Valley Railroad 

•	 Providence and Worcester Railroad 

Other Railroad Associations 

The New England Railroad Club, the Association 
of American Railroads, the North American Rail 
Shippers Association, and the American Short 
Line and Regional Railroad Association are some 
of the other major railroad associations serving 
members of the MPO area. It is through these 
organizations that railroads lobby local, state, and 
federal government concerning railroad issues, 
including those related to safety.

Moving Hazardous Materials

The Hazardous Waste Common Carrier Agree-
ment2 requires railroads, including those operat-
ing in Massachusetts, to provide for the transport 
of hazardous waste or other dangerous cargo, 
up to and including radioactive nuclear waste, 
even if it is to pass through heavily populated 
urban areas. A large portion of the hazardous 
materials transported in the U.S. travels by rail, 
because, while not without risk, this mode is 
safer than transport over the roadways by truck. 
This law ensures that rail operators do not refuse 
hazardous materials for transport, in spite of the 
danger to the railroads and the areas through 
which hazardous materials pass.

2	 The Hazardous Waste Common Carrier Agreement, a combination of rules and regulations created by the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) 
	 (now the Surface Transportation Board (STB)), the USDOT, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), common law, and other sources (all of which 
	 are based on the “common carrier obligation” outlined in U.S. Code, Title 49, Subtitle IV, Part A, Chapter 111, Subchapter I, Section 11101 (a) 
	 Common Carrier Transportation, Service, and Rates) states that a railroad may not deny service to any customer or fail to “…respond to reasonable 
	 requests for common carrier service…”
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The Boston Region MPO’s Vision for the Security 
of the Regional Transportation System

Security initiatives will be implemented to help protect the region from natural and 
human threats. Transportation infrastructure and its operation will be upgraded on 
an ongoing basis for the security of all users. Technologies will be employed to 
manage incidents, conduct emergency response, and support safe evacuations 
using various transportation modes. 

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide its decision-making:

•	 Support designs and fund projects and programs that address security prob-
lems and enhance secure travel for all system users. This includes designs 
and projects that encourage motorists, public transportation riders, bicyclists, 
and pedestrians to share the transportation network securely. 

•	 Support, through planning and programming, the installation, operation, up-
grading, and timely maintenance of system infrastructure, including intelligent 
transportation systems (ITS), to provide for security. 

•	 Participate in regional planning for security initiatives, such as evacuation and 
contingency measures, and homeland security.

Introduction

Security is an important component of the metropolitan transportation planning 
process. Metropolitan planning organizations are charged with considering ways 
to increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and nonmotor-
ized users. Security has been designated as a new, stand-alone planning factor 
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by SAFETEA-LU (the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users), the current federal surface transportation 
legislation.

Security is defined as the freedom from intention-
al harm and tampering. Providing for security also 
includes planning for natural disasters. It some-
times overlaps with planning for safety. Security 
goes beyond safety and includes the planning 
to prevent, manage, or respond to threats to the 
region and its transportation system, such as 
those from terrorists that include arson, explo-
sions, weapons of mass destruction, hostage 
situations, and tampering. 

In the Boston Region MPO area, security must 
be provided on both the highway and transit 
systems. Approximately 1.2 million passenger- 
trips occur on the MBTA system each workday 
for commuting to jobs or school or for traveling 
to services, entertainment, or shopping. Ap-
proximately 12.3 million vehicle-trips per day by 
automobiles, bus rapid transit, and buses are 
made on the region’s highways. The transit and 
highway systems are both essential for normal, 
day-to-day transportation in the region, and for 
any emergency response or evacuation services. 

Some of the threats to the MPO area’s transpor-
tation system include attacks on highway and 
transit viaducts, bridges, and tunnels, attacks 
on the various rolling stock and vehicle inventory 
such as buses, trolleys, subways, commuter 
trains, and commuter boats, and attacks on 
transit stations. 

Planning for security for the region and in the 
region’s transportation system is the responsibil-
ity of many agencies and entities. Their work in 
this area is interrelated and their responsibilities 
sometimes coincide, as security depends on ex-
tensive communication and coordination, in both 
the planning and execution of security measures. 
The Boston region benefits from federal and 
statewide security programs and from the in-
volvement of regional and local entities. The MPO 
and many of its member agencies participate 
in a number of these planning activities that are 
conducted by other entities and have a role in 
approving funding for some security-related proj-
ects in the region. As security planning evolves, it 
is anticipated that the MPO will increasingly look 
at these issues within the context of its planning 
and programming. The regional model could be 
used to forecast mobility in the transportation 
system during an evacuation and to identify pos-
sible bottlenecks and other problems. 

Agencies Involved in Security 
Planning in the Region 
Homeland Security

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
(USDHS) is an overarching agency whose re-
sponsibilities include security planning for the 
transportation system. Its mission is to protect 
the United States from attacks through border 
and transportation security; emergency pre-
paredness and response; chemical, biological, 
radiological, and nuclear countermeasures; 
information analysis; and infrastructure protec-
tion. The USDHS provides guidance and support 
for transportation security through the National 
Response Plan, which establishes protocols 
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for the federal government’s coordination with 
state, local, and tribal governments, and with 
the private sector, for security events. This plan 
incorporates the best practices and procedures 
from all incident management disciplines, includ-
ing emergency management, law enforcement, 
firefighting and first response, public works, and 
emergency medical services. 

The USDHS administers the Transit Security Grant 
Program, which is funded by the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act of 2005. 
It grants money for security-related purposes for 
passenger rail, freight rail, and mass transit. 

At the statewide level, the Massachusetts State 
Homeland Security Strategy, approved by 
USDHS in 2004, uses the National Response 
Plan guidelines to develop and maintain the 
Commonwealth’s plan for all homeland secu-
rity activities, such as regional preparedness, 
interoperability, and strategies for leading the 
various state agencies’ management of security 
issues. These include agencies that are listed in 
the Regional Security section below. The state 

itself is divided into five Homeland Security Plan-
ning Regions and Advisory Councils (HSPRACs). 
They are:

1.	 Metro Boston Office of Homeland Security 

2.	 Northeast Homeland Security Regional 
Advisory Council 

3.	 Southeast Regional Advisory Council 

4.	 Central Region Homeland Security Council 

5.	 West Homeland Security Planning Region 
and Advisory Council

MPO cities and towns are included as mem-
bers in all of the above HSPRACs except for the 
West. The work of these councils is discussed in 
more detail under the Massachusetts Homeland 
Security Planning Regions and Advisory Councils 
section below. 

Regional Security

Regional security planning for the MPO area is 
conducted jointly on a multimodal basis by and 
among the federal, state, regional, and local 
agencies and entities listed below. The various 
law enforcement and other public safety agen-
cies that have the most involvement in security 
planning are listed. As transportation agencies, 
several Boston Region MPO members are ac-
tively implementing security programs; the MPO 
participates in the planning and funding of some 
of these initiatives. 

Entities Involved in Security Planning for 
the Boston Region 

Federal

•	 Department of Homeland Security

•	 Federal Emergency Management Agency

•	 Federal Highway Administration 

•	 Federal Motor Safety Carrier Administration

•	 Federal Transit Administration 

•	 National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

•	 U.S. Department of Transportation 
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State

•	 Executive Office of Public Safety

•	 Executive Office of Transportation (EOT) –  
includes EOT’s Office of Transportation Plan-
ning and the Transportation Security Round-
table

•	 Homeland Security Regional Planning and 
Advisory Councils

•	 Interoperability Working Group

•	 Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission

•	 Massachusetts Emergency Management 
Agency

•	 Massachusetts Governor’s Highway Safety 
Bureau

•	 Massachusetts Highway Department

•	 Massachusetts Homeland Security Executive 
Committee

•	 Massachusetts Port Authority

•	 Massachusetts Registry of Motor Vehicles

•	 Massachusetts State Police; includes the 
Criminal Intelligence Section and the Fusion 
Center

•	 Massachusetts Turnpike Authority

•	 Regional Transit Security Working Group

•	 UMassSAFE – the multidisciplinary traffic 
safety research program of the University of 
Massachusetts

Regional

•	 Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organi-
zation

•	 Cape Ann Transportation Authority

•	 Central Homeland Security Regional Planning 
and Advisory Council

•	 Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority

•	 Metro Boston Homeland Security Regional 
Planning and Advisory Council

•	 Metropolitan Area Planning Council

•	 Northeast Homeland Security Regional Plan-
ning and Advisory Council

•	 Regional Transit Security Working Group

•	 Southeast Homeland Security Regional Plan-
ning and Advisory Council

Local

•	 Boston Emergency Management Agency 

•	 Mayor of Boston’s Office of Homeland Security 

•	 Urban Area Security Initiative

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
provides guidance on planning for security, 
particularly for transportation agencies. FHWA 
advocates thinking about security in the terms of 
prevention and the “Four Ds of Defense”: deter, 
deny, detect, and defend. FHWA promotes the 
installation of visible security measures (such 
as closed-circuit television cameras, intrusion 
alarms, and signs); routine security patrols; light-
ing improvements and obstruction removal; and 
the implementation of a controlled-lock and key-
system, fencing, or bollards to prevent unauthor-
ized access to critical locations.

Several Commonwealth of Massachusetts agen-
cies have public security responsibilities; these 
agencies include the Executive Office of Trans-
portation and the transportation agencies under 
it, the Massachusetts State Police, the Executive 
Office of Public Safety, and the National Guard. 

Massachusetts Emergency 
Management Agency

The Massachusetts Emergency Management 
Agency (MEMA), through its Operations Division, 
manages and coordinates emergency response 
efforts for the commonwealth. It also operates 
the state Emergency Operations Center (EOC), 
where it monitors emergencies statewide 24 four 
hours per day, seven days per week. The EOC 
serves as the command and control center for 
the commonwealth during an emergency. 
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MEMA’s Emergency Management Team is pre-
pared and trained by the Operations Division. 
Membership in the Emergency Management 
Team comprises federal, state, local, private, and 
volunteer organizations, which are represented at 
the EOC during an incident. The Operations Divi-
sion is also responsible for updating and publish-
ing the Governor’s Emergency Notification Roster 
and assuring that MEMA maintains a high degree 
of preparedness. MEMA also has a Disaster 
Recovery Division, which helps with local disaster 
victims and guides cities, towns, and individuals 
through recovery efforts, as well as working with 
the Department of Environmental Management 
on Flood Mitigation Programs. MEMA also pro-
vides coordination with the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency.

Massachusetts Homeland 
Security Planning Regions 
and Advisory Councils

The homeland security regions have each under-
taken projects that relate to transportation secu-
rity. In the Northeast Region, a study of critical 
infrastructure in 10 functional categories provided 
the Northeast Homeland Security Regional Advi-
sory Council with a ranked assessment of criti-
cal infrastructure sites. The categories included 
transportation projects such as major highway 
interchanges. An assessment of personal-pro-
tective-equipment needs in the Northeast Region 
also identified the locations of many of the most 
important stationary hazardous materials and ac-
knowledged that hazardous materials transported 
through the region also pose a risk.  

In April 2006, the MBTA, the Executive Office of 
Public Safety, MEMA, and the regional homeland 
security councils discussed coordination. The 
meeting resulted in a list of action items regarding 
coordination of transportation security measures 
among the homeland security planning regions, 
regional transit entities, and the MBTA. More 
recently, MEMA established evacuation-planning 
steering committees in association with the four 
homeland security advisory councils that contain 

parts of the MBTA network. These committees 
are working to continue the evacuation planning 
work started in Boston in coordination with the 
City of Boston’s emergency preparedness de-
partment, the MBTA, and the Executive Office of 
Transportation.

Massachusetts Statewide Anti-
Terrorism Unified Response 
Network 

The Massachusetts Statewide Anti-Terrorism 
Unified Response Network (SATURN) is an 
information-sharing and first-responder network 
that enhances existing public security delivery 
systems. SATURN is a new initiative that brings 
together fire, emergency management, and 
police resources from every Massachusetts 
community, and provides them with a process for 
receiving and exchanging information in the face 
of a terrorist threat.

Commonwealth Fusion Center 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts maintains 
a fusion center at the State Police General Head-
quarters, located in the Town of Framingham. 
A fusion center is defined by the Global Justice 
Information Sharing Initiative as “a collabora-
tive effort of two or more agencies who provide 
resources, expertise and/or information to the 
center with the goal of maximizing the ability to 
detect, prevent, apprehend and respond to crim-
inal and terrorist activity.” The Commonwealth 
Fusion Center (CFC) operates 24 hours per day, 
seven days per week, providing terrorist-related 
intelligence, and public safety and security-re-
lated information, to the state’s local, state, and 
federal public safety agencies and private organi-
zations involved with safety and security. Trained 
analysts, each with a specialty in criminal and 
terrorist activity, furnish data, analysis, briefings, 
bulletins, threat levels, and risk assessments. In 
addition, the CFC also serves as a clearinghouse 
for information between the state’s public and 
private safety and security agencies and organi-
zations and the USDHS. 
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Highway System Security for 
the Boston Region

Highway system security is the responsibility of 
several traffic operations entities in the region 
that provide the command-and-control capabil-
ity essential in a security event. They function 
as the centralized communications and coordi-
nation points for first responders from multiple 
agencies. These include MassHighway’s Traffic 
Operations Center, the MassPike’s Operations 
Control Center, the Massachusetts Inter-agency 
Video Information System, the Boston Transpor-
tation Department’s Traffic Management Center, 
and the Commonwealth Fusion Center, which is 
discussed above. In addition, law enforcement 
and security on the commonwealth’s interstate 
highway system, which includes the Massachu-
setts Turnpike, is provided by the Massachusetts 
State Police.

Massachusetts State Police

The Massachusetts State Police conducts traffic 
law enforcement and provides security on the 
Massachusetts Turnpike and other state-owned 
roads. It provides security through a variety of 
techniques, including, but not limited to, routine 
patrols using marked and unmarked cruisers, 
helicopter overflights, tollbooth surveillance, and 
crash and criminal investigations. 

Massachusetts Interagency 
Video Information System 

The Massachusetts Interagency Video Informa-
tion System integrates video transmissions from 
MassHighway, the Boston Transportation De-
partment, the MBTA, the Massachusetts State 
Police, and private traveler-information services 
(SmarTraveler and SmartRoute Systems). The 
system supports the distribution of video to 
partner agencies’ control centers as well as to a 
password-protected Web site. 

MassHighway’s Traffic 
Operations Center 

MassHighway’s Traffic Operations Center (TOC) 
is located in South Boston. The TOC’s primary 
mission is traffic incident management through-
out the commonwealth. The TOC is the head-
quarters for the application of ITS technology. 

From the TOC, reports on traffic incidents are 
relayed to the appropriate MassHighway district 
office, which assigns the necessary personnel 
and equipment required to abate the incident. 
The TOC also coordinates with the Masspike’s 
Operations Control Center, the Boston Transpor-
tation Department’s Traffic Management Center, 
and the City of Boston’s Emergency Operations 
Center. There are several different systems that 
the TOC uses for real-time information about the 
highway system, including ITS elements such 
as loop detectors, which are embedded in the 
roadway, and video cameras. Other systems 
include remote-traffic-microwave-sensor radar 
units; more than 100 variable-message signs in 
place around the state; a global positioning sys-
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tem to locate and monitor state police cruisers, 
snow plows, fire apparatus, ambulances, motor-
ist-assistance CaresVans, and other emergency 
equipment; the central radio command system; 
and the Massachusetts Traffic and Emergency 
Response System. A back-up TOC is located at 
the Massachusetts State Police headquarters in 
Framingham. 

The Masspike’s Operations 
Control Center 

The Masspike’s Operations Control Center 
(OCC) is located in South Boston. The Massa-
chusetts State Police’s E-4 Administrative Unit, 
and MassHighway’s relevant offices are located 
in the same building. 

The OCC’s 54 wide-screen, computer-controlled 
television monitors show the images from camer-
as that are trained on various parts of the Central 
Artery/Tunnel Project’s roadways, listed below: 

•	 Sumner Tunnel

•	 Callahan Tunnel 

•	 I- 93 northbound from South Bay to Somerville 

•	 I- 93 southbound from Storrow Drive Exit 26 
to the South Bay 

•	 Ted Williams Tunnel eastbound and west-
bound 

•	 Prudential Tunnel eastbound and westbound 

•	 Central Artery North Area (CANA) Tunnel 
southbound from the Tobin Bridge to points 
south and west

•	 Central Artery North Area (CANA) Tunnel 
northbound from I-93 northbound to the 
Tobin Bridge

The OCC performs many varied tasks, such as 
operating storm water pump stations, provid-
ing and controlling communications, monitoring 
carbon monoxide (CO) levels, controlling ventila-
tion for the tunnels mentioned above, working 
with the Massachusetts State Police E-4 Units on 
enforcement actions, such as vehicle towing and 

providing digital videos for motor vehicle accident 
investigations, and working with the Boston Fire 
Department on fire prevention and firefighting is-
sues and activities.

The City of Boston’s Traffic 
Management Center 

The Boston Transportation Department (BTD) 
operates a Traffic Management Center (TMC), 
which is located in City Hall. The BTD’s TMC 
monitors city traffic through the use of video 
cameras and embedded loop detectors. The 
TMC allows for real-time monitoring of traffic 
and incident management and provides inte-
gration and coordination, across jurisdictions, 
of emergency-response providers. The TMC is 
also capable of receiving and monitoring images 
from Central Artery Tunnel cameras and sharing 
that information with the Masspike’s Operations 
Control Center.
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Transit Security

Background

The MBTA and the Cape Ann Transportation 
Authority (CATA) are responsible for providing se-
curity on the MPO area’s transit network. Transit 
system security is a regional concern. Issues to 
be addressed in planning for transit security are 
the age of the system, the types of structures in 
the system, the vulnerability of those structures, 
the lack of redundant and/or alternate system 
components and/or capacity, and the increased 
requirements (over and above personal safety re-
quirements) to provide for anti-terrorism security.

Some of the methods being used by the MBTA 
to address transit security in the Boston Region 
are listed below. Portions of several initiatives, 
such as the Station Management Program, and 
items related to station security and automated 
fare collection, have been or are included in—
and receive funding through—the region’s Trans-
portation Improvement Programs.

MBTA Transit Police Department

The MBTA Transit Police Department, employing 
250 uniformed and plainclothes police officers, 
carries out its primary mission of maintaining se-
curity within the MBTA transit system. The MBTA 
police accomplish this through mobile, foot, and 
K-9 (canine) patrol teams on both scheduled and 
random patrols, all of which serve to maintain a 
high degree of visibility within the system. The 
Blue, Green, Orange, and Red Lines share four 
police substations, 15 police kiosks, and 115 
police officers; additional surface patrols provide 
support for buses and commuter rail.

MBTA Transit Police 
Department’s Special Operations 
Team

The MBTA Transit Police Department’s Special 
Operations Team (SOT) is the MBTA’s version of 
a SWAT (Special Weapons and Tactics) team. 
The SOT has eight specialty vehicles, which 

include an SOT rapid-response vehicle, a bomb 
disposal truck, radar units, and an incident com-
mand vehicle. 

Secure Stations Initiative

The Secure Stations Initiative is one of the 
MBTA’s programs for enhancing its systemwide 
operational security by improving its communica-
tions and security systems. This is a requirement 
of both the Massachusetts State Homeland Se-
curity Strategy and the Regional Transit Security 
Strategy. The Regional Transit Security Strategy, 
described below, was developed by the Regional 
Transit Security Working Group. 

Any new construction, reconstruction, enhance-
ment, or modernization project will include instal-
lation of, or upgrades to, the following communi-
cations systems: 

•	 Closed-circuit television 

•	 Public-address system

•	 Variable-message sign 

•	 Security intrusion detection 
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•	 Burglar alarm 

•	 Fire alarm 

•	 Police call box 

The rapid transit stations’ public-address sys-
tems currently provide travel information. A re-
corded security message from the MBTA general 
manager educates transit passengers about their 
role in maintaining system security; passengers 
are urged, “If you see something, say some-
thing.”

MBTA Security Cameras

The MBTA has 402 security cameras in the sub-
way system and is adding 186. The cameras are 
monitored from a number of different locations, 
including the MBTA’s OCC, the Transit Police 
Department, and MEMA’s Emergency Operations 
Center in Framingham.

In addition, the MBTA has embarked upon a 
program of installing security cameras in new 
buses. There is also a strong surveillance com-
ponent the Hub Monitoring Stations Project, to 

the MBTA’s  Automated Fare Collection Project, 
and the Station Management Program Project, 
discussed in more detail in Chapter 7, Safety.

MBTA Station Security Program

In order to increase the overall safety and security 
of the system, the MBTA will spend $10 million 
in fiscal year 2007 for enhancements under the 
Station Security Program. These enhancements 
will include items such as new locks and doors 
on station utility and communications rooms. 

MBTA Parking Facilities

Due to their proximity to operating subway and 
commuter rail stations, parking garages, such as 
the ones at the Red Line’s Alewife and Quincy 
Adams Stations and the Route 128 Amtrak and 
commuter rail station, present additional security 
concerns to the MBTA over and above the ones 
already presented at a typical station. Special 
attention is paid to these facilities by the MBTA 
Transit Police Department. In addition, parking 
facilities receive additional scrutiny under the 
Secure Stations Initiative through the installation 
of closed-circuit television cameras, public-ad-
dress systems, variable-message signs, security 
intrusion detection, alarms, and police-call-box 
systems.

Interoperability

One of the issues facing the MBTA in its emer-
gency-response planning is that of interoperabil-
ity. Interoperability is defined as the ability of radio 
equipment belonging to one department’s emer-
gency first responders to communicate with that 
of another department. Information on interoper-
ability was also discussed in Chapter 7, Safety. 

MBTA Operations Control Center 

The MBTA operates and maintains an opera-
tions control center (OCC) in Boston for its rapid 
transit, light rail, and surface bus operations. 
The MBTA’s OCC is capable of handling data 
acquisition for both infrastructure and traction 
power control, voice communications by either 
telephone or radio, centralized traffic control, 
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automatic vehicle-identification surveillance, 
and control of rail traffic. This facility is located 
in a theater-style room that allows the wall-sized 
display board to be viewed by the operations 
supervisor, emergency control personnel, and 
staff in the attached conference room. The OCC 
interfaces and shares information with MassHigh-
way’s Traffic Operations Center, the Masspike’s 
Operations Control Center, the Boston Transpor-
tation Department’s Traffic Management Center, 
the Massachusetts Interagency Video Information 
System, and the Commonwealth Fusion Center.

Cape Ann Transportation 
Authority Security Measures

The Cape Ann Transportation Authority (CATA) 
provides bus and paratransit services in the 
MPO-area communities of Gloucester, Essex, 
Ipswich, and Rockport. 

CATA is implementing the following security 
measures: 

•	 Security cameras installed around the transit 
operations, maintenance, and bus storage 
building

•	 Training for bus drivers on maintaining secure 
bus operation, including identification of sus-
picious articles or behavior 

•	 Distribution of security material prepared by 
the MBTA 

•	 Provision of an emergency message, “Call 
Police,” to be displayed on the bus destina-
tion sign in the event of an incident

Amtrak Police

Amtrak provides regional transit security and law 
enforcement through the Amtrak Police. The Am-
trak Police’s 342 police officers, most of whom 
are stationed within the Northeast Corridor, 
Amtrak’s busiest, provide security at Boston’s 
South and Back Bay Stations and Westwood’s 
Route 128 Station. The Amtrak Police is also 
responsible for security on 300 trains per day 

serving approximately 540 stations and operating 
on more than 22,000 miles of rail in 46 states.

Regional Transit Security Working 
Group

Any transit agency wishing to receive fund-
ing through the federal Transit Security Grant 
Program is required to participate in a Regional 
Transit Security Working Group (RTSWG). The 
primary purpose of the RTSWG is to develop a 
Regional Transit Security Strategy, the develop-
ment of which is also required to receive fund-
ing under the Transit Security Grant Program. In 
early 2007, the USDHS granted the MBTA $15.3 
million, the largest award the MBTA has ever 
received, to enhance the security of its trains 
and buses. The MBTA will use the money to 
improve video surveillance, start a pilot program 
to expand its biological, nuclear, radiological, and 
explosive material detection systems, and add 
additional surveillance cameras.

The Executive Office of Public Safety chairs the 
RTSWG, and the MBTA and MPO are members. 
The MPO brings a regional planning perspective 
to the work of the group and will also be called 
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upon to participate in the funding of regional tran-
sit-security initiatives and processes. 

Operation Lifesaver 

Operation Lifesaver is an educational program 
created to prevent collisions, deaths, injuries, and 
crashes at railroad grade crossings and along 
railroad rights-of-way, including those possibly 
initiated through terrorist activity. Information on 
Operation Lifesaver was discussed in Chapter 7, 
Safety. 

Freight System Security 
Many security measures are already in place 
for the region’s freight system, and additional 
planning is underway. Transportation and public 
safety agencies and entities mentioned earlier in 
this chapter, as well as others discussed in this 
chapter, are participating in this undertaking.

Truck Security 

The measures that provide security on our 
region’s highways also provide security for the 
freight system. In particular, the Massachusetts 
State Police, through patrol and enforcement 
activities, provide security to the trucking industry. 
Another source of trucking security is MassHigh-
way’s permitting activities, which are conducted 
from its Commercial Vehicle Center in Milford. 

Permitting activities by the Milford Commercial 
Vehicle Center consist of issuing permits to 
trucks to operate temporarily at various over-
loaded levels; the setting of requirements for 
escorts, signs, and/or flags; the determination of 
required liability insurance coverage; and the set-
ting of restricted travel times and locations. The 
Massachusetts State Police Commercial Vehicle 
Enforcement Section (CVES) enforces permit 
requirements.

Using a combination of law and permit enforce-
ment, education, roadside inspection, and crash 
investigation techniques, troopers from the CVES 
monitor the security and the mechanical and 
operational safety of commercial vehicles (trucks) 
that use the state’s public roadway system. The 

CVES mission also includes the enforcement of 
hazardous-materials regulations.

Port Security 

The requirements for providing security for the 
seaports of Massachusetts and the rest of the 
country are contained in the Maritime Transporta-
tion Security Act (MTSA). This federal legislation, 
passed in 2002, was created to protect U.S. 
seaports and waterways from terrorist attacks.

In addition, the International Ship and Port Facility 
Security Code provides guidance on minimium 
security arrangements for agencies guarding 
ports, the ports themselves, and the ships using 
those ports. 

Under MTSA, seaport facilities and the vessels 
that use them are obligated to create security 
plans that may include provisions such as the 
establishment of screening procedures, patrols, 
restricted areas, personnel identification proce-
dures, access control measures, and the installa-
tion of surveillance and monitoring equipment. 

In addition, MTSA contains a provision requir-
ing that Area Maritime Security Committees be 
created in all U.S. seaports to ensure the coor-
dination of all security efforts by, and on behalf 
of, local, regional, state, and federal agencies, 
members of the maritime industry, and members 
of the public at large.

Other MTSA provisions include requirements for 
the creation of:

•	 A Maritime Transportation Security Plan

•	 A Vessel and Facility Security Plan

•	 Transportation security cards

•	 Background checks

•	 Submission of crew and cargo manifests

Other port security provisions, such as the 
Container Security Initiative and the Customs-
Trade Partnership Against Terrorism, allow for the 
inspection of cargo destined for U.S. seaports to 
occur at the foreign port of origin.
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The U.S. Bio-Terrorism Act requires that informa-
tion on hazardous shipments be provided two 
hours prior to arrival at a border or seaport. This 
is more stringent than U.S. Customs require-
ments of one hour in advance of arrival. 

The Transportation Worker Identification Credential 
program has rules for over 750,000 port owners 
and operators, port employees, longshoreman, 
mariners, truckers, and any others needing ac-
cess to secure areas of seaports and vessels. 
This USDHS security process is administered by 
the Transportation Security Administration, and 
entails detailed background checks. Successful 
applicants are issued a “smart card” containing 
their name, photograph, an expiration date, and 
a unique serial number, along with an integrated-
circuit chip storing a fingerprint template, a unique 
personal identification number, and a redundant 
unique identifier. 

In the last four years, the Port of Boston has re-
ceived over $8 million in grants from the USDHS. 
This money has been used, along with Massport 
funds, to install surveillance cameras and other 
security-enhancing equipment, such as, pub-

lic-address systems, variable-message signs, 
security intrusion detection, alarm systems, and 
police-call-box systems. However, Massport has 
projected that the Port of Boston will receive only 
about $150,000 in 2007, even though it has 
been included in a higher risk category. 

The recently enacted Safe Port Act of 2006 
provides for continued funding for port security 
grants. It is a $6.7 billion spending bill that will 
provide comprehensive cargo chain security for 
all freight brought into the U.S. by sea. This will 
be accomplished by scanning 100 percent of 
imported shipping containers for radiation before 
they are loaded, which is the primary feature of 
this bill.  

Rail Security

Hazardous Materials Movement by Rail

It is relatively safer to transport hazardous ma-
terials by rail than over the roadways by truck. 
Therefore, in the U.S. a large percentage of 
hazardous materials is transported by rail. The 
Hazardous Waste Common Carrier Agreement, 
which was created by the Interstate Commerce 
Commission (now the Surface Transportation 
Board), the U.S. Department of Transportation, 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, common 
law, and other sources, ensures that rail opera-
tors do not refuse to transport hazardous materi-
als. This requirement, which covers radioactive 
nuclear waste and hazardous waste transported 
through heavily populated areas, creates consid-
erable security challenges for municipalities along 
rail routes. 

Airport Security

Massport operates Boston’s Logan Interna-
tional Airport, Bedford’s Hanscom Field, and the 
Worcester Regional Airport. The Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission is in charge of regula-
tion and oversight of the other public airports in 
Massachusetts, including general aviation facili-
ties located in the MPO area, such as Beverly 
Municipal Airport, Marlboro Airport, Norwood 
Memorial Airport, and Stow’s Minute Man Air 
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Field. Together, Massport and the Massachusetts 
Aeronautics Commission are responsible for pro-
viding security to these airports and their users.

Massport has been recognized for leadership in 
the identification and use of cutting-edge airport 
security measures at Logan Airport. They include 
explosive detectors, infrared cameras, a 10-foot 
concrete perimeter security wall, the institution 
of a 250-foot exclusionary zone in Boston Har-
bor, and the presence of State Police troopers 
who are specially trained in the use of automatic 
weapons and other counterterrorism techniques. 
In addition, there are several hundred Transporta-
tion Security Administration personnel located at 
Logan to screen luggage and passengers before 
they enter aircraft. Future plans include adding 
security features to Massport’s Logan Airport 
Parking Management System that would require 
screening passengers and luggage prior to their 
entry into any of the airport’s terminals.

At airports overseen by the Massachusetts Aero-
nautics Commission, recognized nationally for 
small-airport security work, innovative techniques 
such as identification badges and aircraft regis-
tration database programs provide for the contin-
ued security of airport users.

Evacuation Planning

In some emergencies, evacuation of the popula-
tion in some or all parts of the Boston region may 
be called for. To date, two evacuation plans have 
been developed in the region, and are discussed 
below.

The City of Boston’s Evacuation 
Plan: Operation Exodus

The City of Boston’s emergency evacuation plan 
is called Operation Exodus. The plan will use the 
MBTA system, local law enforcement, and the 
other regional public safety agencies to evacu-
ate any area of the city that has been affected 
by a large-scale emergency to areas outside of 
the city proper. Cooperating entities include the 
Transportation Security Roundtable, the MBTA, 
the Executive Office of Public Safety, MassHigh-

way, the Massachusetts State Police, the City 
of Boston, the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, and the Massachusetts Emergency 
Management Agency.

Other Evacuation Planning

MEMA has formed evacuation planning steering 
committees in association with the three home-
land security advisory councils within the MBTA 
network and the Metro Boston Homeland Securi-
ty. They are developing evacuation plans for their 
regions in coordination with Boston, the MBTA, 
and the Executive Office of Transportation.

MAPC Natural Hazard Mitigation 
Planning: Evacuation Routes

MAPC has been working with 75 of its members, 
including several communities in the Inner Core 
Committee (one of the eight MAPC subregional 
groups), to create Natural Hazards Mitigation 
Plans. These plans, which are produced under 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation program and administered 



8-14 JOURNEY to 2030

in Massachusetts by the Massachusetts Emer-
gency Management Agency and the Department 
of Conservation and Recreation, have been pre-
pared for 29 communities in the Inner Core Com-
mittee, South Shore Coalition, and North Shore 
Task Force subregions. MAPC is currently work-
ing on plans for 46 additional cities and towns in 
the five remaining subregions: the North Subur-
ban Planning Council, the Minuteman Advisory 
Group on Interlocal Coordination, the MetroWest 
Growth Management Committee, the SouthWest 
Advisory Planning Committee, and the Three Riv-
ers Interlocal Council. 

With assistance from MAPC, the communities 
have developed draft plans with substantial rel-
evance to transportation, as they include data-
bases and geographic information system maps 
containing layers of critical facilities and infra-
structure with areas at risk from natural hazards 
such as flooding, hurricanes, geologic hazards, 
and winter storm damage. Many of the mitigation 
projects identified in these plans involve improve-
ments to roadway-related drainage that would 

reduce flooding impacts in these communities. 
These plans can also be useful in determining 
which evacuation routes would be affected by a 
natural disaster.
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The Boston Region MPO’s Vision for Regional 
Equity

Regional equity and the needs of low-income and minority residents will be as-
sessed through regular activities and technical analyses. Low-income and minority 
residents will share equitably with others in the access and mobility benefits of the 
transportation network. Environmental burdens from transportation facilities and 
services will be identified and minimized. 

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide their decision-making:

•	 Continue the outreach to communities with a high proportion of low-income 
and minority residents to identify transportation needs. 

•	 Assess regional equity by analyzing mobility, accessibility, and congestion for 
communities with a high proportion of low-income and minority residents.

•	 Fund projects that address identified regional equity issues and needs. 

Definition

The MPO’s regional equity policy is rooted in its definition of environmental justice, 
below: 

Environmental justice requires the MPO to examine the allocation of ben-
efits and burdens, historically and currently, and planned for the future; to 
ensure that minority and low-income communities are treated equitably 
in the provision of transportation services and projects; and to provide full 
participation for minority and low-income communities to advise the MPO 
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during its planning and decision-making 
process. 

The Role of Environmental 
Justice in the Boston Region 
MPO’s Planning Process

The MPO’s regional equity/environmental justice 
program builds on the foundation of previous 
MPO outreach and an analysis of the transporta-
tion needs of minority and low-income populations 
in the Boston region. The MPO has developed 
a regional equity program that focuses on direct 
outreach to community organizations that serve 
environmental justice areas in the region, including 
conducting and participating in organized forums.

The MPO integrates environmental justice into 
the planning process by encouraging and shar-
ing input from its outreach efforts, by using 
environmental justice as a criterion in its planning 
documents, and by examining environmental 
justice issues in greater detail. After meeting 
with community organizations, the MPO staff 
summarizes the issues discussed and provides 
the MPO with a summary report. Each issue 
discussed is categorized and transmitted to 
other agencies if necessary. Relevant issues 
also inform the project selection process for the 
long-range transportation plan (the Plan) and 
the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
Pertinent issues are also considered for further 
examination and study. 

Environmental Justice Areas

In 2006, the MPO developed and began using a 
more detailed transportation model of the Boston 
region. While the previous version of the model 
was composed of 986 transportation analysis 
zones (TAZs), the new version of the model is 
composed of 2,727 TAZs. A TAZ is an aggrega-
tion of census geography based on demographic 
information and numbers of trips produced, and 
attracted within, its borders. Each zone contains 
population, employment, and housing information. 
The average TAZ has approximately 1,800 people. 

The TAZ is the geographic unit for the analysis 
used to define environmental justice areas. With 
a larger number of TAZs as part of its model, the 
MPO was able to identify more groups of low- 
income and minority people in the region. 

In addition to this change, the MPO also devel-
oped an expanded definition of environmental 
justice areas. The original 17 environmental justice 
areas were selected based on TAZs that either 
had a median household income of 50 percent 
of the region’s median, or were over 50 percent 
minority with a median household income of 75 
percent of the region’s median. When the MPO 
considered the implications of the finer-grained 
model, it refined how environmental justice areas 
are defined. The new definition is: 

A TAZ will be considered an Environ-
mental Justice Area if it is over 50 
percent minority or has a median house-
hold income at or below 60 percent of 
the region’s median. [60 percent of the 
region’s median household income of 
$55,800 is $33,480.] 
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The MPO adopted this income threshold from a 
United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development definition of low-income house-
holds, which is “60 percent of area median 
income.”1 TAZs must also have a minimum 
minority population of 200 people. Coupled with 
the finer-grained map, this new definition resulted 
in the addition of 11 environmental justice areas.

The original 17 environmental justice areas, com-
posed of single or localized groups of TAZs, are 
in the following Boston neighborhoods and mu-
nicipalities. (The number of environmental justice 
area TAZs compared to the total number of TAZs 
in a neighborhood or municipality is indicated in 
parentheses.)

The Boston neighborhoods of:

•	 Allston-Brighton (16 of 39 TAZs)

•	 Chinatown (12 of 19 TAZs)

•	 Dorchester (23 of 37 TAZs)

•	 East Boston  (14 of 18 TAZs)

•	 Jamaica Plain (9 of 22 TAZs)

•	 Mattapan (19 of 20 TAZs)

•	 Roxbury (26 of 27 TAZs)

•	 South Boston (4 of 19 TAZs)

•	 South End (12 of 22 TAZs)	

The municipalities of:

•	 Cambridge (14 of 88 TAZs)

•	 Chelsea (18 of 19 TAZs)

•	 Framingham (6 of 32 TAZs)

•	 Lynn (16 of 39 TAZs)

•	 Quincy (5 of 50 TAZs)

•	 Revere (7 of 24 TAZs)

•	 Salem (1 of 19 TAZs)

•	 Somerville (7 of 41 TAZs)

The additional 11 environmental justice areas are in:

The Boston neighborhoods of:

•	 Charlestown (1 of 9 TAZs)

•	 Fenway (23 of 29 TAZs)

•	 Hyde Park (9 of 14 TAZs)

•	 Roslindale (5 of 11 TAZs)	

The municipalities of:

•	 Everett (4 of 18 TAZs)

•	 Malden (3 of 28 TAZs)

•	 Medford (2 of 26 TAZs)

•	 Milford (2 of 18 TAZs)

•	 Peabody (2 of 23 TAZs)

•	 Randolph (1 of 15 TAZs)

•	 Waltham (1 of 32 TAZs)

These 28 environmental justice areas are the 
focus of the outreach and analysis components 
of the MPO’s regional equity program. Table 9-1 
shows the total population, minority population, 
and percent of the MPO’s median household 
income for all of the TAZs within a municipality 
or neighborhood that meet the low-income or 
minority threshold. Figures 9-1 and 9-2 show the 
location of the environmental justice areas in the 
region and urban core, respectively.

1	 The full definition is: “60 percent of area median income. Used as low income for the low-income housing tax credit and HOME programs.”  Office of 
	 Policy Development and Research of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Rental Housing Assistance – the Worsening Crisis: A 
	 Report to Congress on Worst Case Housing Needs, March 2000.
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TABLE 9-1

Environmental Justice Area Demographics

Location of  
Environmental 
Justice Area (EJA)

Total  
Population  

of EJA

Minority 
Population  

of EJA

Percent  
of Total  

Population 
That is  

Minority

EJA’s Median 
Household 
Income as a 

Percent of the 
Region’s Median 

Household  
Income

ALLSTON / BRIGHTON 27,932 11,073 40% 47%

CAMBRIDGE 22,921 14,195 62% 60%

CHARLESTOWN 3,627 2,593 71% 27%

CHELSEA 34,535 21,492 62% 54%

CHINATOWN 7,429 4,736 64% 30%

DORCHESTER 53,596 42,157 79% 67%

EAST BOSTON 30,241 17,011 56% 52%

EVERETT 2,956 978 33% 52%

FENWAY 33,565 10,924 33% 43%

FRAMINGHAM 11,247 6,121 54% 50%

HYDE PARK 23,214 17,403 75% 70%

JAMAICA PLAIN 13,547 10,106 75% 47%

LYNN 38,004 23,042 61% 46%

MALDEN 2,387 920 39% 56%

MATTAPAN 50,966 48,779 96% 60%

MEDFORD 6,109 2,247 37% 78%

MILFORD 2,977 516 17% 56%

PEABODY 3,141 682 22% 43%

QUINCY 7,745 2,131 28% 49%

RANDOLPH 1,622 876 54% 88%

REVERE 11,959 4,213 35% 51%

ROSLINDALE 12,344 8,477 69% 62%

ROXBURY 55,747 52,296 94% 50%

SALEM 2,921 2,173 74% 47%

SOMERVILLE 7,224 3,189 44% 52%

SOUTH BOSTON 8,500 3,756 44% 31%

SOUTH END 16,306 12,441 76% 42%

WALTHAM 1,788 919 51% 78%

TOTAL 494,550 325,446 66%
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The Boston Region MPO’s 
Regional Equity Program

The MPO has developed a regional equity pro-
gram to identify transportation needs of minor-
ity and low-income populations and to provide 
awareness of opportunities for involvement in 
the planning process. This program focuses 
on direct outreach to social service organiza-
tions serving environmental justice areas in the 
region, including conducting and participating 
in organized forums. The Boston Region MPO’s 
regional equity program is composed of three 
key elements: outreach, analysis, and integrating 
environmental justice into the planning process. 

Outreach

The MPO takes a proactive, grassroots ap-
proach to identifying and articulating environmen-
tal justice issues in the region. Methods include 
gathering information on the transportation needs 
of minority and low-income populations for 
consideration in the development of studies and 
certification documents; identifying, sharing, and 
connecting new contacts and sources of infor-
mation for the planning process; meeting new 
people interested in participating in the planning 
process; and serving as a conduit for ideas on 
improving transportation that can be relayed to 
other agencies. 

In carrying out these methods, the MPO identi-
fies social service and community contacts in 
the environmental justice areas involved in, and 
knowledgeable about, the transportation issues 
and needs of their areas. These contacts include 
social service organizations; community develop-
ment corporations; regional employment boards; 
civic groups; business and labor organizations; 
transportation advocates; environmental groups; 
and environmental justice and civil rights groups. 
The MPO’s process for working with these 
community organizations consists of gathering 
information, summarizing needs, and providing 
feedback once communication has begun.

Gathering Information

Gathering information about the transportation 
needs of minority and low-income populations is 
completed in one of three ways: 

1.	 One-on-one interviews with community 
organizations are used to discuss transporta-
tion needs and burdens and facilitate partici-
pation. The MPO has learned that, in some 
cases, the people best positioned to speak 
about the transportation needs of environ-
mental justice areas do not have the time 
and financial resources to travel to meetings 
in a central location or to participate in public 
forums. By visiting community representatives 
at their offices and facilitating one-on-one or 
small-group interviews, the MPO is able to 
obtain valuable information about the trans-
portation needs of the area that inform the 
MPO during its transportation decision- 
making process. These discussions also 
provide opportunities to inform participants 
about the MPO and the metropolitan planning 
process.
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2.	 Standardized surveys are also used to gather 
data for analysis and presentation to the 
MPO. Blank surveys are mailed to community 
contacts who are unable to schedule time for 
an interview. 

 3.	The MPO staff also keeps track of forums 
and meetings planned by community organi-
zations. When relevant, and as time permits, 
the staff attends these meetings to meet 
additional contacts, gather information, and 
provide input on questions specific to the 
MPO planning process as they arise. 

Summarizing Needs

Summaries of the information gathered and copies 
of the surveys, maps, and any other notes and 
information are compiled and presented in briefing 
books for review by the MPO and are made avail-
able to contacts and interested parties in environ-
mental justice areas. Prior to its inclusion in the 
briefing book and reports to the MPO, MPO staff 
interprets the needs identified by each community 
and classifies them as related to the Plan, TIP, 
Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP), service 
planning, or other planning processes. 

Needs identified through the regional equity 
program include:

•	 Service improvements to existing transit, 
including more frequent service (shorter 
headways), better customer service, longer 
operating hours, on-time transfers, and an 
increase in destinations served. These com-
ments were mainly for buses (including the 
LIFT in the Framingham area) and paratran-
sit, but also for rapid transit (particularly the 
Green Line) and commuter rail (particularly the 
Fairmount Line). 

•	 Updated, and more, amenities at transit 
stations and stops, including route signs, 
benches, schedules, and shelters.

•	 A reduction in traffic congestion, including 
truck volumes, and improvements in traffic 
flow on major roadways.

•	 Pedestrian and bicyclist improvements, 
including more paths, lanes, connections, 
crossing signs, racks on buses, and signage.

•	 Roadway and bridge improvements, including 
cleaning, repairing, and repaving.

•	 More bilingual information and signage, par-
ticularly at transit stops.

•	 Better parking enforcement.

•	 Improved accessibility at rapid transit and 
commuter rail stations.

•	 Additional commuter rail stations.

•	 Transportation to decentralized locations, 
including more reverse-commute options.

•	 A better balance between transit fares and 
level of service.

For a more detailed list of needs, with the MPO’s 
follow-up actions, see Appendix E.

Providing Feedback to Community 
Organizations

The MPO provides feedback to community 
organizations involved in the MPO regional equity 
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process by providing a written summary, in draft 
form, of their discussions with MPO staff for their 
review, and by classifying the needs as related 
to the Plan, TIP, UPWP, service planning, or other 
entity. Communication is ongoing, as the MPO 
staff keeps community organizations updated 
with information. Notices of current and planned 
MPO activities (including MPO-sponsored meet-
ings, open houses, workshops, or meetings 
sponsored by other agencies, if known) that are 
related to the community’s needs are also sent to 
the organizations when relevant.

Analysis

The MPO performs a systemwide analysis on 
current conditions, the set of projects that are cur-
rently funded by the MPO, and the set of projects 
recommended in this Plan. The analysis focuses 
on mobility, accessibility, and emissions for com-
munities with a high proportion of low-income and 
minority residents. Chapter 14 details the results of 
this analysis.

Integration with Planning Process

The MPO integrates environmental justice con-
cerns into the planning process by encouraging 
and sharing input from its outreach efforts, by 
using environmental justice as a criterion in its 
planning documents, and by examining environ-
mental justice issues in greater detail.

The MPO holds several open houses and work-
shops every year on various topics; these events 
include forums for discussing certification docu-
ments and UPWP studies. Environmental justice 
contacts are encouraged to attend and to pro-
vide input at each of these events. The MPO also 
holds periodic meetings that focus on environ-
mental justice, and gives presentations on its re-
gional equity program whenever requested to by 
a community organization. Environmental justice 
contacts are notified of public review periods and 
are encouraged to provide input. MPO staff sum-
marizes input from these events and distributes it 
to MPO members.

The potential impact of a proposed project in en-
vironmental justice areas is a criterion in the long-
range transportation plan and TIP project ranking 
processes. The MPO staff gives projects that are 
estimated to benefit environmental justice areas 
positive ratings and projects that may burden 
these areas negative ratings. The MPO consid-
ers these ratings when deciding what projects 
should be listed in the Plan or TIP, and which 
should receive funding. 

Summary

The MPO is committed to attaining regional 
equity and environmental justice and will continue 
to seek the equitable distribution of benefits and 
burdens in the transportation system. This com-
mitment will produce results through ongoing 
compliance with its own policies and consider-
ation of environmental justice issues through its 
evaluations. The MPO will continue to expand 
its outreach to environmental justice areas and 
broaden its direct contacts with minority and 
low-income residents in these areas in order to 
maintain the flow of information, and to strength-
en communication and its working relationships.
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The Boston Region MPO’s Vision for the 
Environment

Transportation-planning activities and projects will strive to reduce air quality deg-
radation and other environmental degradations caused by transportation. Vehicle 
emissions (carbon monoxide [CO], nitrogen oxides [NOx], volatile organic com-
pounds [VOCs], particulates, and carbon dioxide [CO

2
]) will be reduced by modern-

izing transit, truck, and automobile fleets and through increasing transit mode share. 

Transportation projects will consider the management and minimization of soil and 
water contamination, such as highway and rail right-of-way runoff, and wetland 
impacts. Construction of transportation facilities will avoid or minimize negative 
impacts to natural resources. Transportation planning will also promote project 
design that preserves cultural resources such as community character and cohe-
siveness, quality of life, and historic and scenic resources; protects greenfields, 
open space, wildlife, and ecosystems; and advances sustainability and health-
promoting transportation options. Transportation agencies will work with environ-
mental and cultural resource agencies to achieve these ends. 

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide its decision-making:

•	 Give priority to projects that maintain and improve public transportation facilities 
and services, so as to increase public transportation mode share and reduce 
reliance on automobiles. 

•	 Give priority to projects that reduce congestion or manage transportation de-
mand to improve air quality. 
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•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
projects that make transportation in the region 
more sustainable. 

•	 Promote the use of low-polluting or alternative 
fuels, efficient engine technology, and other new, 
viable technologies that protect our resources. 

•	 Consider environmental issues during project 
selection; in particular, air quality and the reduc-
tion of pollutants (CO, NOx, VOCs, particulates, 
and CO

2
), the protection of water resources (soil 

and water contamination, stormwater manage-
ment, and wetlands impacts), greenfields and 
open space, and wildlife and ecosystem pres-
ervation; and value those projects that reduce 
negative impacts. 

•	 Recognize value in transportation projects that 
preserve natural and cultural resources, includ-
ing visual, historic, aesthetic, noise, community 
cohesiveness, and local quality of life values. 

•	 Recognize, in evaluations, projects that re-
spect community character in their purpose 
and design. 

•	 Consult with environmental and cultural re-
source agencies and entities on environmental 
effects, particularly through the existing National 
Environmental Policy Act/Massachusetts Envi-
ronmental Policy Act (NEPA/MEPA) processes. 

•	 Encourage, through planning and program-
ming, transportation choices that promote a 
healthy lifestyle, such as walking and bicycling.

Introduction 
The policies above are those that are pertinent to 
this chapter. The issues of land use and eco-
nomic development, which are closely connect-
ed to the environment, are discussed in Chapter 
11. Air quality conformity issues are discussed 
separately in Chapter 15. Some categories of 
policies do not address environmental issues di-
rectly and yet have significant influence upon the 
environment. For example, the MPO’s policy on 
system preservation can have a positive effect by 
discouraging the implementation of projects that 
might impinge on environmentally sensitive or 
simply undeveloped areas. Policies and actions 
supporting bicycle, pedestrian, intelligent trans-
portation systems (ITS), and public transportation 
also favor the protection of the environment.  

This chapter describes the environmental process 
involved in project selection and development. 
This process strives to protect and enhance the 
natural and manmade resources of our region: 
water supply and quality, wetlands and open-
space land, floodplain, fish and wildlife, endan-
gered species, historical and archaeological sites, 
and air quality. This chapter responds to a federal 
directive in SAFETEA-LU to describe the process 
by which concern for the environment is reflected 
in transportation planning in the MPO region.1 

The next section of this chapter presents a visual 
overview of the Boston Region MPO area in 

1	 Interim Guidance for Implementing Key SAFETEA-LU Provisions on Planning, Environment, and Air Quality for Joint FHWA/FTA Authorities, “Planning 
	 Provisions,” September 2, 2005, modified March 20, 2006. Metropolitan and statewide plans—environmental mitigation: “Metropolitan and statewide 
	 transportation plans must include a discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation activities, to be developed in consultation with federal, 
	 state and tribal wildlife, land management, and regulatory agencies.” Note: there are no tribal entities in the Boston Region MPO area. 

	 Metropolitan and statewide plans—new consultations: “MPOs and states must consult, as appropriate, with state and local agencies responsible for land 
	 use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation in developing long-range transportation plans.” 
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terms of environmental parameters. The subse-
quent (and final) section describes the collabora-
tive relationship between transportation and envi-
ronmental agencies during project development. 
This chapter was prepared in consultation with 
MassHighway, the MBTA, and the MEPA Unit of 
the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs.

Environmental Overview of 
the Region

Figures 10-1 through 10-8, provided at the end 
of this chapter, present the following overviews of 
the Boston Region MPO area: Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (acec), special flood haz-
ard areas [FEMA Q3 flood plain], wetlands, water 
supply and well head protection areas, protected 
open space, Natural Heritage and Endangered 
Species Program Priority Habitats, historic places 
on the State Registry, and air quality. The projects 
that have been recommended in the Plan are 
included on each of these figures. They are listed 
in Table 10-1, which immediately precedes the 
figures. 

Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern

The 28 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs) in Massachusetts are recognized for their 
unique, significant natural and cultural resources. 
Individual communities nominate candidates for 
ACEC designation, and the Secretary of Environ-
mental Affairs determines whether to designate the 
area as an ACEC. The ACEC designation helps to 
ensure that any activities undertaken in or near the 
ACEC have minimal negative impacts.2

Statewide, the 28 ACECs, located in 73 towns, 
cover almost a quarter million acres. Figure 10-1 
indicates the 12 that are located at least partially 
in the Boston Region MPO area:3 

•	 Canoe River Aquifer, 17,200 acres, designat-
ed in 1991; Easton, Foxborough, Mansfield, 
Norton, Sharon, and Taunton 

•	 Central Nashua River Valley, 12,900 acres, 
designated in 1996; Bolton, Harvard, 
Lancaster, and Leominster 

•	 Cranberry Brook Watershed, 1,050 acres, 
designated in 1983; Braintree and Holbrook 

•	 Fowl Meadow and Ponkapoag Bog, 8,350 
acres, designated in 1992; Boston, Canton, 
Dedham, Milton, Norwood, Randolph, 
Sharon, and Westwood 

•	 Golden Hills, 500 acres, designated in 1987; 
Melrose, Saugus, and Wakefield 

•	 Miscoe-Warren-Whitehall Watersheds, 8,700 
acres, designated in 2000; Grafton, 
Hopkinton, and Upton 

•	 Neponset River Estuary, 1,300 acres, desig-
nated in 1995; Boston, Milton, and Quincy 

2	 The Executive Office of Environmental Affairs has defined the following specific impact areas: (1) marine and aquatic productivity, (2) surface-water and 
	 groundwater quality, (3) habitat values, (4) storm damage prevention or flood control, (5) historic and archeological resources, (6) scenic and 
	 recreational resources, and (7) other natural resource values of the area.

3	 Source: www.mass.gov/dcr/stewardship/acec/listACEC.pdf.
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•	 Parker River/Essex Bay, 25,500 acres, des-
ignated in 1979; Essex, Gloucester, Ipswich, 
Newbury, and Rowley 

•	 Rumney Marshes, 2,800 acres, designated 
in 1988; Boston, Lynn, Revere, Saugus, and 
Winthrop 

•	 Weir River, 950 acres, designated in 1986; 
Cohasset, Hingham, and Hull

•	 Westborough Cedar Swamp, 1,650 acres, 
designated in 1975; Hopkinton and 
Westborough 

•	 Weymouth/Hingham Back River, 950 acres, 
designated in 1982; Hingham and Weymouth

Flood Hazard

Figure 10-2 indicates Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency (FEMA) Q3 Special Flood Haz-
ard Areas. A simplified definition of these areas is 
that they are within 100-year floodplains. 

There are 20 FEMA classifications, 13 of which 
are included in the Special Flood Hazard category. 

An example of a classification is Base Flood 
Elevation Determinations (BFEDs). BFEDs are 
the computed elevations to which floodwater is 
anticipated to rise during the base flood. Federal, 
state, and local policies direct proponents of most 
transportation projects to minimize construction 
and implement mitigation measures in areas cat-
egorized as within a 100-year floodplain.4

As can be seen in Figure 10-2, FEMA Q3 Spe-
cial Flood Hazard Areas are located throughout 
the region. Large concentrations occur in some 
locations, especially along the coast in Marsh-
field, Scituate, Cohasset, Hull, Revere, Lynn, 
Nahant, Essex, and Ipswich.

Wetlands

Figure 10-3 shows designated wetlands in the 
region. It indicates the following categories: 
marsh/bog, wooded marsh, cranberry bog, salt 
marsh, open water, reservoir (with Public Water 
System Identification), tidal flats, and beach/
dune. As can be seen in the figure, designated 
wetlands are spread throughout the region. They 
can be seen, however, in greater density outside 
of Route 128 than inside.

Water Supply and Wellhead 
Protection Areas 

Figure 10-4 shows areas related to water used 
for human consumption. There are surface water 
protection areas as well as those associated 
with wells. The three categories for surface water 
protection refer to proximity to water: zone A is 
closest, zone B is farther, and zone C is farther 
still but somewhere within the watershed. The 
wellhead protection areas include the recharge 
areas for wells. Also depicted on the map are 
locations of wells, existing and proposed.5

Figure 10-4 shows that, while water supply 
sources are found throughout the region, there 
are fewer sources inside of Route 128.

4	 Source: www.mass.gov/mgis/q3.htm. 

5	 Source: www.mass.gov/mgis/pws.htm.
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Protected Open Space 

Figure 10-5 shows land that is protected open 
space. There are four levels of protection: per-
petuity, limited, term limited, and none. The first 
category, perpetuity, means that the parcel can 
never be developed. No protection means that 
the land is available for development. The middle 
two categories are not as clearly defined. In gen-
eral, limited protection implies that there are extra 
impediments to development. The level and type 
of extra protection varies. Term limited protection 
means the land is protected now, but not neces-
sarily in the future. This includes term conserva-
tion restrictions and term deed restrictions.

As may be seen in Figure 10-5, protected open 
space is found throughout the region, much of it 
protected in perpetuity. There are small parcels 
as well as many large protected areas. 

Natural Heritage and 
Endangered Species Program 
Priority Habitats

Figure 10-6 presents information on habitats as 
provided by the National Heritage and Endan-
gered Species Program (NHESP). Three catego-
ries are presented: NHESP Certified Vernal Pools, 
NHESP Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife, and 
NHESP Priority Habitats of Rare Species. Priority 
Habitats of Rare Species are the habitats of state-
listed rare species, both plants and animals. 
Estimated Habitats of Rare Wildlife is a subset 
of Priority Habitats that shows habitats for state-
listed rare wildlife, but not those for plants.6 

Vernal pools, also defined by NHESP, are not 
permanent bodies of water. Because they 
are devoid of fish, they provide safe breeding 
grounds for many amphibians and invertebrates. 
A vernal pool typically fills in the autumn and is 
completely dry by mid- or late summer. Some 
may dry not every year but often enough to pre-
vent fish habitats from developing.7

As may be seen in Figure 10-6, there are many 
large areas described as Priority or Estimated 
Habitats. Again, these areas are primarily outside 
of Route 128. There are particularly large con-
centrations on the South Shore. Vernal pools are 
found throughout the region.

Historic Places 

Published annually by the Massachusetts Histori-
cal Commission, the State Register of Historic 
Places is a compilation of historic places based 
on local, state, or national designations of signifi-
cance.8 Since 1982, the Commission has devel-
oped a list of more than 60,000 properties in the 
commonwealth. Figure 10-7 indicates all of the 
listings that are available in digital-map form (the 
listings through 1997). Newly designated proper-
ties are published annually and updated regularly. 
The Commission also maintains information on 
archeological sites. That information is not part of 
the public record.

As may be seen in Figure 10-7, there are many 
sites scattered throughout the MPO region, par-
ticularly inside of Route 128. Some are specific 
sites and others are historic districts. 

6	 Information obtained from National Heritage and Endangered Species Program website: www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/nhenv priohab.htm. 

7	 Information obtained from National Heritage and Endangered Species Program website: www.mass.gov/dfwele/dfw/nhesp/nhvernal.htm

8	 Information from website of Mass. Secretary of State: www.sec.state.ma.us/mhc/mhcidx.htm.
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Air Quality 

Reducing air pollutants is a goal for the MPO 
in its selection of transportation projects and 
programs. It is specifically required through the 
federal Clean Air Act, which requires all MPOs in 
areas that are not meeting air quality standards to 
ensure that they are not increasing emissions of 
specific pollutants. The pollutants that the Boston 
Region MPO is required to address in this Plan 
are volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, 
and carbon monoxide. These three pollutants 
and the actions required by the MPO are de-
scribed in more detail in Chapter 15, Air Quality 
Conformity Determination. Two additional pollut-
ants, particulate matter and carbon dioxide, are 
of concern to the MPO although it is not required 
through federal regulations to address them. The 
MPO has begun to focus on ways it can help in 
reducing these two pollutants and will continue to 
do so throughout the timeframe of this Plan.

Particulate matter is a mixture of microscopic 
solids and liquid droplets suspended in air. Fine 
particulates can be emitted directly or formed in 
the atmosphere from mobile-source emissions. 
These particles can get deep in the lungs, and 
some may even get into the bloodstream. Recent 
research suggests that individuals—particularly the 
elderly, children, or those with diabetes or preexist-
ing cardiac or pulmonary disease—living in close 
proximity to major roads face a significantly higher 
risk of cardiopulmonary problems than those with 
less exposure to vehicle emissions. 

In particular, emissions of particulate matter from 
motor vehicles are receiving increased attention 
as a potential public health risk. One initiative un-
derway in Massachusetts is the school bus retro-
fit project sponsored by the state Department of 
Environmental Protection and being undertaken 
and funded as a Congestion Mitigation Air Qual-
ity program. This project will retrofit the state’s 
school bus fleet, significantly reducing particu-
lates, hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxide. In 
addition, if more of the freight currently moved by 
truck could be carried by freight rail in the region, 

the resulting reductions in both congestion and 
truck emissions could have a positive air quality 
impact. Although vehicles and fuels are getting 
cleaner, people are driving more, which is coun-
teracting some of the progress towards clean 
air that could be achieved through technology. 
Figure 10-8 indicates areas within the MPO with 
significant motor-vehicle traffic volumes. Policy 
and planning steps are necessary to address the 
threat to public health, since technology alone 
cannot resolve this issue.

Carbon dioxide (CO
2
) is present in the earth’s 

atmosphere at low concentrations and acts as 
a greenhouse gas. Greenhouse gases help to 
warm the earth’s atmosphere and are so called 
because they simulate the effect of a green-
house, trapping heat within the atmosphere and 
contributing to an increase in the earth’s tem-
perature. The burning of fossil fuels from mobile 
sources causes an increase in CO

2
 emissions 

and contributes to atmospheric warming and 
global climate change. In January 2007, Gov-
ernor Deval Patrick signed the Regional Green-
house Gas Initiative, committing Massachusetts 
to a multi-state effort to reduce emissions of CO

2
 

and address global climate change. In April of 
the same year, the Supreme Court ruled that the 
Environmental Protection Agency has the author-
ity to regulate heat-trapping gases in automobile 
emissions. This decision may have important 
implications for how CO

2
 is regulated across 

the region’s transportation system. The MPO will 
continue to support projects and programs that 
reduce emissions of CO

2
 in the region.

Environmental Input during 
Project Development

The MPO’s policies determine which projects 
of regional significance are programmed in the 
Regional Transportation Plan. Guided by the nine 
policies stated at the beginning of this chapter, 
the MPO considers environmental effects as it 
assigns ratings to potential projects, with the 
goal of favoring projects that either maintain or 
improve the status quo. The regionally significant 
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projects that best support all the policies of the 
MPO are selected for the Plan. 

A project’s environmental effects are assessed at 
the macro level for the Plan. The detailed study 
and review of a project’s specific effects on the 
environment occurs during design and prior to 
the project’s being programmed in the Trans-
portation Improvement Program. Environmental 
oversight occurs at the federal, state, and local 
levels. The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) guides federal oversight.9 Conservation 
commissions provide local guidance. 

The primary mechanism for state environmental 
review is the MEPA process. The level of analy-
sis required for a given project is determined 
by a series of triggers. If a project meets certain 
criteria, for example, an environmental impact re-
port (EIR) is required. Some of these triggers are 
directly related to transportation.10 A transporta-
tion project, however, may trigger MEPA review in 
other ways, related to wetland impacts, for exam-
ple. Findings may result in the need for mitigation 
of environmental impacts. Examples of mitigation 
measures to minimize impacts on adjacent areas 
are narrowing of a roadway or increase of slope. 
A trail might be built on a boardwalk to minimize 
impacts on wetlands or wildlife. Or additional 
land might be set aside to replace an impacted 
floodplain.

The MPO signatory operating agencies, 
MassHighway, the MBTA, Massport, and 
MassPike, have procedures for environmental 
reviews. MassHighway’s Design Guide contains 

a very detailed description of the MEPA pro-
cess.11 While this description applies specifically 
to MassHighway projects, it gives an excellent 
overview of the procedures and requirements 
involved in the environmental review process for 
all projects in Massachusetts. 

Chapter 10 Figures

The following pages present the eight figures that 
were referred to in the discussions in this chapter. 
The table below provides a key to the projects 
shown in the figures.

9	 The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (Pub. L. 91-190, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 
	 94-52, July 3, 1975, Pub. L. 94-83, August 9, 1975, and Pub. L. 97-258, § 4(b), Sept. 13, 1982).

10	Major transportation projects such as new interchanges, new rapid transit lines, new airports, or new runways trigger an Environmental Notification 
	 Form (ENF) and a mandatory Environmental Impact Review (EIR).  Other triggers in this category include the generation of 3,000 or more new Average 
	 Daily Traffic volumes or construction of 1,000 or more parking spaces (both the latter at a single location), etc.

	 An ENF would at least be required for a new airport taxiway, new roadways at least one-quarter mile long, widening of a roadway by four feet or more 
	 for one-half mile or more, cutting of five or more public shade trees of 14 or more inches in diameter at breast height, eliminating 300 or more feet of 
	 stone wall, etc.

11	Massachusetts Highway Department Project Development and Design Guide, 2006.  See especially chapter 2, “Project Development.”
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TABLE 10-1

LIST OF RECOMMENDED PROJECTS

KEY NUMBER 

ON FIGURES
HIGHWAY PROJECTS COST

1 BEDFORD, BILLERICA & BURLINGTON: MIDDLESEX TURNPIKE IMPROVEMENTS $14,400,000

2 BEVERLY TO PEABODY: ROUTE 128 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS $293,743,000

3 BOSTON: EAST BOSTON HAUL ROAD/CHELSEA TRUCK ROUTE $17,169,100

4 BOSTON: ROUTE 1A/BOARDMAN STREET GRADE SEPARATION $13,686,000

5 BOSTON: RUTHERFORD AVENUE $100,695,500

6 BOSTON LOGAN AIRPORT: CONSOLIDATED RENTAL CAR FACILITY $453,000,000

7 BRAINTREE: BRAINTREE SPLIT $45,573,000

8 CANTON: I-95/I-93 INTERCHANGE $164,228,000

9 CANTON: I-95 NORTHBOUND/DEDHAM STREET RAMP & BRIDGE $3,500,000

10 CONCORD: CONCORD ROTARY/ROUTE 2 $81,033,000

11 CONCORD & LINCOLN: ROUTE 2/CROSBY’S CORNER GRADE SEPARATION $31,500,000

12 DANVERS & PEABODY: ROUTE 1/ROUTE114 CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS $94,808,000

13
EVERETT, MALDEN & MEDFORD: RIVER’S EDGE BOULEVARD (FORMERLY 

TELECOM CITY BOULEVARD)
$20,802,000

14 EVERETT & MEDFORD: ROUTE 16 (REVERE BEACH PARKWAY) $189,616,000

15 FRAMINGHAM: ROUTE 126/135 GRADE SEPARATION $101,291,000

16 HUDSON: ROUTE 85 IMPROVEMENTS $8,075,000

17 MALDEN, REVERE, & SAUGUS: ROUTE 1 IMPROVEMENTS $131,678,000

18 MARLBOROUGH & HUDSON: I-495/I-290/ROUTE 85 CONNECTOR INTERCHANGE $37,773,000

19 NEEDHAM & NEWTON: NEEDHAM STREET/HIGHLAND AVENUE $10,538,000

20 QUINCY: QUINCY CENTER CONCOURSE, PHASE 2 $9,580,000

21 READING & WOBURN: I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE $234,025,000

22 REVERE: MAHONEY CIRCLE GRADE SEPARATION $30,387,000

23 REVERE: ROUTE 1/ROUTE 16 INTERCHANGE $6,295,000

24 REVERE: ROUTE 1A/ROUTE 16 CONNECTION $93,795,000

25 SALEM: BOSTON STREET $3,148,000

26 SALEM: BRIDGE STREET $4,790,000

27 SOMERVILLE: I-93/MYSTIC AVENUE INTERCHANGE $118,510,000

28
WEYMOUTH, ABINGTON, HINGHAM, & ROCKLAND: SOUTH WEYMOUTH 

NAVAL AIR STATION ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS
$42,000,000

29 WEYMOUTH: ROUTE 18 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT $24,000,000

30 WEYMOUTH TO DUXBURY: ROUTE 3 SOUTH ADDITIONAL LANES $426,637,000

31 WILMINGTON & READING: I-93/ROUTE 129 INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT PROJECT $23,950,000

32 WOBURN: NEW BOSTON STREET BRIDGE $4,862,000
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TABLE 10-1 (cont.)

List of Recommended Projects

Key Number 
on Figures

Transit Projects COST

33 Boston: Ferry Expansion: Russia Wharf/South Station $2,200,000

34 Boston: Silver Line Phase III: South Station–Boylston Connector $1,067,484,000

35 Compact Communities: Urban Ring 2 $1,954,000,000

36 Revere to Lynn: North Shore Transit Improvements $695,600,000

37 Somerville: Construct Orange Line Station at Assembly Square $25,000,000

 Regionwide: Purchase 100 New Buses $68,428,000

 Boston Region: SIP Commitments $743,130,000
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FIGURE 10-8

Significant Motor-Vehicle Traffic Volume Locations
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LAND  USE AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

11-�Land Use and Economic Development 1

The Boston Region MPO’s Vision for Land Use 
and Economic Development  
Multimodal transportation will serve business, residential, and mixed-use centers. 
Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities will be linked in a network to a growing 
inventory of denser residential developments, employment and commercial cen-
ters, and major destinations. Transportation investments will focus on centers of 
economic activity and areas with adequate water, sewer, and other public infra-
structure. Transportation rights-of-way will be used to maximize public benefits.  

Transportation planning will be integrated with land-use and economic-develop-
ment planning to the greatest extent possible in order to achieve increased mobil-
ity options, foster sustainable communities and transportation, and expand eco-
nomic opportunities and prosperity. Transportation improvements will include those 
necessary to facilitate the movement of freight throughout the region.  

To implement this vision, the MPO has developed a set of policy statements to 
guide its decision-making:  

•	 Link transportation planning with land-use and economic-development plans, 
particularly in areas identified for development by state, regional, and local 
planning.  

•	 Make transportation investments where existing or planned development will 
encourage public transportation use, walking, and bicycling.  

•	 Give priority to projects in areas identified in local and regional plans as be-
ing suitable for concentrated development and/or redevelopment, including 
brownfield redevelopment; support initiatives that increase sustainability.  
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•	 Consider both existing development and 
potential zoning densities in transportation 
decision-making and give priority to projects 
that support them.  

•	 Consider the appropriate use and main-
tenance of transportation rights-of-way to 
maximize public benefits.  

•	 Put priority on transportation investments re-
lated to existing centers of economic activity; 
or to areas with adequate water and sewer 
infrastructure; or to municipal centers or areas 
targeted for economic development.  

•	 Support, through planning and programming, 
transportation improvements that provide 
transportation links for economic activities 
such as freight movement.  

In this chapter, the land use and economic 
development policies, goals, and programs that 
influence state and regional land use decisions 
and MPO transportation decisions are dis-
cussed. The process for deciding on future land 
use and development patterns for the region, the 
methods and assumptions for developing de-
mographic projections, and the MPO’s preferred 
land use scenario, based on recommendations 
from the MAPC MetroFuture program, are ex-
plained. Finally, the use of the regional model and 
the development of information resulting from the 
integration of the preferred land use scenario with 
various possible transportation networks, includ-
ing the modeling results, are described.  

Relationship between Land 
Use, Economic Development, 
and Transportation Planning  
Transportation, land use, and economic devel-
opment are inextricably intertwined. Increases in 
population, employment growth, and expanded 
land use create additional demand for travel. The 
spatial location of housing, jobs, and retail facili-
ties determines how well the demand can be met, 
how costly transportation will be to provide, and 
whether alternatives to the automobile (walking, 

bicycling, and public transit) can succeed. In 
turn, transportation facilities and services result 
in impacts (both positive and negative) on the 
landscape, the environment, and the demand for 
different land uses. Recent travel demand mod-
eling results for the Boston region suggest that 
changes in land use that create denser future 
developments located near existing transporta-
tion facilities will have a more positive impact on 
reducing congestion, increasing mobility, and 
improving air quality than all the new transporta-
tion projects the region can afford to build in the 
next 23 years.  

It is important to coordinate transportation plan-
ning decisions and land use planning decisions 
so they are complementary, not contradictory. 
This is difficult, since transportation funding deci-
sions are made at the regional and state levels, 
and land use decisions are primarily made by 
municipalities. However, extended public dis-
cussion on the relationship between land use, 
transportation, and economic development has 
clarified their links and has guided state, regional, 
and much local project-based decision-making in 
the direction of considering all three elements.  
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The transportation infrastructure also supports 
the region’s economic activity. This interrelation-
ship is widely recognized. Businesses, industries, 
and service providers rely on the network to 
move products and supplies and to provide ac-
cess for workers and other travelers.  

There are measurable economic impacts from 
congestion—in lost productivity and increased 
costs of goods and services. Quality of life is 
affected as, making the region a less desirable 
a place to live and work, perhaps leading highly 
skilled workers to leave.  

Transportation planning and decisions about 
federally funded (and some state-funded high-
way) investments in the transportation infrastruc-
ture are managed by state agencies and the 13 
MPOs in the Commonwealth. This work is con-
ducted in compliance with federal regulations 
and guidance (reflecting contemporary best 
practices) and in consultation with regional 
organizations, municipalities, and many interested 
parties. State and MPO decision-makers apply 
the perspectives and policy positions of the 
entities they represent in their work, so transpor-

tation planning reflects a broad base of needs 
and views. The Boston Region MPO embraces 
the contemporary views regarding the interrela-
tionship of transportation planning with land use 
and economic development plans. As a regional 
transportation forum, the MPO considers these 
plans as it evaluates which proposed projects in 
the region will best meet the region’s transporta-
tion needs.  

The MPO considers land use and economic de-
velopment in its project-prioritization and funding 
processes so that transportation spending will 
respond both to current conditions and to fu-
ture needs likely to result from local and regional 
plans and priorities. The selection process for 
projects in JOURNEY to 2030 included consid-
eration of land use and economic development 
factors. Those factors are also included in the cri-
teria the MPO uses to select projects for funding 
in its Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
The TIP criteria are posted on the MPO Web site, 
www.bostonmpo.org.  

Federal and State Policies 
and Programs

Federal and state policies in place in Massa-
chusetts and being applied in the Boston region 
are beginning to reframe transportation and land 
use decisions in a way that produces integrated 
results: enhanced mobility and transportation 
options, improved accessibility, and economic 
benefits. 

Federal Policies and Programs

Federal policy and guidance on compliance with 
federal regulations asks that MPOs consider 
land use and economic development in deci-
sion-making and coordinate cooperatively with 
state and local agencies responsible for land use 
management. There should be comparisons of 
potential regional transportation plans with the 
economic development and growth patterns 
planned at the local level. In its long-range plan-
ning, when the MPO decides where to invest, 
that decision should be based partly on existing 
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and known needs and partly on consideration of 
state, regional, and local plans for the future.  

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) sup-
ports linking land-use and transportation planning 
and development and has developed a tool kit 
for MPOs to use to advance their practices in this 
area. FHWA also promotes “smart growth” (see 
following section) policies and programs through 
information dissemination and through several 
programs it administers.  

The Transportation, Community, and System 
Preservation Program (TCSP) is a program of dis-
cretionary grants for research on ways to integrate 
these elements into planning and practices in or-
der to improve the transportation system, provide 
access to jobs and commercial centers, encour-
age private investments that support efficient 
transportation, and reduce environmental impacts 
and the need for high-cost transportation im-
provements. MAPC used TCSP funding in 2002 
for a project in the MetroWest area of MAPC that 
demonstrated the importance of land use diver-
sity, design, and density in reducing congestion, 
vehicle-miles traveled, and air pollution.  

In addition, the Transportation Enhancement 
Program (discussed in detail in Chapter 5) is a 
funding category specified for at least 10 per-
cent of a state’s Surface Transportation Program 
funds. Some projects that support the connec-
tion between land use and transportation, such 
as pedestrian and bicycle facility improvements 
and context-sensitive design elements, can be 
funded under this program. An Enhancement 
Committee staffed by MAPC conducts regional 
review of enhancement proposals.  

Statewide Policies and Programs

Smart Growth 

“Smart growth” is a statewide policy that has 
been particularly influential recently in guiding 
thinking relative to integrated transportation/land-
use decision-making in the Boston Region MPO 
area. It is a land use development principle that is 
commonly understood as encouraging compact, 

mixed-use development that enhances the built 
environment of a community and that, among 
other outcomes, minimizes environmental im-
pacts, supports air quality, and promotes energy 
efficiency and economic activity. Smart growth 
takes maximum advantage of existing transporta-
tion and community infrastructure such as transit, 
water, and sewer facilities; it encourages efficien-
cies in public and private investments by building 
in accessibility to this infrastructure. It helps focus 
housing and economic development in areas 
where these land uses can be supported with 
minimized negative impact. In addition, consid-
eration of freight distribution needs can reduce 
impacts on communities and travel distances. 
Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian modes become 
more viable.  

Transit-oriented development (TOD) is one strat-
egy for achieving smart growth. In this strategy, 
new and rehabilitated housing, retail outlets, 
services, recreational facilities, and job centers 
are sited in areas within walking distance of pub-
lic transit. In addition, TOD encourages denser, 
more compact land uses. Mixed-use develop-
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ment, bringing housing, jobs, and needed ser-
vices in closer proximity to each other and to 
transit, is encouraged. There are many intended 
benefits, including improving mobility, making 
possible reduced reliance on the single-occu-
pant motorized vehicle, and reducing congestion; 
a corollary benefit is potentially helping to reduce 
air pollutants and energy consumption. In addi-
tion, planners cite quality-of-life benefits, sprawl 
reduction, and the creation of more pleasant 
community environments as results of TOD.  

Many of the MPO’s and state’s transportation and 
land use policies have their roots in executive 
orders and programs implemented in the 1990s 
and early 2000s in the various regional and state 
offices and agencies, including the Governor’s 
Office and the Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs (EOEA). In addition, more than 15 years 
ago, MAPC developed MetroPlan, a forward-
thinking regional plan that drew attention to the 
importance of smart growth in strategizing for the 
future of metropolitan Boston.  

Early Land Use Policies and Programs

Of the land use policies and programs developed 
over the past several decades and currently at 
work in Massachusetts, the early ones include:  

•	 Executive Order 385 of 1996, “Planning for 
Growth,” directed that development and eco-
nomic activity should not contribute to sprawl. 
It gave assistance to regional and municipal 
planners, encouraging development where 
there was adequate infrastructure and where 
environmental resources were protected and 
impacts minimized. 

•	 The EOEA Community Preservation Initiative 
of 1999 provided funding for municipalities 
conducting build-out analyses to demon-
strate the impact of developing their remain-
ing undeveloped land.  

•	 Executive Order 418 (2000) provided grants 
of $30,000 to municipalities to assist in their 
planning for housing, open space, economic 

development, and transportation. More than 
220 municipalities produced a Community 
Development Plan for their community.  

•	 The Community Preservation Act of 2000 
allowed the creation of municipal Commu-
nity Preservation Funds (CPFs) to be used 
to pay for open space, historic preservation, 
and affordable housing. The CPFs must be 
approved by municipal referendum and are 
funded by surcharges on local property taxes 
matched by state funds. As of July 2006, 34 
of the 101 municipalities in the MPO area had 
CPFs.  

The following subsequent laws, policies, and 
programs have crystallized land use planning and 
further supported the integrated consideration of 
land use, economic development, and transpor-
tation planning:  

•	 Chapter 43 of the Acts of 2003 authorized 
the District Improvement Financing (DIF) Pro-
gram, which allows municipalities to pay for 
public works and infrastructure projects using 
future, incremental tax revenues collected in a 
predefined district. This investment stimulates 
private investment, which then results in the 
predicted additional tax revenue  

•	 Chapter 40R, of 2004, encourages munici-
palities to set up “smart growth zoning dis-
tricts” in areas close to transit, in municipal 
and commercial centers, and where there 
are underused properties. In these districts, 
zoning overlays allow developers flexibility if 
proposals comply with certain smart growth 
requirements for density and affordable hous-
ing. In addition to state incentive payments 
for 40R development, Chapter 40S provides 
payments to offset unmet education expens-
es for new students in developments.

Proposed legislation, the Community Planning 
Act, formerly known as the Massachusetts Land 
Use Reform Act, would update the Common-
wealth’s planning and zoning laws and would en-
courage municipal updates of local master plans.   
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Contemporary Land Use Initiatives 

The Commonwealth currently provides funding 
and support for several sustainable-development 
and economic development programs that can 
connect to transportation planning. 

•	 The Priority Development Fund is a source 
of below-market, publicly funded loans and 
grants supporting development of housing for 
low- and moderate-income residents.  

•	 Transit-oriented-development programs 
include two managed by the Department 
of Housing and Community Development 
(DHCD): 1) Financing for Affordable Rental 
Housing, providing $22 million for affordable 
housing near transit, and 2) Planning Assis-
tance for Housing Production. The MBTA and 
DHCD are working together to provide financ-
ing for housing development at MBTA-owned 
locations. MassHousing and the MBTA are 
also joining together in the Take the T Home 
mortgage program for T users. MassHousing 
funds have been used to build approximately 
45 housing developments within one fourth 
mile of mass transit.  

•	 Chapter 40R, the Smart Growth Zoning 
Overlay District Act, provides incentives for 
municipalities to adopt zoning bylaws that en-
courage smart growth, including development 
near transit services. The associated Chapter 
40S Smart Growth School Cost Reimburse-
ment, provides for reimbursement for some 
public school cost increases (minus related 
increased revenues) incurred as a result of 
smart growth development.  

•	 The Commercial Area Transit Node Housing 
Program is a $10 million, five-year program 
managed by DHCD that is designed to in-
crease housing (including affordable units) in 
commercial areas served by transit.  

•	 The Transit-Oriented Development Infrastruc-
ture and Housing Support Program (TOD 
Bond Program) promotes TOD by providing 
funding for pedestrian, bicycle, and parking 

facilities in mixed-use developments (prefer-
ably TOD developments) near a transit station 
that meet affordability criteria.  

•	 The Public Works Economic Development 
(PWED) Program helps municipalities fund 
transportation infrastructure projects needed 
for economic development.  

•	 The Community Development Action Grant 
Program (CDAG) funds municipal projects 
designed to stimulate economic develop-
ment that will positively affect deteriorating 
neighborhoods and provide jobs for low- and 
moderate-income workers. Projects funded 
can include support for transportation infra-
structure such as roadways, sidewalks, or rail 
spurs. This program is managed by DHCD.  

•	 The Smart Growth Technical Assistance 
Grant Program, under the Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs, supports smart growth 
by encouraging municipalities to imple-
ment smart growth zoning and adopt plan-
ning practices and measures that advance 
sustainable development and increase a 
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municipality’s competitiveness for some state 
grants and loans; grants of up to $30,000 
per municipality are available. 

•	 The Office for Commonwealth Development, 
DHCD, and the MBTA provide technical as-
sistance to municipalities interested in learn-
ing more about smart growth, sustainable 
development, and transit-oriented develop-
ment and in pursuing these grant and loan 
opportunities. The MBTA works with munici-
palities to plan TOD on surplus MBTA land (or 
air rights) near transit stations.  

Regional Land Use and 
Economic Development 
Planning  
Land use decisions and many economic devel-
opment decisions in Massachusetts are con-
trolled directly by local municipalities through 
zoning. This planning is guided by a significant 
body of laws and regulations enacted by the 
state Legislature and guided by executive orders, 
policies, and funding programs. However, region-
al planning agencies, created by an act of the 
Legislature in 1963, serve as independent public 
bodies of the Commonwealth within which state 
and local officials can address issues of regional 
importance.   

The Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) 
is the regional planning agency representing 101 
cities and towns in the metropolitan Boston area.  
Its area and boundaries correspond exactly with 
those of the MPO region. The MAPC region con-
sists of 22 cities and 79 towns and is divided into 
eight subregions. Council membership consists 
of community representatives, gubernatorial ap-
pointees, and city and state agencies that collab-
orate in the development of comprehensive plans 
and recommendations in areas of population and 
employment, transportation, economic develop-
ment, regional growth, and the environment. The 
Council also provides technical assistance and 
advocacy to its member communities. MAPC is 
one of 14 voting members of the Boston Region 

MPO.

The MPO relies on MAPC for developing the 
region’s population and employment projections 
for use in the travel modeling conducted by the 
MPO. MAPC also provides a coordination and 
consultation function with the region’s municipali-
ties regarding these projections and the review 
and evaluation of land use and economic devel-
opment plans and their relationship to the MPO’s 
planning.

MAPC Smart Growth Principles 
for the Boston Region  

Good planning practice should generate pat-
terns of growth that will benefit the people of the 
MPO area and the communities where they live. 
With such growth come new jobs, opportunities 
for advancement, homes for people of various 
incomes, and many other amenities of life.  

By contrast, current growth patterns often waste 
precious resources, degrade the natural and 
built environments, and exacerbate inequality 
throughout the region. Over time, this can harm 
the region’s competitiveness and damage many 
of the characteristics that make the MPO area a 
special place to live.  

Smart growth is designed to promote develop-
ment while protecting the environment, encour-
aging social and economic equity, and conserv-
ing energy and water resources. Smart growth 
will refocus a larger share of regional growth 
within central cities, urbanized areas, near trans-
portation nodes, and in communities already 
served by infrastructure. It will reduce the share 
of regional growth that occurs on newly urban-
izing land, on farmland, and in environmentally 
sensitive areas. It will encourage more density 
in some places, to save precious land in other 
places. Such principles can promote the long-
term sustainability of the MPO area.  

As the regional planning agency for the MPO 
area, MAPC adopted 15 smart growth principles. 
They are:  
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	 1.	 Encourage community and stakeholder 	
		 collaboration in development decisions.  

	 2.	 Integrate people and place.  

	 3.	 Promote regional equity and reduce local 	
		 and regional disparities.

	 4.	 Strengthen regional cooperation.  

	 5.	 Promote distinctive, attractive communi-	
		 ties with a strong sense of place. 

	 6.	 Preserve open space, farmland, and 
		 critical environmental resources.  

	 7.	 Encourage development in currently 
		 developed areas to take advantage of 
		 existing community assets.  

	 8.	 Mix land uses.  

	 9.	 Take advantage of compact development 	
		 design and create walkable neighbor-	
		 hoods.  

	 10.	Promote economic development in ways 	
		 that produce jobs, strengthen low- and 	
		 moderate-income communities, and 
		 protect the natural environment.  

	 11.	Create a range of housing opportunities 	
		 and choices in cities and towns through-	
		 out the region.  

	 12	Promote more transportation choices 	
		 through the appropriate development of 	
		 land.  

	 13.	Develop predictable, fair, and cost-effective 
		 regulatory approvals for smart-growth-	
		 oriented developments.  

	 14.	Encourage fiscal policies that support 	
		 smart growth.  

	 15.	Enable smart growth by reforming existing 	
		 zoning.  

Economic Development  

The economic vitality of the MPO area is depen-
dent upon a strong transportation infrastructure. 
From commuting to commerce, the means by 
which people and goods are moved impact the 
region’s ability to attract new growth, support 
existing industry, and position itself prominently 
in the global marketplace. Continued and careful 
investment in the region’s roads, bridges, public 
transportation system, and rail freight capacity 
is critical to the long-term success of the MPO 
area.  

Economic Development Centers  

A fundamental principle of smart growth is that 
development should take place in areas where 
infrastructure capacity already exists, rather than 
areas where additional infrastructure or capacity 
expansion is needed. Infrastructure is defined to 
include natural, manmade, and human resourc-
es. There are many benefits to such a practice:  

•	 State and local government saves money that 
would otherwise be needed to build schools, 
lay out roads and track, widen transportation 
rights-of-way, and/or extend water and sewer 
service. Freight distribution can be rational-
ized by providing rail options and regional 
distribution centers, which may also reduce 
emissions and congestion.
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•	 Private corporations are less likely to be 
asked to contribute to such projects, thereby 
reducing the costs of development.  

•	 Since areas with manmade infrastructure also 
tend to have larger populations, businesses 
can be located nearer prospective markets 
and employees.

•	 Travel times for customers and workers may 
be reduced.  

•	 Open space and water resources may be 
conserved.  

•	 Strategies for creating jobs for currently un-
deremployed and unemployed residents of 
the region can be enhanced.  

•	 Strategies to attract and retain talented young 
workers can also be enhanced.  

MAPC is developing a map series, the Smart 
Work Place Project, which can serve to guide 
businesses and municipalities as they seek out 
places to grow. The maps will show where the 
major elements of infrastructure, in all of its forms, 
already exist. By contrast, the map will also show 
areas where development would be less desir-
able.  

Transportation-Related Economic 
Initiatives  

MAPC is designated by the Economic Develop-
ment Administration (EDA), an agency within the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, as an Economic 
Development District pursuant to the Public Works 
and Economic Development Act of 1965. This 
designation gives MAPC the authority to propose 
job development strategies that involve collabora-
tion among public- and private-sector partners. 
MAPC periodically develops a Comprehensive 
Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) for met-
ropolitan Boston that identifies regional trends and 
conditions and encourages a unified approach to 
regional economic development goals.  

The CEDS includes a listing, called the Priority 
Projects List, of qualified development projects in 

metropolitan Boston that seek funding from the 
EDA’s Public Works Grant Program. This program 
directs funds to economically distressed com-
munities to upgrade their physical infrastructure in 
order to attract new industry, encourage busi-
ness expansion, and generate private-sector 
jobs and investment. Inclusion on the list is an 
EDA prerequisite for funding consideration.  

In order to present the region’s most competi-
tive projects to EDA, MAPC’s Economic De-
velopment Committee recently revisited and 
strengthened criteria used to screen projects for 
placement on the list. The new criteria highlight 
projects that are ready to go, are supported 
within the community, and reflect principles of 
smart growth.  

Population and Employment 
Projections for JOURNEY to 
2030 
Developing the MPO’s new regional transporta-
tion plan required projections of population and 
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employment totals to the year 2030. As a first 
step, MAPC created two scenarios (which are 
also used in its new regional Plan, MetroFuture). 
From these scenarios, population, household, 
and employment projections were prepared 
which the MPO used to select its preferred land 
use scenario and define inputs for the modeling 
necessary for JOURNEY to 2030.  

MAPC staff used standard cohort-survival and 
shift-share methodologies to make the popula-
tion, household, and employment projections. 
For the scenarios considered, MAPC assumed 
that the future will be mostly like the recent past. 
Population growth for the region is based on the 
state birth and death rates, by age-sex-race co-
horts for the region. Net population migration for 
the region is also based on the migration trend 
in the 1990s and recorded in the 2000 census. 
MAPC projected employment for the region as a 
whole based on its share of the nation’s econo-
my in 10 economic sectors, based on Bureau of 
Labor statistics. Projections were then prepared 
for municipalities. 

The regional transportation model includes 164 
communities in eastern Massachusetts. Within 
each community, the population and employment 
projections need to be further broken down into 
transportation analysis zones (TAZs), which are 
based on United States Census block or block 
group geography. The share of the total regional 
population and employment belonging to each 
community and TAZ varies between the scenari-
os, based on the assumptions of each.  

The projections have been improved through an 
extensive public review process in which the 101 
municipalities in the MPO region, six adjoining 
regional planning agencies, and two collaborating 
agencies were invited to comment.  Many entities 
and individuals did so, and their comments were 
considered and often resulted in modifications. 

Further details on these projection methodologies 
are available at http://www.mapc 
.org/data_gis/data_center/2006_Projections/
2006ProjectionMethodologyFinal.doc. 

Several fundamental demographic and economic 
trends for Boston versus the national and global 
economy apply to all scenarios:  

•	 Growth that is slow but steady: The 
region’s population may grow by 11 percent 
from 2000 to 2030, creating a need for over 
300,000 new housing units. Figure 11-1 
compares past and projected population 
growth in the region to national population 
growth.

FIGURE 11-1

Population Growth (in millions),  
United States vs. Boston Region

•	 An aging population: Over the coming 
decades, the over-55 population in the region 
is expected to increase by 75 percent. By 
2030, one third of the population will be over 
the age of 55.  

•	 Increasing diversity: Immigrants are a 
key component of the projected population 
growth. By 2030, almost one quarter of the 
region’s residents will be foreign-born and 
one-third will be Hispanic, or Black, Asian, or 
of another non-White race.  
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tion, and health care; manufacturing employ-
ment in the region is expected to decline.  

•	 Global change: Increasing demand for oil 
and depletion of supplies is likely to drive up 
energy prices. Global warming may alter the 
region’s temperature and rainfall patterns and 
will increase the need for renewable energy 
technology.

For JOURNEY to 2030 development, projec-
tions of population, households, and employ-
ment were available for two scenarios, “Current 
Trends” and “Smart Growth Plus.” The different 
assumptions and implications of these two sce-
narios are described below.  

“Current Trends” Projections 

 Under this scenario the future is assumed to 
look much like the recent past. Areas with recent 
growth in jobs and housing will continue to grow, 
existing resource and infrastructure constraints 
will not limit development, and large numbers of 
people will commute into the eastern Massachu-
setts area from outside the region in response 

to a projected shortage of resident workers. The 
following discussion provides further details.

The Region’s Population

Key projections for population in this scenario 
are that: the region is on track to add 465,000 
people by 2030, an increase of 10.8 percent. 
The population will be aging, with fewer school-
age children in 2030 and a dramatic spike in 
the over-55 population. The region will be losing 
people to other states, but international immigra-
tion will be a critical part of the region’s growth. 
There will be more diversity, as minorities grow 
to almost a third of the total population. Most 
growth in non-White populations may take place 
in a dozen cities, the racial mix of the region’s 
suburbs changing very little.

Many suburbs will continue to grow rapidly, 
and the region’s urban centers may grow faster 
than in recent decades. The largest population 
increases are expected in urban centers such 
as Boston, Cambridge, and Lynn and in a half-
dozen suburban towns (such as Plymouth and 
Weymouth) with very large housing develop-
ments on the horizon. In terms of percentage 
gain, the fastest growth rates will be in develop-
ing suburbs along Interstate 495 with abundant 
unprotected open space. Figure 11-2 shows the 
level of 2000–2030 population growth projected 
for each municipality in the region.

Effects of this scenario are that there will likely be 
a need to build 300,000 new housing units in the 
region. Continued development in urban centers 
and maturing suburbs will require redevelop-
ment of commercial and industrial properties and 
increased emphasis on apartment buildings and 
townhouses. New zoning will be needed in many 
suburbs to accommodate this growth. In addi-
tion, rapid growth in outlying suburbs—beyond 
the reach of regional water and transit systems—
will increase pressure on local roads and water-
sheds. Approximately 130,000 acres of open 
space may be lost to residential development.  
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FIGURE 11-2

Population Growth, 2000–2030
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High housing costs or a sluggish economy may 
drive more residents to move to other states, 
depleting the region’s supply of skilled labor. 
Slow growth could turn into no growth if more 
people move out of the region or fewer immi-
grants move in.  

The Region’s Economy

Key projections for the economy in this scenario 
are that the region may add 240,000 jobs from 
2000 to 2030, an increase of 10.3 percent. This 
is slower than the expected national employment 
growth. Figure 11-3 shows the projected gains in 
employment by sector under the Current Trends 
scenario. 

Service sectors will have the largest number of 
new jobs, while declines in manufacturing em-
ployment will continue. High-tech employment 
may grow more slowly than general employment. 
There may be a shortage of skilled workers and a 
surplus of workers without college degrees.

Municipal-level employment projections indicate 
that the largest job gains will be in the Inner Core 
of the region and along major highways in com-
munities that are already major job centers. It is 
expected that four major job centers, comprising 
27 communities, may account for half of the job 
growth. Meanwhile, 20 communities may experi-
ence job losses, as shown in Figure 11-4.

Effects of this scenario are that most workers 
will be commuting by car, as the three suburban 
job centers have excellent highway access but 
limited transit access. Anticipated job growth in 
some communities may not materialize if local 
water supplies are limited and other sources can-
not be found.

The Region’s Housing Future  

Key projections for housing in this scenario are 
that the region must build more than 300,000 
housing units by 2030. The region’s housing 
needs will be changing. By 2030, the average 
household will have fewer people, and one-third 
of the region’s residents will be over the age of 55. 

However, the emphasis on large, expensive, 
single-family homes in low-density suburbs will 
consume more than 120,000 acres of open 
space, while failing to meet the needs of the re-
gion’s aging and increasingly diverse population. 
Fifty-five low-density suburbs—one-third of the 
region’s communities—are expected to produce 
fewer than 100 apartments or condominiums 
each. Cities and high-density suburbs will grow 
their housing stock through redevelopment and 
infill (including some brownfields remediation), 
but urban revitalization may displace long-time 
residents who may be unlikely to find affordable 
options elsewhere. More than 90 percent of new 
urban housing will be created through redevel-
opment, and over two-thirds of new housing is 
expected to be apartments or condominiums.

The “Smart Growth Plus” 
Projections 

The Smart Growth Plus scenario was chosen as 
the MPO’s preferred land use scenario and was 

FIGURE 11-3

Employment by Sector, 2000–2030
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FIGURE 11-4

Employment Gains, 2000–2030
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used for the JOURNEY to 2030 model inputs. It 
was developed by altering a number of assump-
tions from the Current Trends scenario. MAPC 
staff worked with approximately 20 members 
of MetroFuture’s Inter-Issue Task Force (IITF) to 
develop the Smart Growth Plus scenario. 

Total Regional Population and 
Employment  

Regional totals for population (4,775,600 resi-
dents for the 164 communities in the regional 
transportation model area) and jobs (3,255,890) 
remained approximately constant for both sce-
narios. The allocations between and within mu-
nicipalities were changed based on the changing 
assumptions below.  

Water Consumption and Supply  

The IITF first chose to assume implementation of 
state-recommended conservation goals (Mas-
sachusetts Water Policy, EOEA 2004), which 
decreased water consumption by approximately 
15 percent and kept most municipalities from 
exceeding current Water Management Act limits. 
Municipalities that still exceed their limits in spite 
of conservation are then assumed to have a cap 
on growth. Growth projected for those communi-
ties was therefore reallocated to other municipali-
ties based on a) adjacency, b) water availability, 
and c) transit access.  

Land Preservation  

The IITF chose to conserve more open space 
in this scenario. The Massachusetts State Land 
Conservation Plan (SLCP) prepared by the De-
partment of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) 
in consultation with other public agencies and 
environmental organizations was used. Land with 
an SLCP rating of four or higher was removed 
from the class of vacant developable land. In ad-
dition, all agricultural land was conserved.  

Community-Oriented-Development 
Areas  

The IITF outlined a set of criteria as characteris-
tic of locations that are well suited to develop-

ment. MAPC relied heavily on these criteria to 
identify areas for concentrated development and 
increased the density of new growth allocated 
there. These areas were the priority development 
areas for growth within communities. The primary 
criteria included:  

•	 Proximity to transit

•	 Proximity to existing sewer systems

•	 Proximity to town and village centers

•	 Underutilized commercial areas

•	 Areas of higher existing density

Additional considerations included: areas identi-
fied as priorities through Master Plans and com-
munity comments; avoiding residential growth 
adjacent to major highways; and professional 
judgment. Figure 11-5 shows the areas identified 
by MAPC as well-suited to community-oriented 
development.

In the Smart Growth Plus scenario, about 1.2 mil-
lion households (over 70 percent of the regional 
total) will be located in these concentrated devel-
opment areas. As these areas comprise 518,000 
acres (less than 30 percent of the regional area), 
growth will be at higher densities than in the rest 
of the region. Much of this growth will occur 
through redevelopment near transit stops and 
village centers. Therefore, a greater percentage 
of residents will likely be within walking distance 
of transit and activity centers, and the number of 
transit and walk trips, as well as walk times, will 
increase.

Educational Attainment and Labor Force 
Participation Rates  

Smart Growth Plus seeks to address the total 
labor shortage as well as the structural skills 
mismatch projected for 2030 under the Current 
Trends scenario by advancing low-performing 
cohorts to regional average high school gradua-
tion rates, beginning in 2010 with the 15-25 age 
cohort. Because labor force participation rates 
generally are greater for people with higher edu-
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FIGURE 11-5

Community-Oriented-Development Areas, “Smart Growth Plus” Scenario
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cational attainment, this raises the overall labor 
force participation for Smart Growth Plus. It also 
addresses the structural jobs/skills mismatch by 
erasing the surplus of 75,000 workers without a 
high-school degree and, effectively, distributing 
these workers among higher skill levels, reduc-
ing the shortages there. Figure 11-6 shows the 
reduced levels of shortage. 

Differences between Current 
Trends and Smart Growth Plus  

Based on these differing assumptions of the Cur-
rent Trends and Smart Growth Plus scenarios, 
population and employment totals were reallocated 
between and within communities. The effects of 
this on various important characteristics of the 
region are presented below. 

Water Consumption and Supply  

Population and employment projections were 
reduced below the projected Current Trends 
totals in 18 municipalities which would otherwise 
still have exceeded their Water Management Act 
(WMA) supply constraints. This regional growth 
was reallocated to 23 communities with good 

FIGURE 11-6

Reduced Jobs-Skills Mismatch

transit access and adequate water supply. See 
Table 11-1.

Land Preservation  

In Smart Growth Plus, additional land is con-
served without constricting the supply needed 
to accommodate residential and commercial 
growth. See Table 11-2.

Effects of this are that there is a 30 percent 
decrease in the amount of at-risk land and an 
adequate supply of land remains for the project-
ed growth. The new land-conservation assump-
tions will reduce by 139,000 acres the amount of 
buildable land used for new “greenfield” develop-
ment.  

Educational Attainment and Labor 
Supply  

The changes in educational attainment and labor 
force participation rates result in 17,000 new 
resident workers filling jobs that required travel 
from outside the region under Current Trends. 
See Table 11-3.

Effects of this are that there are more resident 
workers in the region to fill the new jobs, so that 
there will be less in-commuting from outside the 
region. The region has a more highly skilled labor 
force and is thus a more competitive region.

Development

By focusing new development in the Community 
Oriented Development Areas (CODAs), 67 per-
cent of new housing units and 82 percent of new 
jobs would be located in these higher-density, 
transit-oriented locations (versus 53 percent of 
new housing and 73 percent of new jobs under 
Current Trends). See Table 11-4. The median 
residential density in the CODAs would be 7.9 
units per acre, a level that should support transit 
service.

The Impact of Land Use and Economic 
Development Changes on Transportation 

The differences between the Current Trends and 
Smart Growth Plus scenarios are reflected in the 

Mismatch by Education Level, 2000–2030
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TABLE 11-1

Water Constraints

TABLE 11-2

Land Conservation

TABLE 11-3

Labor Supply

Current Trends Smart Growth Plus 

Communities Exceeding WMA 51 18

Regulatory Shortage 
17 million  

gallons/day 
5.5 million  

gallons/day  

Resident Equivalents 116,000  23,600

Employee Equivalents 79,000 9,683

Current Trends Smart Growth Plus 

Total “Buildable Land” (acres) 452,000 313,000 

Residentially Zoned Land (acres) 395,000  269,000  

Commercially/Industrially 
Zoned Land (acres)

57,000  44,000  

Current Trends Smart Growth Plus 

Labor Supply Growth  
in Region 

59,000 jobs 70,000 jobs 

Labor Shortage 
179,000 

(7.0% of all jobs) 
162,000  

(6.6% of all jobs)  
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transportation model results. Table 11-5 summa-
rizes the regional results from both scenarios.   

The impacts on travel of the different land use 
patterns are shown in the results reported in 
Tables 11-3 and 11-5. The concentration of 
development in community oriented development 
areas results in higher transit and non-motorized 
trip shares and less vehicle travel. The increase 
in education attainment levels and a resulting 
increase in labor force participation rates by 
residents in the region results in an increase of 
17,000 new regional residents participating in the 
workforce. This reduces the number of out-of-

TABLE 11-4

Focused Development

TABLE 11-5

Travel Impacts: Current Trends versus Smart Growth Plus 
(164 Municipalities)

region workers commuting into the region to fill 
jobs, resulting in 44,257 fewer person-trips daily. 

The Incorporation of Land Use 
and Economic Considerations 
into JOURNEY to 2030
Two transportation demand model runs were 
made to assist in the MPO’s selection of a pre-
ferred land use scenario. The first model run 
used the Current Trends demographic projec-
tions to the year 2030, in combination with the 
Modified 2004 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) transportation network. This transportation 

Community-oriented- 
Development TAZs

Other tazs

Current Trends:  
% of New Housing Units

53% 47%

Smart Growth plus: 
% of New Housing Units

67% 33%

Current Trends: 
% of New Employment

73% 27%

Smart Growth plus: 
% of New Employment

82% 18%

Base Year 2000
Current Trends 

Scenario 2030
Smart Growth Plus 

Scenario 2030
Difference between 

Scenarios

Total Person-Trips 28,421,655 31,278,324 31,234,066 44,257

Vehicle-Miles Traveled 108,785,491 123,557,371 122,696,813 860,558

Auto Mode Share 76.16% 74.88% 74.50% 0.39%

Transit Mode Share 7.14% 7.14% 7.24% -0.10%

NonMotorized-Mode Share 16.70% 17.98% 18.26% -0.28%
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network included projects in the 2004-2025 Plan 
and two additional projects: the Green Line Ex-
tension to West Medford and Union Square, and 
1,000 new park-and-ride spaces in the region 
(two projects under consideration as substitute 
projects to the State Implementation Plan transit 
commitments). 

The second model run used the same transpor-
tation network but substituted the Smart Growth 
Plus land use scenario discussed above. The 
results of these model runs were compared and 
discussed with the MPO and made available 
to members of the public. Based on the MAPC 
recommendation and the modeling results, the 
MPO selected Smart Growth Plus as its pre-
ferred land use scenario for JOURNEY to 2030. 
Smart Growth Plus was chosen because it helps 
to implement the MPO’s vision for the region and 
advance the MPO’s transportation policies.  

Land use scenarios are important to MPO plan-
ning, as they provide basic inputs to the regional 
travel model. The MPO staff uses its regional 
travel model to forecast future travel and air emis-
sions conditions for alternative transportation 
networks. This information provides the MPO with 
a preview of the possible benefits and burdens of 
projects and programs under consideration for in-
clusion in future regional transportation networks.  

The regional model is a computer simulation of 
the transportation system and its use. It is used 
to estimate daily transit ridership, highway traffic 
volumes, and levels of emissions, primarily on the 
basis of projections of study area demographics 
and planned highway and transit improvements. 
By varying the demographic projections and 
alternative transportation network project sets as 
inputs into the model, the MPO staff forecasts 
the effects of alternative investment decisions 
and generates information to help guide the se-
lection of projects for JOURNEY to 2030.  

Next, the 2030 No-Build transportation network 
was modeled. This model run used the preferred 
land-use scenario and the existing transporta-
tion network, with no expansion or improvements 

beyond those currently under construction, 
advertised, or in the federal fiscal year (FFY) 2007 
element of the FFYs 2007–2010 Transportation 
Improvement Program. These results were used 
as the baseline for comparing the effects of alter-
native sets of transportation improvements in the 
build scenario(s).  

After this run was completed, employment and 
population inputs to this model were updated to 
include recently available information for several 
areas in the MPO region. The 2030 No-Build 
and the 2030 Modified 2004 RTP transportation 
network were used and the model re-run. These 
results were discussed with the MPO and mem-
bers of the public. 

An environmental justice analysis was conducted 
comparing the No-Build with the 2030 Modified 
RTP network results. Comments on this analysis 
were gathered from representatives of minority 
and low-income populations and members of the 
public.  

Considering the model run results, the analyses, 
and public comments, the MPO’s Transportation 
Planning and Programming Committee identified 
a second network of projects for 2030 as the set 
of expansion and improvement projects recom-
mended in this Plan. A complete description of 
this network is given in Chapter 13. These model 
results are also included in Chapter 13.  

MAPC’s Metrofuture – A 
Plan for the Future of the 
MAPC Region   
MetroFuture is MAPC’s recent initiative to update 
MetroPlan, the agency’s 1990 regional develop-
ment plan. This large-scale participatory initiative 
is developing a vision for the region’s future and 
a strategy to get there. Residents, advocates, 
businesses, elected officials, and many others 
continue to participate in conversations about 
the region’s future. The project, which has been 
funded in part by the MPO, was launched in 
2002 by MAPC and such partners as the Boston 
Foundation, Boston College Citizen Seminars, 
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and the University of Massachusetts, Boston, 
and is using public participation, data analysis, 
and cutting-edge technologies to inform and 
involve individuals across the region in this col-
laborative decision-making process.  

Four Alternative Futures 

Since 2002, MetroFuture has involved over 
3,000 people in a discussion about the future 
of the region. In the first phase of the project, 
thousands of participants contributed their vi-
sion for the region. Projections of what the region 
might be like in the year 2030 if current trends 
continue were then developed. The phase one 
visions plus other input received from the exten-
sive outreach, including expert advice and tech-
nical analysis, contributed to the creation of three 
additional futures for  the region. They show what 
the MPO area’s growth and development might 
look like through 2030 if different sets of land use 
choices are made.  

The four futures are: “Let It Be” or Current 
Trends; “Little by Little” or Smart Growth Plus 
(both of which were used in the development of 

JOURNEY to 2030 and discussed earlier in this 
chapter); “Winds of Change”; and  “Imagine.” 
Each alternative future has its own set of costs 
and benefits, but each successive one reflects 
increased implementation of the smart growth 
principles and results in increasingly minimized 
transportation impacts, among other benefits.   

None of these alternatives is the future. The fol-
lowing paragraphs summarize the four possible 
futures: the current trend and three alternative 
scenarios prepared for MetroFuture. 

“Let it Be” or Current Trends describes what 
the region might be like in 2030 if current trends 
continue. Sprawling development, unaffordable 
housing, educational inequity, and unsustainable 
water withdrawals are all likely to get worse. De-
mographic changes and lagging urban schools 
may combine to create a shortage of highly 
skilled workers and at the same time a shortage 
of jobs for low-skill workers, with an overall labor 
shortage of 175,000 workers. Restrictive zon-
ing in most suburban towns could create limited 
housing opportunities for working families and 
fixed-income seniors, and large-lot development 
would lead to the loss of 150,000 acres of open 
space. Continued dispersal of housing and jobs 
would increase dependency on the automobile. 

“Little by Little” or Smart Growth Plus is 
what the region might be like if cities and towns 
implement many of the smart growth tools. In 
most cities and towns, population and employ-
ment growth would be the same as under Cur-
rent Trends, but communities would take steps 
to change the location and pattern of growth at 
the local level, allowing for shorter trips and more 
walking and transit use. This approach would 
change some of the trends in the Current Trends 
scenario, but the region would still face a signifi-
cant shortage of highly skilled workers, the loss 
of 90,000 acres of undeveloped land, and con-
tinued transportation challenges with a dispersed 
population and employment base. 

“Winds of Change” is what the region might 
be like if communities made major efforts to ad-
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dress challenges regionally, with individual cit-
ies and towns sharing in the costs and benefits 
of growth. This alternative would significantly 
change the regional distribution of growth and 
would minimize many of the current trends, with 
just 30,000 acres of open space lost over the 
coming decades and a significant increase in the 
amount of highly skilled labor in the region. This 
alternative would require new land use planning 
tools and a great increase in regional coopera-
tion, including some regional decision-making 
on planning and land use issues. The emphasis 
on redeveloping town centers and urban areas 
would require careful planning and investments 
to protect quality of life for existing residents, 
reduce local traffic impacts, and protect historic 
resources and community character. 

“Imagine” is what the region might be like if 
communities prioritized responses to 21st cen-
tury global challenges such as climate change, 
energy independence, and growing international 
economic competition. New investment in public 
education and higher education would be de-
signed to make this the best-educated region 
in the world, where three-quarters of the work-
ing-age population would have an associate’s 
or bachelor’s degree, creating a large surplus of 
well-educated workers to attract cutting-edge 
research institutes and industries. Almost all new 
growth would be high-density, mixed-use, transit-
oriented development in town centers and urban 
neighborhoods, minimizing consumption of open 
space and maximizing the potential for public 
transit. Extensive public spending on renewable 
energy technology and conservation would drasti-
cally reduce energy and water consumption, pro-
tecting the region from spikes in energy costs and 
periods of drought, while supporting the develop-
ment of new industries and job growth. An expan-
sive land protection program would purchase or 
otherwise protect nearly all of the region’s unde-
veloped land for recreation, agriculture, energy 
generation, and resource conservation. 

A Preferred Future 

MAPC is continuing to work with citizens in the 
region to identify a consensus around a preferred 
future scenario. MAPC will present the regionally 
preferred alternative for approval by regional lead-
ers at a Boston College Citizens Seminar on May 
1, 2007. After that, the last phase of MetroFuture 
begins, developing strategies to achieve that 
future, including the implementation of a future 
Regional Transportation Plan that supports the 
preferred alternative. The MPO will consider the 
preferred land use alternative chosen as part of 
MetroFuture as part of an amendment to 
JOURNEY to 2030.
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THE FINANCIAL PLAN

12-�The Financial Plan 1

Introduction

For this Plan, the estimated transportation revenue from existing and available 
sources, both public and private, must be compared with the estimated cost of 
constructing, maintaining, and operating the existing and planned transportation 
system through 2030. If this comparison reveals a revenue gap, the financial plan 
must identify revenue sources to cover the shortfall and provide strategies to en-
sure the availability of such revenue. 

This financial plan is limited to the components of the regional transportation sys-
tem over which the Boston Region MPO has some funding or programming juris-
diction. These components are the Statewide Road and Bridge Program (including 
highway funding for alternative modes), the Central Artery/Tunnel project, and the 
regional public transportation system.

The Statewide Road and Bridge System 
EOT has forecast highway revenues through 2030 for the 13 MPOs in the Com-
monwealth. Highway revenues consist of federal and state funds made available 
on an annual basis to the Commonwealth. The projections for the time period 
2007–2010 are the targets provided to the MPO by EOT for the Transportation 
Improvement Programs (TIPs). EOT developed these estimates based on FHWA-
provided estimates of expected federal funding.1 The funding levels for 2011 
through 2030 are projections from 2010 revenues. The estimate for each year is 
approximately 3 percent higher than the previous year’s funding.2

1	 Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), FFY 2007–2010, Appendix B, Guidance Documents and Regional 
	 Targets, p. 11.

2	 An annual allotment of $25 million per year of redistribution funds was assumed by EOT. Also, an annual increase of 3 
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EOT has projected federal funding based upon 
current apportionment levels as constrained 
by federally imposed obligation limits, while 
state funds are based upon recent trends in 
non–Central Artery funding. Funding available 
for the Statewide Road and Bridge Program is 
determined after deducting the costs of certain 
programs. These programs include the Central 
Artery/Tunnel project (CA/T), metropolitan and 
statewide planning, cost adjustments, and extra 
work orders. This available funding represents 
the amount of funding that can reasonably be 
expected based upon existing revenue sources, 
and represents the upper limit for the Plan’s 
financial constraint.

In addition to providing this figure, EOT provided 
programmatic guidance for certain defined pro-
grams: Major Infrastructure (defined by the MPO 
as any non-bridge project costing more than $25 
million in 2007 dollars), Interstate Maintenance, 
and Bridges. This guidance was developed 
based upon estimates of statewide funding al-
located among MPOs based upon need-based 

formulas. Major infrastructure funding was deter-
mined using the Massachusetts Association of 
Regional Planning Agencies (MARPA) developed 
targets to apportion highway funding among the 
MPOs. Under the MARPA targets, the Boston 
region MPO assumes that it will receive approxi-
mately 43 percent of all available highway funds. 
The Bridge funding was based on the number of 
bridges in the Boston Region and the Interstate 
Maintenance funding was based on the percent-
age of interstate lane mileage in the region. The 
guidance is not binding for financial constraint 
purposes and was intended simply to provide 
an order-of-magnitude estimate for the affected 
programs. 

Table 12-1 shows projections of available high-
way revenue for the Boston Region MPO for the 
years 2007 through 2030, by program. The esti-
mates are summarized into three time periods: a 
four-year increment, from 2007 through 2010, to 
reflect the current TIP, and ten-year increments, 
from 2011 through 2020 and 2021 through 
2030, to reflect air quality milestone years.

TABLE 12-1

Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources

	 percent was applied, but not to the distributed funds. As an example, the estimate for 2017 is computed by taking the estimate of 2016, subtracting 
	 the $25 million of redistributed funds added in 2016, then multiplying what remains by 3 percent, and then adding $25 million of redistributed funds 
	 for 2017. This yields a year-to-year increase of 2.86 percent for 2010–2011 (the lowest increase) to 2.92 percent for 2029–2030 (the highest 
	 increase). It’s important to bear in mind that these estimates are speculative, especially for later years. Actual funding levels will depend on many 
	 factors, primarily future federal and state policies. 

* 	 This funding is based upon the STIP and was adjusted, where necessary, to reflect amounts not currently programmed. 
	 Major Infrastructure, Interstate Maintenance, and Bridges are only programmed in the first three years of the STIP and have 
	 been adjusted by the average amount to provide a four-year picture, while non–federal aid roadway maintenance funds, which 
	 are not programmed in the STIP, have been assumed based upon historic trends.

**	 The funding under this program in the 2007–2010 reflects the amount programmed using Bridge funds for the Route 128 
	 Transportation Improvement Project, and $21 million in HPP funding for Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square that is not yet 
	 programmed in the STIP.

Program 2007–2010* 2011–2020 2021–2030 RTP Total

Major Infrastructure** $117,000,000 $521,000,000 $744,000,000 $1,382,000,000

Interstate Maintenance $93,000,000 $332,000,000 $491,000,000 $916,000,000

Bridges $220,000,000 $705,000,000 $988,000,000 $1,913,000,000

Operations, Maintenance, 
& Improvement

$408,000,000 $1,634,000,000 $2,466,000,000 $4,508,000,000

Total Funding Available $838,000,000 $3,192,000,000 $4,689,000,000 $8,719,000,000
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In developing this plan, the MPO has been 
guided by the information provided by EOT, but 
has opted to make certain adjustments to re-
flect the MPO’s assessment of current needs, 
within the overall financial constraint imposed by 
existing revenue sources. Specifically, this plan 
allocates significantly more revenue to major 
infrastructure projects than recommended in the 
guidance provided by EOT. This decision results 
in a reallocation of funding from the Operations, 
Maintenance, and Improvement Program into the 
Major Infrastructure Program and is a reflection 
that in the Boston region many of the projects 
necessary to operate, maintain, and improve the 
existing system are of such a significant magni-
tude as to qualify as major infrastructure projects. 
Table 12-2 shows the plan’s allocation of EOT’s 
projections of available highway revenue for the 
Boston Region MPO from 2007 through 2030, 
by program.

The Plan allocates funding to certain projects 
that are defined by federal regulations as be-
ing regionally significant for air quality purposes 
(expansion projects). Some of these projects are 
of a significant enough magnitude that they will 
be funded from the Major Infrastructure Program, 
while others of a smaller cost from the Opera-
tions, Maintenance, and Improvement Program. 
Table 12-3 shows all of the highway projects 
that are specifically recommended in this Plan, 

whether as a major infrastructure project, a 
regionally significant project (expansion) for air 
quality conformity, or both. Table 13-3 (in Chapter 
13) lists the costs of these projects.

The Central Artery/Tunnel 
Project

The source of the cost and revenue figures 
for the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) project in 
this Plan is the Cost/Schedule Status of the 
Central Artery/Tunnel Project, Massachusetts 
Turnpike Authority, April 1, 2005. The numbers 
in the MassPike report were current as of De-
cember 2004. It is estimated that the project’s 
overall cost will be $14.625 billion. This has not 
changed since the 2004 Regional Transporta-
tion Plan. Of the $14.625 billion estimated total, 
$13.6 billion has already been expended. The 
project is considered 96 percent complete. 

(Note: Although some or all of these numbers 
have changed since December 2004, MassPike 
has not released any new numbers since April 
2005. MassPike expects to update these num-
bers in June 2007. MPO staff will incorporate the 
updated numbers when they are available.)

Project Funding Summary

Table 12-4 indicates the sources of funds for the 
CA/T project, the percentage of the total cost by 
source, and funds expended as of December 

TABLE 12-2

Allocation of Estimated Revenue From Existing Sources

Program 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 RTP Total

Major Infrastructure* $117,000,000 $555,000,000 $1,587,000,000 $2,259,000,000

Interstate Maintenance $93,000,000 $332,000,000 $491,000,000 $916,000,000

Bridges $220,000,000 $705,000,000 $988,000,000 $1,913,000,000

Operations, Maintenance, 
& Improvement

$408,000,000 $1,600,000,000 $1,623,000,000 $3,631,000,000

Total Funding Available $838,000,000 $3,192,000,000 $4,689,000,000 $8,719,000,000

*	 The funding under this program in 2007–2010 reflects the amount programmed with Bridge funds for the Route 128 
	 Transportation Improvement Project, and $21 million in High-Priority-Projects (HPP) funding for Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan 
	 Square that is not yet programmed in the STIP.
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TABLE 12-3

MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND EXPANSION HIGHWAY PROJECTS IN THE RECOMMENDED PLAN

* Exp = Expansion – Project adding capacity to the roadway or transit system
 MI = Major Infrastructure – Project costing $25 million or more

PROJECT
TYPE OF 

PROJECT*
COST

MIDDLESEX TURNPIKE (BEDFORD, BURLINGTON, AND BILLERICA) EXP $14,400,000

ROUTE 128 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (BEVERLY TO PEABODY) MI/EXP $293,743,000

EAST BOSTON HAUL ROAD/CHELSEA TRUCK ROUTE (BOSTON) EXP $17,169,100

ROUTE 1A/BOARDMAN STREET GRADE SEPARATION (BOSTON) EXP $13,686,000

RUTHERFORD AVENUE/SULLIVAN SQUARE (BOSTON) MI $100,695,500

CONSOLIDATED RENTAL CAR FACILITY (LOGAN AIRPORT, BOSTON) MI/EXP $453,000,000

I-93/ROUTE 3 INTERCHANGE – BRAINTREE SPLIT (BRAINTREE) MI/EXP $45,573,000

I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE (CANTON) MI/EXP $164,228,000

I-95 (NB)/DEDHAM STREET RAMP (CANTON) EXP $3,500,000

CONCORD ROTARY (CONCORD) MI $81,033,000

ROUTE 2/CROSBY’S CORNER (CONCORD AND LINCOLN) MI/EXP $31,500,000

ROUTE 1/114 CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS (DANVERS AND PEABODY) MI/EXP $94,808,000

RIVER’S EDGE BOULEVARD [FORMERLY TELECOM CITY BOULEVARD] (EVERETT, MALDEN, 

AND MEDFORD)
EXP $20,802,000

REVERE BEACH PARKWAY (EVERETT, MEDFORD, AND REVERE) MI/EXP $189,616,000

ROUTE 126/135 GRADE SEPARATION (FRAMINGHAM) MI $101,291,000

ROUTE 85 IMPROVEMENTS (HUDSON) EXP $8,075,000

ROUTE 1 IMPROVEMENTS (MALDEN AND REVERE) MI/EXP $131,678,000

I-495/I-290/ROUTE 85 CONNECTOR INTERCHANGE (MARLBOROUGH AND HUDSON) MI/EXP $37,773,000

NEEDHAM STREET/HIGHLAND AVENUE/WINCHESTER STREET (NEWTON AND NEEDHAM) EXP $10,538,000

QUINCY CENTER CONCOURSE, PHASE 2 (QUINCY) EXP $9,580,000

I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE (READING AND WOBURN) MI $234,025,000

MAHONEY CIRCLE GRADE SEPARATION (REVERE) EXP $30,387,000

ROUTE 1/ROUTE 16 INTERCHANGE (REVERE) EXP $6,295,000

ROUTE 1A/ROUTE 16 CONNECTION (REVERE) MI $93,795,000

BOSTON STREET (SALEM) EXP $3,148,000

BRIDGE STREET (SALEM) EXP $4,790,000

I-93/MYSTIC AVENUE INTERCHANGE (SOMERVILLE) MI/EXP $118,510,000

NAVAL AIR STATION ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS (WEYMOUTH) MI/EXP $42,000,000

ROUTE 18 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (WEYMOUTH) EXP $24,000,000

ROUTE 3 SOUTH ADDITIONAL LANES (WEYMOUTH TO DUXBURY) MI/EXP $426,637,000

I-93/ROUTE 129 INTERCHANGE (WILMINGTON AND READING) EXP $23,950,000

NEW BOSTON STREET BRIDGE (WOBURN) EXP $4,862,000
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TABLE 12-4

CA/T Project Funding Sources, by Amount and Expenditures, through December 31, 2004

Source
Total to be  
Expended

Expenditures 
through 12/31/04

Federally funded contracts $7,049,000,000 $6,955,000,000

Grant anticipation notes (federal aid) $1,500,000,000 $1,500,000,000

Commonwealth bonds $1,588,000,000 $1,544,000,000

State interest on MassPike funds $45,000,000 $45,000,000

Transportation Infrastructure Trust Fund $2,410,000,000 $1,871,000,000

Massport contribution $302,000,000 $302,000,000

MassPike funds $1,591,000,000 $1,371,000,000

Insurance Trust interest $140,000,000 $55,000,000

Total $14,625,000,000 $13,643,000,000

31, 2004. The following sections discuss federal 
funding, state funding, and remaining project 
obligations.

Federal Funding

Excluding Grant Anticipation Notes (GANs), 
federal aid accounts for 48 percent of project 
funding for the CA/T project. Accounting for full 
federal reimbursement for the GANs principal, 
the federal portion is approximately 58 percent. 
GANs are essentially loans, with future federal 
transportation allocations used as collateral. The 
Commonwealth funds yearly interest payments 
from annual appropriations, while principal pay-
ments will be drawn from future federal highway 
apportionments. 

FHWA instituted an administrative cap on the 
project in 2000. Under this cap, the project can-
not exceed $7.049 billion in federal obligations, 
plus $1.500 billion in GANs repayments, for a 
total federal participation level of $8.549 billion. 

State Funds

Like all federally funded highway projects, the 
Central Artery/Tunnel project requires match-
ing funds from state sources. General obligation 
bonds, revenue from two trust funds, and Mass-
port and MassPike funds compose the state 

match. General obligation bonds are estimated 
to contribute $1.633 billion. The revenue from 
the Insurance Trust Fund is estimated to generate 
$140 million for the project. 

In May 2000, the Massachusetts General Court 
enacted Metropolitan Highway System legislation 
creating the Central Artery and Statewide Road 
and Infrastructure Trust Fund. The Infrastructure 
Trust Fund authorized $1.35 billion in bonds to 
be funded from the following sources: reinstated 
registry and license fees, the Massachusetts 
Turnpike Authority ($200 million), the Massachu-
setts Port Authority ($65 million), Commonwealth 
debt service savings, and investment earnings 
on balances in the Trust Fund. The projections 
for the performance of the fund are based on a 
number of factors, including market forces, which 
are estimated by the Central Artery Finance Plan.

In addition to the above $65 million, Massport 
paid $300 million for certain segments of the 
project located near Logan Airport. In addition to 
$200 million to the Turnpike Infrastructure Fund, 
MassPike is expected to contribute up to $1.85 
billion to the project. 

Remaining Project Obligations

The MPO estimates that it will program $505.605 
million in federal funding for the project during 
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federal fiscal years (FFYs) 2007–2010 and 
$685.675 million during FFYs 2011–2014. The 
GANs repayment schedule from the Central Ar-
tery Finance Plan indicates repayments of $110 
million in FFY 2007, $117 million in FFY 2008, 
$127 million in FFY 2009, and $151 million in 
FFY 2010. The payments in FFYs 2011, 2012, 
2013, and 2014 are estimated to be $159 mil-
lion, $166 million, $177 million, and $184 million, 
respectively. 

The Regional Public 
Transportation System

The MBTA projections of long-range revenues 
and expenses are included in the Silver Line, 
Phase III Finance Plan (Finance Plan) of the fed-
eral New Starts program application, submitted 
in August 2006 and approved for preliminary en-
gineering in December 2006. The Finance Plan 
includes projections through 2030 and is the 
basis for the projections in this Plan. A summary 
of how the MBTA funds operations and capital 
investments is provided below.

Funding MBTA Operations

Recent fiscal reform legislation (Section 151 of 
Chapter 127 of the Acts of 1999) altered the 
way the MBTA is funded. The MBTA Enabling 
Act (Chapter 161A of the Massachusetts Gen-
eral Laws) established dedicated sources of 
revenue and mandated the MBTA to operate as 
an independent, financially self-sustaining public 
transportation agency. Prior to the enactment of 
this legislation, the Commonwealth funded the 
MBTA in arrears—in other words, it reimbursed 
the MBTA for expenses that had already been 
incurred. The Enabling Act and the new financ-
ing mechanism for the MBTA have been referred 
to as Forward Funding to reflect the fact that the 
MBTA’s costs will no longer be funded in arrears.

Commencing July 1, 2000, the MBTA no longer 
received Net Cost of Service assistance or debt 
assistance. Instead, under the Enabling Act, 
the MBTA receives a dedicated revenue stream 
consisting of assessments paid by the 175 cities 

and towns in accordance with the Enabling Act,  
and one cent of every five cents of the statewide 
sales tax collected. (The dedicated sales tax, 
together with the municipal assessments, make 
up the dedicated revenues.)

In addition to the dedicated revenues, the MBTA’s 
operations are funded by fare revenue and non-
fare revenue; non-fare revenue includes revenue 
from advertising, parking, concessions, real 
estate sales, and interest income. Sales tax rev-
enues are expected to equal $734 million in FFY 
2007, increase at an annualized average rate 
of 5.9 percent through FFY 2010, and continue 
growing by an average of 3.9 percent per year 
through FFY 2030. The total sales tax revenue 
over the life of the Plan from FFY 2007 through 
FFY 2030 is estimated to be $30.5 billion.

Funding MBTA Capital 
Investments

The MBTA’s capital program is primarily funded 
by two major sources: revenue bonds and feder-
al grants; other sources include project financing, 
the pay-as-you-go/Capital Maintenance Fund, 
and state appropriations. Prior to Forward Fund-
ing, the MBTA’s nonfederal portion of the capital 
program was funded by General Transportation 
System bonds issued by the MBTA and backed 
by the Commonwealth Guaranty. Under Forward 
Funding, the MBTA’s non-federal portion of the 
capital program is primarily funded in the early 
years by revenue bonds secured by the dedi-
cated revenues under two separate categories 
(assessment bonds and sales tax bonds) estab-
lished under the Enabling Act. The assessment 
bonds are secured by the assessments paid by 
the 175 cities and towns in the MBTA district, 
and the sales tax bonds are secured by the sales 
tax revenues received by the MBTA. 

The MBTA’s goal is to preserve sufficient funding 
for the operating budget, and it cannot allow debt 
service expenses to increase in relation to op-
erating expenses. Taking this into consideration, 
the MBTA is seeking to make a transition from 
complete reliance on debt financing to greater 
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use of pay-as-you-go financing of capital proj-
ects. It is, however, anticipated that the General 
Court (state legislature) will appropriate additional 
capital funds for projects required by legal com-
mitments pre-dating the Forward Funding legisla-
tion and for other projects mandated by new leg-
islation. (See Chapter 161A, Section 18, of the 
Massachusetts General Laws, as amended, and 
the following page of this Plan, for more details.)

Operations and Maintenance 
Costs

The MBTA’s operating expenses include wages, 
benefits, payroll taxes, materials, supplies, 
services, and purchased transportation. In the 
Finance Plan, operating expenses for FFY 2007 
are projected to total $985 million. The Finance 
Plan also assumes a 3.9 percent average an-
nual increase through FFY 2010, and a 3.3 
percent average annual increase thereafter. This 
percentage reduction in later years is part of an 
MBTA policy to increasingly reduce operating 
expenditures. Additional allowances are made 
for net operating costs (fare revenues minus 
operating costs) of expansion projects assumed 
to be implemented in this Plan within this time 
frame. Over the life of the Plan, projected operat-
ing expenses are approximately $35.3 billion for 
the existing system and an additional $3.1 billion 
for the expansion projects included in this Plan. 
These projects include ongoing MBTA expansion 
projects (Greenbush Commuter Rail and Blue 
Line Modernization); Silver Line Phase III; projects 
required under the State Implementation Plan; 
expansion projects recommended by the Boston 
Region MPO (100 Additional Buses, Blue Line to 
Lynn, and Urban Ring Phase 2) and expansion 
projects recommended in other MPOs’ Regional 
Transportation Plans (Fall River/New Bedford 
Commuter Rail, and Fitchburg Line Improvements).

Prior to Forward Funding, operating shortfalls 
were covered by the Commonwealth. The transi-
tion to Forward Funding required the MBTA to be 
fully responsible for its finances, thus creating the 
need for reducing operating costs while providing 

efficient transit services to the region. The finan-
cial reform legislation provided the MBTA with the 
tools necessary to develop a sensible approach 
to controlling the growth of operating expenses.

MBTA bonds were backed by the Common-
wealth prior to the enactment of the Forward 
Funding legislation. Upon the effective date of the 
legislation, however, contract payments from the 
state ceased and all outstanding debt became 
the responsibility of the MBTA. The projected 
debt service payments for new debt and prior-
obligation debt over the life of the Plan equal 
approximately $15.4 billion while debt service for 
Silver Line Phase III totals approximately $922 
million.

Similar to debt service expenses, obligations 
under prior lease agreements became the sole 
responsibility of the MBTA upon the effective 
date of the Forward Funding legislation. These 
obligations are related primarily to “safe harbor” 
lease agreements executed in the 1980s for vari-
ous MBTA rolling stock. Under such agreements, 
nonfederal shares of rolling stock were sold to 
private corporations and leased back to the 
MBTA. The corporations received tax benefits for 
such transactions, in the form of deductions for 
depreciation. These leases will terminate in 2013, 
and payments will total approximately $83 million. 

An additional requirement of the Forward Funding 
legislation was a mandate that the MBTA main-
tain a cash surplus equal to 0.5 percent of the 
sum of the annual allocation to the MBTA from 
the state sales tax and the assessments on cities 
and towns in the MBTA district. Over the life of 
the Plan, this requirement equals approximately 
$175 million. Added to the MBTA’s contribution 
to the Surplus/Deficiency Fund (similar to a stabi-
lization fund), the legislatively required operating 
surplus over the life of the Plan totals approxi-
mately $424 million.

Table 12-5 shows the projected operating and 
maintenance costs of the current MBTA system 
from FFY 2007 through 2030.
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Revenues for Funding Operations 
and Maintenance

The revenues available to fund MBTA operations 
and maintenance over the life of this Plan com-
prise the following sources: operating revenue, 
dedicated sales tax revenue, local assessments, 
a subsidy to fund projects mandated by the 
State Implementation Plan, and non-fare rev-
enue. Under anticipated allocation formulas, the 
MBTA will receive minimal federal aid for operat-
ing expenses. Table 12-6 lists the MBTA’s pro-
jected revenues from FFYs 2007 to 2030.

In the Finance Plan, operating revenue projec-
tions from the existing system total $381 million 
in FFY 2007 and $14.7 billion over the life of the 
Plan. These projections incorporate an assumed 
10 percent fare increase in 2010. Revenue 
from planned projects is deducted from operat-
ing costs of those projects to yield the marginal 
costs reflected in Table 12-5, presented above. 

Since July 1, 2000, the MBTA has no longer 
received Net Cost of Service assistance, which 
had been unlimited, or Section 28 assistance. 
Instead, under the Enabling Act, the MBTA re-

TABLE 12-5

Projected Operations and Maintenance Costs of the MBTA Transit System

CATEGORY of Cost 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 Total

Operations – existing system $4,139,000,000 $13,149,000,000 $17,987,000,000 $35,275,000,000

Debt service – existing system $1,624,000,000 $5,685,000,000 $8,041,000,000 $15,350,000,000

Debt Service – Silver Line III $12,000,000 $380,000,000 $530,000,000 $922,000,000

Operating lease payments $52,000,000 $31,000,000 $0 $83,000,000

Marginal cost of MBTA  
expansion projects*

$29,000,000 $289,000,000 $512,000,000 $830,000,000 

Marginal cost of  
commonwealth  
expansion projects**

$0 $610,000,000 $1,665,000,000 $2,275,000,000

Surplus/deficiency funds $24,000,000 $80,000,000 $320,000,000 $424,000,000

Total operating costs $5,880,000,000 $20,224,000,000 $29,055,000,000 $55,159,000,000

*	 Greenbush Commuter Rail, Blue Line Modernization, 100 Additional Buses, and Silver Line Phase III 
**	 SIP Commitments, Blue Line to Lynn, Urban Ring Phase 2, Fall River/New Bedford Commuter Rail

ceives a dedicated revenue stream consisting of 
the amounts assessed on cities and towns of the 
MBTA in accordance with the Enabling Act, and 
revenue from the dedicated sales tax. The dedi-
cated sales tax is equal to whichever is greater: 
the amount raised by a 1 percent statewide 
sales tax, which equals 20 percent of the exist-
ing statewide 5 percent sales tax, or the base 
revenue amount (BRA, which was $734 million in 
FFY 2007). In either case, the funds come from 
existing sales tax receipts, subject to upward ad-
justment under certain circumstances set forth in 
the Enabling Act. Over the period 2007 to 2030, 
projected sales tax revenue equals approximately 
$30.5 billion.

In addition to the sales tax revenue, the MBTA 
receives funding through local assessments in 
accordance with a statutory formula. The 175 
municipalities within the MBTA’s district pay an 
assessment to the MBTA on an annual basis. 
The amount paid by each municipality varies ac-
cording to the population and the level of service 
provided. Local assessments are projected at 
$139 million in FFY 2007 and $149 million in 
FFY 2010, with an average increase thereafter 
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of 2.4 percent per year through FFY 2030. (The 
maximum increase allowed under the limitations 
established by Proposition 2 1/2 in each year 
starting in 2007 is 2.5 percent.) Over the life of 
this plan, projected local assessment revenue 
equals approximately $4.46 billion.

The final component of the system revenue is 
non-fare revenue, such as that derived from 
parking fees, advertising, concessions, rent, 
interest income, utility reimbursements, and non-
operating revenues such as income earned on 
investments and sale of property. The Finance 
Plan projects that non-fare revenue will amount 
to $95 million in FFY 2007, and will increase to 
$105 million in FFY 2010. After FFY 2010, it is 
assumed that non-fare revenue will increase by 
2.6 percent per year on average. Over the life of 
this Plan, projected non-fare revenue equals ap-
proximately $3.21 billion.

Assuming that the long-term projections included 
in the Finance Plan hold true, additional revenue 
will need to be made available to the MBTA, 
either through an annual appropriation, debt 
relief, or other means. However, if increases in 
revenue occur through improvement in the sales 
tax growth rate or through other mechanisms, 
the amount of subsidy required may be reduced 
accordingly. Subject to legislative appropriation, 
the Finance Plan anticipates that the MBTA will 

receive funding from the state as needed to fi-
nance the marginal costs of the commonwealth’s 
expansion projects. Over the life of this Plan, 
projected additional revenue needed to finance 
these projects equals approximately $2.28 billion.

As shown earlier in Table 12-5, the projected 
operating and maintenance costs of the MBTA 
over the period of this Plan are $55.159 billion, 
while Table 12-6 shows revenues of $55.108 bil-
lion, resulting in a projected deficit of $51 million. 
This deficit, measuring less than one-tenth of one 
percent of the total operating budget, is consid-
ered negligible.

Capital Program Funding

The MBTA capital program is composed of five 
funding programs: 

•	 Federal aid 

•	 Bond proceeds

•	 Project financing

•	 Pay-as-you-go financing (Capital 
Maintenance Fund)

•	 Special state appropriations or other 
appropriate financing (e.g., debt relief)

The total proceeds from all capital program fund-
ing sources from 2007 through 2030 are esti-
mated at $22.7 billion. 

Revenue Source 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 Total

Fare revenue $1,706,000,000 $5,564,000,000 $7,432,000,000 $14,702,000,000 

Sales tax $3,193,000,000 $11,096,000,000 $16,178,000,000 $30,467,000,000 

Local assessments $577,000,000 $1,712,000,000 $2,170,000,000 $4,459,000,000 

Non-fare revenue $399,000,000 $1,221,000,000 $1,585,000,000 $3,205,000,000 

Additional revenue  
for commonwealth  
expansion projects

$0 $610,000,000 $1,665,000,000 $2,275,000,000

Total operating revenue $5,875,000,000 20,203,000,000 $29,030,000,000 $55,108,000,000

TABLE 12-6

Projected MBTA Operatiing Revenue from the Transit System
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Federal Aid

The federal appropriations program established 
under SAFETEA-LU specifies formulas that 
govern the dispersal of nondiscretionary federal 
funds. A total of $338 million in appropriations 
are scheduled for FFY 2007, with that figure 
decreasing to a minimum of $217 million in FFY 
2011, and increasing thereafter at an annual 
average rate of 2.1 percent through FFY 2030. 
This results in a total estimate of $6.40 billion in 
federal funds over the life of the Plan, excluding 
New Start program grants. 

Currently, federal discretionary New Starts pro-
gram funds are projected to be secured for three 
MBTA projects:

1.	 Silver Line Phase III: $634 million (60 percent 
of total costs) is anticipated between 2007 
and 2017.

2.	 Blue Line to Lynn: $348 million (50 percent of 
total costs) is anticipated between 2010 and 
2018.

3.	 Urban Ring Phase 2: $977 million (50 per-
cent of total costs) is anticipated between 
2010 and 2018.

The combined total of New Starts funds for these 
projects over the life of the Plan would be $1.96 
billion. The total federal aid projected to be avail-
able to the MBTA during the life of the Plan from 
all such programs combined is thus $8.36 billion.

The Boston Region MPO believes that it is rea-
sonable to assume this level of federal financial 
support based on New Starts funding that the 
MBTA has previously received. Projects that have 
received New Starts funding include Silver Line 
Phase II; Urban Ring; and North Shore Transit 
Improvements. In TEA-21, the previous federal 
transportation legislation, Congressman John F. 
Tierney secured a $50 million authorization for a 
possible extension of the Blue Line. This authori-
zation has helped fund the current initiative. The 
MBTA has worked to define the alternatives for 
the Urban Ring and North Shore corridors. Both 
the Urban Ring and North Shore projects are cur-
rently under review within the draft environmental 
impact statement process. It is anticipated that 
the Urban Ring and North Shore Transit Improve-
ments projects will be competitive in the New 
Starts selection process, since this type of fund-
ing has already been received to fund the current 
studies being performed for these projects. Table 
12-7 shows all of the transit projects that are 

TABLE 12-7

Major Infrastructure and Expansion Transit Projects in the Recommended Plan

Project Type of Project*

Arborway Restoration or substitute project (Boston) MI/Exp

Red Line – Blue Line Connector (Boston) MI/Exp

Russia Wharf Ferry (Boston) Exp

Silver Line Phase III (Boston) MI/Exp

Green Line to Ball Square (Boston, Medford, and Somerville) MI/Exp

Urban Ring Phase 2 (compact communities) MI/Exp

100 Additional Buses to Improve Service on Existing Routes (Regionwide) MI/Exp

North Shore Transit Improvements (Revere to Lynn) MI/Exp

Assembly Square Orange Line Station (Somerville) MI/Exp

*	Exp = Expansion – Project adding capacity to the roadway or transit system 
	 MI = Major Infrastructure – Project costing $25 million or more
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specifically recommended in this plan, whether 
as a major infrastructure project, a regionally sig-
nificant (expansion) project for air quality, or both.

Bond Proceeds

The MBTA issues bonds to pay for the local 
share of all capital projects. The Finance Plan 
assumes that the MBTA will issue $12.2 billion in 
revenue bonds over the life of this Plan, including 
$635 million for the construction of Phase III of 
the Silver Line. 

State Appropriations

The MBTA will receive state funding of $36 million 
from FFY 2007 through FFY 2010 for ongoing 
projects. In addition, the Commonwealth has 
previously committed to funding the nonfederal 
share of any additional expansion projects be-
yond Phase III of the Silver Line. Based upon cur-
rent assumptions contained in this Plan, it is esti-
mated that the Commonwealth’s capital subsidy 
for the expansion projects contained in this Plan 
(SIP Commitments, Blue Line to Lynn, and Urban 
Ring Phase 2) will be $2.07 billion, with other 
sources totaling $59 million. It is understood that 

efforts to secure additional funding will require 
the involvement of EOT, the Executive Office of 
Administration and Finance, and the Legislature, 
and such additional funding is subject to annual 
appropriation. 

Table 12-8 provides a breakdown of the MBTA 
capital program by funding source. Based upon 
historic trends, the Boston Region MPO as-
sumes in this Plan that over time the capital 
maintenance needs of the MBTA will consume 
approximately 90 percent of all MBTA capital 
revenues (excluding those from the special state 
appropriations discussed above). This will leave 
approximately 10 percent (plus any special state 
appropriations) for capital expansion projects. 

MBTA capital maintenance needs include in-
frastructure projects, such as signal and track 
upgrades; system enhancement projects; and 
accessibility projects, such as improvements 
necessary to comply with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) Key Station Plan. Capi-
tal expansion projects, on the other hand, are 
projects that add new service to the system. The 
actual allocation of funds between capital main-

TABLE 12-8

Projected Funds Available for the MBTA Capital Program

*	 50 percent of the cost of Blue Line to Lynn and Urban Ring Phase 2 
**	 100 percent of the cost of the SIP Projects and 50 percent of the cost of Blue Line to Lynn and Urban Ring Phase 2

Funding Source 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 Total

Federal aid: 
non-discretionary

$1,105,000,000 $2,358,000,000 $2,938,000,000 $6,401,000,000 

New Starts – Silver Line Phase III $97,000,000 $537,000,000 $0 $634,000,000 

New Starts – commonwealth 
expansion projects*

$22,000,000 $1,303,000,000 $0 $1,325,000,000

MBTA revenue bonds $1,390,000,000 $4,360,000,000 $6,459,000,000 $12,209,000,000

Existing state funding $36,000,000 $0 $0 $36,000,000

Commonwealth expansion 
funding**

$183,000,000 $1,887,000,000 $0 $2,070,000,000

Other sources $59,000,000 $0 $0 $59,000,000

Total capital funds $2,892,000,000 $10,445,000,000 $9,397,000,000 $22,734,000,000
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Project Type 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 Total

State-of-good-repair projects $2,212,000,000 $6,329,000,000 $9,397,000,000 $17,938,000,000

MBTA expansion projects $475,000,000 $926,000,000 $0 $1,401,000,000

Commonwealth expansion 
projects

$205,000,000 $3,190,000,000 $0 $3,395,000,000

Total capital uses $2,892,000,000 $10,445,000,000 $9,397,000,000 $22,734,000,000

TABLE 12-9

Projections of the Use of Transit Capital Funds

tenance and expansion projects, while limited 
to the 90/10 split over the long term, may vary 
somewhat from year to year. Table 12-9 shows 
the level of funding available for these two types 
of projects over the life of the Plan. At this time, 
there are no expansion projects included in the 
years 2021 to 2030. The MBTA is not proposing 
any new expansion projects at this time. They 
expect that all revenues during that time period 
will be used to maintain the system in a state of 
good repair.
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THE RECOMMENDED
TRANSPORTATION PLAN

13-1THE RECOMMENDED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 1

BACKGROUND

This chapter outlines the list of recommended projects that represents the Boston 
Region MPO’s priorities through the year 2030, as well as the process used in the 
selection of these projects. It also includes the transportation model results that 
forecast various overall effects of the recommended set of projects. 

Reinvestment in the existing system is the top priority of the Boston Region MPO. 
In this plan, the MPO has allocated 90 percent of the MBTA’s future transit capital 
funding to system infrastructure maintenance, accessibility improvements, and 
system enhancements. The remaining 10 percent is allocated to system expan-
sion. In addition, the Commonwealth has made a commitment to fund 100 per-
cent of the SIP commitment projects and the nonfederal share (50 percent) of the 
Urban Ring, Phase 2, project and the North Shore Transit Improvements project 
(Revere to Lynn). For roadways, this plan allocates 70 percent of future capital 
(non–Central Artery) highway funding to maintenance of the existing infrastructure, 
while the remaining 30 percent is allocated to major infrastructure and capacity 
expansion projects. A major infrastructure project is any project that costs over 
$25 million. An expansion project is any project that adds capacity to the existing 
system through the addition of a travel lane, the construction of an interchange, 
the construction of a commuter rail extension or rapid transit line, or the procure-
ment of additional (not replacement) public transportation vehicles.

Because of the signifi cant amount of funding needed to maintain and enhance 
transportation in eastern Massachusetts and throughout the Commonwealth, an 
objective set of criteria was used for determining the best projects. This approach 
helped to steer funding, from the limited resources available, to those projects that 
most effectively advance the sustainable-development goals of the state. Just as the 
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Commonwealth has its statewide criteria, the Bos-
ton Region MPO uses its own objective system for 
the project selection process of the Plan.

PROJECT SELECTION 
Through JOURNEY TO 2030, the MPO recog-
nizes the diversity of transportation needs and is-
sues throughout the Boston region and attempts 
to respond to them in a balanced manner. For 
this Plan, the MPO set the policies, selected the 
regionally signifi cant projects, and identifi ed the 
actions necessary to serve all modes of trans-
portation for persons and freight in this metropoli-
tan region, and, in so doing, attempted to ad-
dress the issues of congestion and sprawl while 
supporting economic vitality and environmental 
justice. 

While advocating a transportation system that 
adequately supports all modes of travel, the 
MPO recognizes that many people of the region 
are, and will continue to be, reliant on the auto-
mobile. Indeed, the members of the MPO expect 
both roadway congestion and the demand for 
transit to increase in the future, and recognize 
that many possibilities exist to reduce our depen-
dence on the single-occupant vehicle, for exam-
ple, by changing our land use practices. There is 
also a need to support a transportation system 
that expands choices for travel within the region.

Sprawling development is wasteful of limited 
infrastructure dollars and detrimental to the qual-
ity of life, which is an essential component of our 
economic competitiveness. Consequently, this 
Plan is generally consistent with MetroPlan, the 
adopted land use plan for the Boston region, 
and with the sustainable-development principles 
of the Commonwealth. It is also consistent with 
MetroFuture, an initiative that MAPC is develop-
ing that will provide a vision for the future of the 
Boston region, and a strategy for getting there. 
It looks at a number of factors, including com-
munity character, residential and housing growth, 
economic development, and natural resources, 
as well as transportation issues.

The MPO seeks to provide access to transporta-
tion services on an equitable basis across the 
region. This includes, but is not limited to, ensur-
ing that low-income and minority communities 
have transportation options for traveling to jobs, 
and that transit-dependent residents can reach 
needed services.

Finally, the MPO recognizes that the transporta-
tion system plays a critical role in the continued 
economic health of the region. Many sectors of 
the regional economy depend heavily on the safe 
and effi cient movement of goods and services by 
truck, rail, air, and water.

The MPO considered its visions and policies in 
selecting the recommended projects in the Plan. 
Each highway project, with a defi ned description, 
was included in the Universe of Projects and was 
rated according to its consistency with the follow-
ing policies: 

• System Preservation, Modernization, and
Effi ciency

• Mobility

• Environment
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• Safety and Security

• Regional Equity (also called Environmental 
Justice)

• Land Use and Economic Development

The two policies that were not used (public par-
ticipation and fi nance) are not applicable to the 
assessment of individual projects; these policies 
are entirely process oriented. MPO staff rated 
each project on how well the project complied 
with each policy.  

The Program for Mass Transportation (PMT) 
projects were evaluated based on 35 individual 
performance measures that were divided into 
seven categories:

• Utilization

• Mobility

• Cost-effectiveness

• Air quality

• Service quality

• Economic and land use impacts

• Environmental justice

Within the cost-effectiveness category, perfor-
mance measures were used that considered the 
impact of projects on both existing and new riders.

The selection of highway and transit projects for 
inclusion in the Plan was based on the profes-
sional judgment of the MPO members after they 
reviewed myriad sources of information, including: 

• Results from the regional travel-demand 
model 

• Information available on projects through 
feasibility studies, project-specifi c modeling 
work, and environmental impact reports

• A matrix examining each individual highway 
project for conformity with the MPO’s trans-
portation policies 

• Recommendations and prioritizations of each 
transit project as set forth in the MBTA’s Pro-
gram for Mass Transportation

• Recommendations from the MPO’s citizen 
advisory council 

• MPO members’ knowledge of proposed proj-
ects

• Feedback from the public through the MPO’s 
outreach process

RECOMMENDED LAND USE 
SCENARIO

Federal regulations stipulate that the MPO plan-
ning process consider the consistency of trans-
portation plans with long-term land use and 
development plans and projections. The MPO se-
lected the Smart Growth Plus land use scenario 
as the basis for developing a consistent set of 
recommended future projects for modeling for the 
air quality conformity determination. 

Under Smart Growth Plus, growth in the region is 
anticipated to be relatively slow, totaling only 10 
to 12 percent over the 23-year planning period. 
In communities, development allowed by current 
zoning is assumed to continue at current rates 
until the demand for water and sewer capacity 
exceeds a community’s ability to provide it. Addi-
tional development is then allocated to communi-
ties with remaining water and sewer capacity, and 
commuter rail and other transit services that are 
available. Within communities, development is as-
sumed to occur mostly in town and neighborhood 
centers and other centers of concentrated activ-
ity. Preservation of more open space, agricultural 
land, and water resources over current trends are 
all part of the Smart Growth Plus scenario.

The scenario, which is explained in Chapter 11, 
is consistent with the region’s current land use 
plan, MetroPlan. It is also consistent with the new 
regional land use plan, MetroFuture, which is cur-
rently being developed by MAPC.
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RECOMMENDED LIST OF PLANNED 
MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
EXPANSION PROJECTS

The major infrastructure and capacity expansion 
program is available to fund the projects currently 
underway and also those that constitute the 
planned major infrastructure and expansion proj-
ects for the transportation system. The following 
ongoing regionally signifi cant projects are funded 
in this Plan:

• The Central Artery Project: The total budget 
for this project is approximately $14.625 
billion, and the costs funded under this Plan 
are $1.19 billion for the repayment of Grant 
Anticipation Notes. 

• Route 128 Additional Lanes (Randolph to 
Wellesley): The total budget for this project is 
approximately $353.7 million, and the remain-
ing costs funded under this Plan are $301.35 
million. The completion date of this project is 
projected to be 2015. 

• Silver Line, Phase II (South Boston Piers 
Transitway): The total budget for the project is 
approximately $600.9 million, and the remain-
ing costs funded under this transportation 
plan are $31 million.

• Greenbush Commuter Rail Line: The total 
budget for the project is approximately $512 
million, and the remaining costs funded under 
this transportation plan are $151 million. The 
projected time frame for the start of service is 
the summer of 2007. 

After accounting for the costs of these ongoing 
projects, the remaining funds available in the ma-
jor infrastructure and capacity expansion program 
are dedicated to planned major infrastructure 
and capacity expansion projects. An expan-
sion project is any project that adds capacity 
to the existing system through the addition of a 
travel lane, the construction of an interchange, 
the construction of a commuter rail extension or 
rapid transit line, or the procurement of additional 

(not replacement) public transportation vehicles. 
A major infrastructure project is any project that 
costs over $25 million. Table 13-1 lists the proj-
ects funded under the major infrastructure and 
capacity expansion program and the type of proj-
ect—major infrastructure project, or expansion 
project, or both. Figure 13-1 shows the locations 
of these projects.

During the development of this Plan, there was 
no “fl exing” of funds from one mode to another. 
The MPO is not opposed to the policy of fl exing 
funds. However, given the funding levels for this 
Plan, the present allocation of funding is appro-
priate given the current fi nancial conditions. Thus, 
highway funds are used to fund highway proj-
ects, and public transportation funds are used to 
fund improvements to the regional public trans-
portation system. Based upon this distinction, 
the major infrastructure and expansion program 
yields approximately $2.638 billion for non–Ar-
tery highway projects, including $301.35 million 
in funds allocated to the ongoing Route 128 
project (referenced above), and $4.738 billion 
for transit projects, including $31 million in funds 
allocated to the ongoing Silver Line, Phase II, 
project (referenced above), and $151 million for 
the Greenbush project (referenced above). Table 
13-2 shows the total amount of funding dedicat-
ed to major infrastructure and capacity expansion 
projects in the Plan
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TABLE 13-1

MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND EXPANSION PROJECTS IN THE RECOMMENDED PLAN

* Exp = Expansion – Project adding capacity to the roadway or transit system
  MI = Major Infrastructure – Project costing $25 million or more
** SIP Commitment project currently being reevaluated by EOT and DEP. The cost for this project is included in the total cost of 
 $743,130,000, which has been included in the Plan for the SIP projects to be constructed in the future.

PROJECT
TYPE OF 

PROJECT*
COST

MIDDLESEX TURNPIKE (BEDFORD, BURLINGTON, AND BILLERICA) EXP $14,400,000

ROUTE 128 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (BEVERLY TO PEABODY) MI/EXP $293,743,000

EAST BOSTON HAUL ROAD/CHELSEA TRUCK ROUTE (BOSTON) EXP $17,169,100

ARBORWAY RESTORATION OR SUBSTITUTE PROJECTS (BOSTON) MI/EXP **

RED LINE/BLUE LINE CONNECTOR (BOSTON) MI/EXP **

ROUTE 1A/BOARDMAN STREET GRADE SEPARATION (BOSTON) EXP $13,686,000

RUSSIA WHARF FERRY TERMINAL (BOSTON) EXP $2,200,000

RUTHERFORD AVENUE/SULLIVAN SQUARE (BOSTON) MI $100,695,500

CONSOLIDATED RENTAL CAR FACILITY (LOGAN AIRPORT, BOSTON) MI/EXP $453,000,000

SILVER LINE, PHASE III (BOSTON) MI/EXP $1,067,484,000

GREEN LINE TO BALL SQUARE (BOSTON, MEDFORD, AND SOMERVILLE) MI/EXP **

I-93/ROUTE 3 INTERCHANGE – BRAINTREE SPLIT (BRAINTREE) MI/EXP $45,573,000

URBAN RING, PHASE 2 (COMPACT COMMUNITIES) MI/EXP $1,954,000,000

I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE (CANTON) MI/EXP $164,228,000

I-95 (NB)/DEDHAM STREET RAMP (CANTON) EXP $3,500,000

CONCORD ROTARY (CONCORD) MI $81,033,000

ROUTE 2/CROSBY’S CORNER (CONCORD AND LINCOLN) MI/EXP $31,500,000

ROUTE 1/114 CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENTS (DANVERS AND PEABODY) MI/EXP $94,808,000

RIVER’S EDGE BOULEVARD [TELECOM CITY BOULEVARD] (EVERETT, MALDEN, AND 

MEDFORD)
EXP $20,802,000

REVERE BEACH PARKWAY (EVERETT, MEDFORD AND REVERE) MI/EXP $189,616,000

ROUTE 126/135 GRADE SEPARATION (FRAMINGHAM) MI $101,291,000

ROUTE 85 IMPROVEMENTS (HUDSON) EXP $8,075,000

ROUTE 1 IMPROVEMENTS (MALDEN AND REVERE) MI/EXP $131,678,000

I-495/I-290/ROUTE 85 CONNECTOR INTERCHANGE (MARLBOROUGH AND HUDSON) MI/EXP $37,773,000

NEEDHAM STREET/HIGHLAND AVENUE/WINCHESTER STREET (NEWTON AND NEEDHAM) EXP $10,538,000

QUINCY CENTER CONCOURSE, PHASE 2 (QUINCY) EXP $9,580,000

I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE (READING AND WOBURN) MI $234,025,000

100 ADDITIONAL BUSES TO IMPROVE SERVICE ON EXISTING ROUTES (REGIONWIDE) MI/EXP $68,428,000

MAHONEY CIRCLE GRADE SEPARATION (REVERE) EXP $30,387,000

ROUTE 1/ROUTE 16 INTERCHANGE (REVERE) EXP $6,295,000

ROUTE 1A/ROUTE 16 CONNECTION (REVERE) MI $93,795,000

NORTH SHORE TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS (REVERE TO LYNN) MI/EXP $695,600,000

BOSTON STREET (SALEM) EXP $3,148,000

BRIDGE STREET (SALEM) EXP $4,790,000

ASSEMBLY SQUARE ORANGE LINE STATION (SOMERVILLE) MI/EXP $25,000,000

I-93/MYSTIC AVENUE INTERCHANGE (SOMERVILLE) MI/EXP $118,510,000

NAVAL AIR STATION ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS (WEYMOUTH) MI/EXP $42,000,000

ROUTE 18 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (WEYMOUTH) EXP $24,000,000

ROUTE 3 SOUTH ADDITIONAL LANES (WEYMOUTH TO DUXBURY) MI/EXP $426,637,000

I-93/ROUTE 129 INTERCHANGE (WILMINGTON AND READING) EXP $23,950,000

NEW BOSTON STREET BRIDGE (WOBURN) EXP $4,862,000
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TABLE 13-2

FUNDING DEDICATED TO MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND EXPANSION PROJECTS

In addition to the major infrastructure and expan-
sion projects listed in Table 13-1, the MPO is 
committed to continued funding of projects un-
der the maintenance program to improve mobility 
in the region, particularly in the following areas 
(see Chapters 5 and 6 for more details on these 
programs):

• Suburban mobility/transportation demand 
management 

• Bicycle facilities

• Pedestrian facilities

• Freight movement

HIGHWAY PROJECTS IN THE 
RECOMMENDED PLAN

Table13-3 lists the highway projects funded 
under the major infrastructure and expansion 
program, their costs, and the timeframe in which 
they are projected to be constructed. Pursuant 
to federal guidance on allowing for infl ation, the 
costs associated with each highway project are 
based on the current estimated cost plus 4 per-
cent per year through to the year of construction. 

The location of each of these projects is shown 
in Figure 13-1.

The next section of Chapter 13 provides a 
detailed description and map for each highway 
project included in the recommended Plan.

Note on Project Descriptions: 

1. The costs included on these pages are in 
current dollars.

2. Information on specifi c project ratings relating 
to their compliance with MPO policies can be 
found in Appendix C.

PROJECT DEDICATED FUNDING 

CENTRAL ARTERY PROJECT $1,190,000,000

NON–ARTERY HIGHWAY PROJECTS (30% OF THE MAJOR

INFRASTRUCTURE/CAPACITY EXPANSION PROGRAM)
$2,637,937,700

HIGHWAY SUBTOTAL $3,827,937,700

TRANSIT EXPANSION PROJECTS $4,737,842,000
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TABLE 13-3

MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND EXPANSION HIGHWAY PROJECTS IN THE RECOMMENDED PLAN, WITH COSTS

CURRENT COST 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 TOTAL

ONGOING NO-BUILD PROJECT

ROUTE 128 ADDITIONAL LANES

(RANDOLPH TO WELLESLEY)
$301,350,000 $153,350,000 $148,000,000 $301,350,100

RECOMMENDED PROJECTS

MIDDLESEX TURNPIKE IMPROVEMENTS

(BEDFORD, BURLINGTON, AND BILLERICA)
$14,400,000 $14,400,000 $14,400,000

ROUTE 128 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS

(BEVERLY TO PEABODY)
$145,000,000 $293,743,000 $293,743,000

EAST BOSTON HAUL ROAD/CHELSEA

TRUCK ROUTE (BOSTON)
$14,000,000 $5,401,600 $11,767,500 $17,169,100

ROUTE 1A/BOARDMAN STREET GRADE

SEPARATION (BOSTON)
$10,000,000 $13,686,000 $13,686,000

RUTHERFORD AVENUE/SULLIVAN SQUARE

(BOSTON)
$79,300,000 $21,252,500 $79,443,000 $100,695,500

CONSOLIDATED RENTAL CAR FACILITY

(LOGAN AIRPORT, BOSTON)1
$453,000,000 $49,000,000 $404,000,000 $453,000,000

I-93/ROUTE 3 INTERCHANGE – BRAINTREE

SPLIT (BRAINTREE)
$33,300,000 $45,573,000 $45,573,000

I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE (CANTON) $120,000,000 $164,228,000 $164,228,000

I-95 NORTHBOUND/DEDHAM STREET RAMP

AND BRIDGE (CANTON)2
$3,500,000 $3,500,000 $3,500,000

CONCORD ROTARY/ROUTE 2

(CONCORD)
$40,000,000 $81,033,000 $81,033,000

ROUTE 2/CROSBY’S CORNER GRADE

SEPARATION (CONCORD AND LINCOLN)
$31,500,000 $12,450,000 $19,050,000 $31,500,000

ROUTE 1/ROUTE 114 CORRIDOR

IMPROVEMENTS (DANVERS AND PEABODY)
$46,800,000 $94,808,000 $94,808,000

RIVER’S EDGE BOULEVARD [FORMERLY 

TELECOM CITY BOULEVARD]

(EVERETT, MALDEN, AND MEDFORD)

$15,200,000 $20,802,000 $20,802,000

REVERE BEACH PARKWAY

(EVERETT, MEDFORD, AND REVERE)
$93,600,000 $189,616,000 $189,616,000

ROUTE 126/ROUTE 135 GRADE SEPARATION

(FRAMINGHAM)
$50,000,000 $101,291,000 $101,291,000

ROUTE 85 IMPROVEMENTS

(HUDSON)
$5,900,000 $8,075,000 $8,075,000

ROUTE 1 IMPROVEMENTS

(MALDEN AND REVERE)
$65,000,000 $131,678,000 $131,678,000

I-495/I-290/ROUTE 85 CONNECTOR

INTERCHANGE (MARLBOROUGH AND

HUDSON)

$27,600,000 $37,773,000 $37,773,000
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TABLE 13-3 (CONT.)

MAJOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND EXPANSION HIGHWAY PROJECTS IN THE RECOMMENDED PLAN, WITH COSTS

1 This project will be paid for by the Massachusetts Port Authority. Funding for this project will come from General Airport Revenue Bonds, taxable
 revenue bonds supported by revenue from the daily Customer Facility Charge and rent from car companies, and Transportation Infrastructure Finance
 and Innovation Act (TIFIA) funds.

2 This project will be paid for by the developer and is not included in the total.

3 All of the funds for this project will be paid for with a combination of state, local, and private resources. The parties are currently in negotiation to   
 determine each parties contribution.

CURRENT COST 2007–2010 2011–2020 2021–2030 TOTAL

NEEDHAM STREET/HIGHLAND AVENUE/

WINCHESTER STREET

(NEWTON AND NEEDHAM)

$7,700,000 $10,538,000 $10,538,000

QUINCY CENTER CONCOURSE, PHASE 2

(QUINCY)
$7,000,000 $9,580,000 $9,580,000

I-93/I-95 INTERCHANGE

(READING AND WOBURN)
$171,000,000 $234,025,000 $234,025,000

MAHONEY CIRCLE GRADE SEPARATION

(REVERE)
$15,000,000 $30,387,000 $30,387,000

ROUTE 1/ROUTE 16 INTERCHANGE

(REVERE)
$4,600,000 $6,295,000 $6,295,000

ROUTE 1A/ROUTE 16 CONNECTION

(REVERE)
$46,300,000 $93,795,000 $93,795,000

BOSTON STREET (SALEM) $2,300,000 $3,148,000 $3,148,000

BRIDGE STREET (SALEM) $3,500,000 $4,790,000 $4,790,000

I-93/MYSTIC AVENUE INTERCHANGE

(SOMERVILLE)
$58,500,000 $118,510,000 $118,510,000

S. WEYMOUTH NAVAL AIR STATION

ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS (WEYMOUTH,

HINGHAM, AND ROCKLAND)3
$42,000,000 $42,000,000 $42,000,000

ROUTE 18 CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS

(WEYMOUTH)
$24,000,000 $24,000,000 $24,000,000

ROUTE 3 SOUTH ADDITIONAL LANES

(WEYMOUTH TO DUXBURY)
$210,600,000 $426,637,000 $426,637,000

I-93/ROUTE 129 INTERCHANGE

IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(WILMINGTON AND READING)

$17,500,000 $23,950,000 $23,950,000

NEW BOSTON STREET BRIDGE

(WOBURN)
$2,400,000 $4,862,000 $4,862,000

TOTAL $1,663,350,000 $230,854,100 $840,723,500 $1,566,360,000 $2,637,937,700
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Bedford, Billerica, and Burlington: Middlesex Turnpike Improvements 
($14,400,000)
Description

The proposed improvements will widen Middle-
sex Turnpike from the Burlington town line to just 
north of Manning Road in Billerica. The widening 
will provide two lanes in each direction, mak-
ing it a four-lane highway with a median. There 
will be left-turn lanes at key intersections. The 
improvements span a segment of approximately 
7.5 miles. The roadway cross-section width will 
increase to 70 feet, and the total right-of-way will 
be 85 feet wide. Each direction will consist of a 
14-foot outside travel lane, a 13-foot inside travel 
lane, and a 16-foot median. The median will be 
reconfigured at key intersections and driveways 
as a 4-foot median with a 12-foot protected left-
turn lane. On the east side of the 70-foot travel 
way is a 7-foot grass strip, and on the west side 
are a 3-foot grass strip and a 1-foot concrete 
sidewalk. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project consists of a corridor that spans two 
communities, Bedford and Billerica. The area in 
Bedford is zoned for industrial park, industrial, 
general business, and residential uses. The area 
in Billerica is zoned for industrial uses. 

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts con-
ducted in 2003, the average daily traffic on the 
Middlesex Turnpike at the Bedford town line was 
15,000 vehicles. According to the draft envi-
ronmental impact report (DEIR) done in 1995, a 
Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis showed 
that Middlesex Turnpike operated at a level of 
service (LOS) E in the AM and PM peak hours 
and that at six out of seven intersections along 
the turnpike, the critical movement in the AM 
and PM peak hours operated at LOS F. In terms 
of delay, the Congestion Management System 
monitoring conducted in 2002 found that the 

average travel speed is below 70 percent of the 
posted speed along four segments in both the 
northbound and southbound directions, in both 
the AM and PM peak periods. 

Economic Opportunities

According to the DEIR, improving the capacity, 
efficiency, and safety of this roadway will help 
improve the redevelopment opportunities of this 
area. 
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MAP 13-1	 Bedford, Billerica, and Burlington: Middlesex Turnpike 	
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Beverly to Peabody: Route 128 Capacity Improvements 
($145,000,000)
Description

This project will address safety problems, con-
gestion, and traffic flow on Route 128 from 
Interstate 95 in Peabody to Brimbal Avenue in 
Beverly. The initial stage of the project will be a 
detailed evaluation of all alternatives for mov-
ing additional persons in the corridor. Because 
of existing safety problems, implementation of 
improvements may be phased to address more 
immediate concerns first. The addition of a travel 
lane in each direction is included as well.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Zoning along this stretch of Route 128 includes 
residential, industrial, and business uses in the 
three communities of Peabody, Danvers, and 
Beverly. 

Safety

This project area includes eight high-crash 
locations, as documented between 1999 and 
2001—Route 128/Lowell Street, Route 128/
Route 114, and Route 128/I-95 in Peabody; 
Route 128/Endicott Street, Route 128/Route 35, 
and Route 128/Route 62 in Danvers; and Route 
128/Route 1A and Route 128/Brimball Avenue in 
Beverly. 

Peabody:

•	 The Route 128/Lowell Street intersection was 
the site of 167 crashes, of which 103 in-
volved only property damage and 64 involved 
bodily injury. It ranked #72 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 128/Route 114 intersection was 
the site of 222 crashes, of which 147 in-
volved only property damage and 75 involved 
bodily injury. It ranked #52 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 128/I-95 intersection was the 
site of 57 crashes, of which 42 involved only 
property damage, 15 involved bodily injury. 
It ranked #747 on the list of the state’s high-
crash intersections. 

Danvers:

•	 The Route 128/Endicott Street intersection 
was the site of 156 crashes, of which 99 in-
volved only property damage and 57 involved 
bodily injury. It ranked #83 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 128/Route 35 intersection was the 
site of 107 crashes, of which 73 involved only 
property damage, 34 involved bodily injury. 
It ranked #216 on the list of the state’s high-
crash intersections.

•	 The Route 128/Route 62 intersection was the 
site of 176 crashes, of which 121 involved 
only property damage and 55 involved bodily 
injury. It ranked #77 on the list of the state’s 
high-crash intersections. 

Beverly:

•	 The Route 128/Route 1A intersection was 
the site of 84 crashes, of which 66 involved 
only property damage and 18 involved bodily 
injury. It ranked #464 on the list of the state’s 
high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 128/Brimbal Avenue intersection 
was the site of 77 crashes, of which 52 in-
volved only property damage and 25 involved 
bodily injury. It ranked #370 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections.

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the av-
erage daily traffic on Route 128 along this stretch 
of roadway is as follows:
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MAP 13-2	 Beverly to Peabody: Route 128 Capacity Improvements
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Peabody:

•	 North of I-95 (2004 counts) – 97,500 
vehicles

Danvers:

•	 North of Endicott Street (2001 counts) 
– 79,500 vehicles

Beverly:

•	 At Danvers Town Line (2001 counts) – 
80,600 vehicles

•	 North of Brimball Avenue (2004 counts) 
– 49,200 vehicles

According to the CTPS memorandum, “Potential 
Long-Range Plans for Improving Express High-

ways in the Boston Metropolitan Region,” dated 
December 27, 2000, this section of Route 128 
is the oldest remaining original construction on 
Route 128. The combination of poor design 
standards and high volumes makes this a dan-
gerous stretch of roadway. 
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Boston: East Boston Haul Road/Chelsea Truck Route ($14,000,000)  

Description

This project creates a new grade-separated 
roadway connecting the City of Chelsea and 
the harbor tunnels/Logan Airport using an aban-
doned below-grade railroad right-of-way. It would 
provide a roadway passing beneath Neptune 
Road, Bennington Street, and Saratoga Street, 
and would connect to Chelsea Street south of 
the Chelsea Street Bridge. A proposed design 
variation would provide a new direct ramp con-
nection between the Chelsea Street Bridge and 
Route 1A southbound and eliminate the current 
unsafe connection between Chelsea Street and 
Route 1A at Curtis Street. It would allow the con-
tinued use of the existing Route 1A viaduct over 
Saratoga Street, Bennington Street, and Neptune 
Road. The roadway has been proposed as a 
facility for trucks, buses, and passenger shuttles 
only, but the planning and environmental review 
process for the project should analyze whether 
automobile use of the facility could reduce con-
gestion in the area without significantly degrading 
operations on the new roadway.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area includes five zoning districts—
residential, neighborhood business, waterfront 
(includes maritime economy reserve and manu-
facturing), corridor enhancement (promotes 
activities such as commercial uses to serve as 
a buffer between residential and industrial uses), 
and Logan Airport. The land use surrounding 
the northern end of the proposed road is primar-
ily industrial, while around the southern end it is 
predominantly commercial (with a few residential 
areas). The project will incorporate a connection 
to the proposed East Boston Greenway, a 3.1-
mile greenbelt connecting East Boston Piers Park 
at Jeffries Point with the Belle Isle Marsh Conser-
vation facility at Orient Heights.

Mobility

MassHighway traffic counts performed in 1997 
showed average daily traffic of 21,800 vehicles 
on the Chelsea Street Bridge and 37,100 ve-
hicles on Route 1A at the Logan Airport ramps 
in 2003. According to the East Boston/Chelsea 
Truck Route Concept Study dated June 1998, 
this project will improve mobility through a dedi-
cated route for freight vehicles, rental cars, and 
buses that will bypass neighborhood traffic in 
East Boston and provide a direct link between 
Chelsea and Logan Airport. 

Connectivity

The bypass road will provide freight vehicles, 
rental cars, Park n’ Fly buses, and MBTA buses 
with a direct connection to Logan Airport’s pas-
senger and freight terminals, resulting in en-
hanced connections between the airport and 
communities north of Boston. In addition, the 
proposed Urban Ring project (also included as a 
recommended project in this Plan) could poten-
tially utilize this bypass road. 

Sharing of Benefits/Burdens

According to the East Boston/Chelsea Truck 
Route Concept Study, the project’s positive 
implications for the cargo industry are matched 
by its benefits for the local and regional com-
munity. Benefits include reducing traffic on local 
and neighborhood streets through the dedicated 
freight-haul road and providing a pedestrian con-
nection to the proposed East Boston Greenway. 
Burdens include a 24-hour-operating freight-haul 
route that will operate within 500 feet of some 
residential areas in East Boston. 

Economic Opportunities

East Boston is situated between Logan Air-
port, a key player in New England’s freight truck 
transportation network, and the city of Chelsea’s 
Airport Overlay District. According to the East 
Boston/Chelsea Truck Route Concept Study, this 
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MAP 13-3	 Boston: East Boston Haul Road/Chelsea Truck Route
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new connection will enhance the efficiency and 
accessibility of commercial vehicle travel be-
tween Logan and Chelsea by eliminating a major 
truck traffic bottleneck.
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Boston: Logan Airport Consolidated Rental Car Facility 
($453,000,000)  
Description

The construction of the proposed project at Lo-
gan Airport consists of a Consolidated Rental Car 
Facility (ConRAC), a commercial parking facility 
and an environmentally-innovative passenger 
bus system connecting airline passengers with 
both parking and rental car modes, is intended to 
create an efficient and environmentally superior 
facility that will help the Authority meet current 
and future ground access needs. The ConRAC 
and the new parking capacity for air passengers 
will be constructed on airport property known as 
the Southwest Service Area.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts

The new facility will provide enhanced customer 
service with convenient, frequent shuttle bus 
service from the airport terminals, along with 
swift access to and from the regional transporta-
tion system. Currently, each company owns and 
separately operates a diesel-powered shuttle bus 
fleet for its respective customers. These vehicles 
circulate throughout the airport roadway system 
on fixed headways, often carrying only a handful 
of passengers. The Authority believes there will 
be environmental benefits from consolidating the 
bus system and also from the transition to a fleet 
composed entirely of clean-fuel buses. In addi-
tion, the facility will be designed in accordance 
with sustainable design practices. The project 
would also include additional improvements to 
airport roadways in the Southwest Service Area, 
improving the level of service at several intersec-
tions. 

 Key benefits of the planned facility include:

•	 Improved air quality as a result of a consoli-
dated shuttle bus system, powered by com-
pressed natural gas (CNG) (or comparable 
alternative fuel)

•	 Incorporation of sustainable design elements

•	 Significantly improved efficiencies in opera-
tions and customer service

•	 Capacity to respond to the growth in demand 
for rental cars and for passenger parking 
within Logan’s constrained footprint

•	 Reduced impact of rental car operations on 
the East Boston community and adjacent 
neighborhoods

The project currently calls for a multilevel Con-
RAC garage with approximately 3,000 Ready/
Return spaces, a Customer Service Center, 
and Quick Turnaround Areas, which will contain 
maintenance/car wash buildings and fueling 
facilities, as well as adequate space for surface 
rental car storage/parking. The ConRAC is one 
component of an overall redevelopment plan that 
will also include: capacity for 3,000 commercial 
parking spaces for air passengers, as well as 
environmental remediation, new infrastructure 
(roadways, utilities, etc.), intelligent transportation 
systems technologies, and extensive visual and 
sound buffering along the boundary between the 
airport and the community.   

The Authority is developing conceptual designs 
for this program, and once the preferred alterna-
tive is selected, further details can be provided. 
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MAP 13-4	 Boston: Logan Airport Consolidated Rental Car Facility
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13-18 JOURNEY to 2030

Boston: Route 1A/Boardman Street Grade Separation ($10,000,000)

Description

Construct an overpass with ramps to replace 
the existing signalized intersection of Route 1A 
and Boardman Street. Boardman Street will be 
relocated approximately 400 feet south of its cur-
rent location and Route 1A traffic will pass over 
Boardman Street, with connections provided via 
on- and off-ramps.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Boardman Street provides access to the Orient 
Heights residential neighborhood from Route 1A. 
Other surrounding land uses include the Suffolk 
Downs Racetrack (a possible future redevelop-
ment site) to the north and Logan Airport and its 
associated uses, such as parking lots for pas-
sengers and rental cars, gas stations, and a 
hotel, to the south. 

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash location: 
between 1999 and 2001, the Route 1A/Board-
man Street intersection was the site of 56 crash-
es, of which 29 involved only property damage 
and 27 involved bodily injury. It ranked #428 in 
the list of the state’s high-crash intersections. 

Mobility

MassHighway traffic counts conducted in 2004 
show that the average daily traffic along Route 
1A at the Boston/Revere city line was 60,900 
vehicles. According to the Route 1A Corridor 
Planning Study prepared by CTPS in 1990, the 
signalized intersection of Boardman Street and 
Route 1A was operating at level of service (LOS) 
D in the AM peak hour and LOS F in the PM 
peak hour. The Route 1A/Boardman Street inter-
section was ranked the worst intersection along 
Route 1A (tied with Route 1A/Mahoney Circle 
intersection). The corridor study indicated that a 

grade-separated interchange of Boardman Street 
and Route 1A would produce acceptable operat-
ing conditions. 

Pollution

The improved flow of traffic at the Boardman 
Street grade separation will provide air qual-
ity benefits by reducing “hot spot” emissions 
through a reduction in vehicle idling and associ-
ated emissions.   
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MAP 13-5	 Boston: Route 1A/Boardman Street Grade Separation
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Boston: Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square ($79,300,000)

Description

The Rutherford Avenue Corridor Transportation 
Study (a cooperative effort between MassHigh-
way and the City of Boston) contains a design to 
reconstruct Rutherford Avenue consisting of two 
components: 

•	 A new four-lane bypass road adjacent to the 
Interstate 93 viaduct for traffic diverted from 
City Square, with underpasses at the Gilmore 
Bridge and at Cambridge Street at Sullivan Sq.

•	 A four-lane roadway for local Charlestown traffic 

The project includes a redesigned Sullivan 
Square to accommodate the bypass road con-
nection to Route 99. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Rutherford Avenue was built prior to the interstate 
system and was the historic connection to cities 
and towns north of Boston. Today it remains an 
important path into the city, and it has been used 
as a major alternative route during the construc-
tion of the Central Artery. Rutherford Avenue 
parallels the elevated Interstate 93 to its west; 
to its east is the neighborhood of Charlestown. 
It provides access to tourist areas, including the 
USS Constitution and the Freedom Trail. Thus, 
there is a large amount of pedestrian travel in the 
vicinity. In addition, a new park has been built on 
the west side of the roadway as part of the open-
space mitigation measures for the Central Artery/
Tunnel Project. The Rutherford Avenue project will 
divert regional traffic to a new bypass road and 
create a local access roadway to benefit pedes-
trians and create more open space.

Mobility

This project divides Rutherford Avenue into two 
roadways separating regional from local traffic. 
The new roadway will have eight lanes through 

the project area. MassHighway conducted traffic 
counts on Rutherford Avenue south of Sullivan 
Square in 2003. At that time the average daily 
traffic was 29,100 vehicles.

Connectivity

The Sullivan Square and Community College 
Orange Line Stations are located in the project 
area. Rutherford Avenue has been designated 
as an Urban Ring Phase 2 route in the MBTA’s 
draft environmental impact report, based on the 
roadway’s anticipated reconstruction. 

Community Character

According to the Rutherford Avenue Study (see 
the note below), there are three main urban de-
sign goals associated with this project:

•	 Improve vehicular and pedestrian comfort 
and amenities

•	 Integrate the Rutherford Avenue corridor into 
the Charlestown neighborhood with new 
blocks and streets

•	 Increase the amount of green space and us-
able open space along the corridor

Note

A study of the Rutherford Avenue corridor was 
done as part of mitigation for the Central Artery/
Tunnel Project. The study recommended near- 
and long-term improvements to Rutherford Ave-
nue and Sullivan Square that would enhance the 
corridor as part of the regional roadway network 
and improve its integration into the abutting resi-
dential neighborhood. The plan recommended: 

•	 Modifications to the Sullivan Square grade 
separation to connect the bypass road to 
Route 99 and improve access to transit and 
pedestrian travel

•	 Creating a four-lane bypass road with under-
passes and a four-lane neighborhood access 
road.
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MAP 13-6	  Boston: Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square
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•	 New bicycle and pedestrian facilities

•	 Creating new parcels for development
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Braintree: I-93/Route 3 Interchange (Braintree Split) ($33,300,000)

Description

Through its Mobility Management System, the 
Boston Region MPO recommended a study of 
the Braintree Split. The Central Transportation 
Planning Staff produced a report for the MPO, 
I-93/Southeast Expressway/Route 3 (Braintree 
Split) Operational Assessment and Potential 
Improvements, in March 2006. The proposed 
project addresses mobility and safety issues of 
the Braintree Split, and includes the following 
three improvements:

I-93 North On-Ramp from Route 37 East in 
Braintree ($2.1 million)

•	 Restrict the existing on-ramp to traffic that is 
heading to Route 3 South, Burgin Parkway, or 
Washington Street ($0.5 million)

•	 Construct a double left-turn bay at the signal-
ized ramp-arterial junction on the east side of 
I-93 for use by traffic proceeding to the Ex-
pressway to access the south-side on-ramp 
($1.5 million)

•	 Install new signs or modify existing signs on 
Route 37 to guide motorists to the appropri-
ate ramps ($0.1 million)

(The above modifications would increase safety and 
provide a longer weave distance to the Expressway.)

Route 3 South, between Burgin Parkway 
and Union Street ($16.0 million)

•	 Upgrade the northbound acceleration lane 
from Union Street into an auxiliary lane (a fourth 
lane northbound), possibly ending after the 
exit ramp at interchange 19 (Burgin Parkway/
MBTA Quincy Adams Station ($7.5 million)

•	 Add a fourth southbound travel lane begin-
ning at the Burgin Parkway on-ramp and pos-
sibly ending after the exit ramp at the Union 
Street interchange ($7.5 million) 

•	 Provide a right-turn bypass lane or slip lane at 
the southbound ramp-rotary junction for use by 
the high volume of right-turn traffic ($1.0 million)

I-93 South, between Route 37 and Route 24 
($15.2 million)

•	 Add a travel lane on I-93 South, beginning 
south of the Route 37 interchange and ending 
at the diverge point to Route 24 ($14.0 million)

•	  Reconfigure the lane assignment at the 
diverge point of I-93 and Route 24 to provide 
two travel lanes to the two-lane connector 
ramp connecting to Route 24 ($0.10 million)

•	 Widen the merge point at the entrance of 
Route 24 South to four lanes to receive the 
four travel lanes from the connecting ramps 
($1.0 million)

•	 Install new signs or modify existing signs on 
I-93 South to guide motorists to Route 24 
($0.1 million)

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by Relevant MPO Policy 
Area

Land Use

Land surrounding the split in Braintree is zoned 
Highway Business Residential. The split con-
tinues over the town border into Quincy, where 
adjacent land is zoned Heavy Industrial and 
Planned Unit Development. 

Safety

This location is on MassHighway’s list of the top 
1,000 high-crash locations for the years 1999 
to 2001. The crash total was 314; of these, 209 
were property damage only and 105 involved 
injuries. None of the crashes were fatal.

Mobility

According to MassHighway’s 2005 Traffic Vol-
umes, average daily two-way traffic on I-93 north 
of Route 37 was 219,600 in 2003. Average daily 
two-way traffic on Route 3 between exits 17 and 
19 was 128,800 in 2003. Average daily two-way 
traffic on Route 3 between exits 19 and 20 was 
115,900 in 2003.
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MAP 13-7	  Braintree: I-93/Route 3 Interchange (Braintree Split)
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Proposed
changes

Average observed travel speeds on roadways 
are compiled in the MPO’s Mobility Management 
System. Average observed speeds on Route 3 
northbound approaching the Braintree Split are 
30-44 mph during the AM peak period. Average 
observed speeds on I-93 northbound leaving the 
Braintree Split range between 50-54 mph and 
55-59 mph during the AM peak period. Aver-
age observed speeds on Route 3 southbound 
leaving the Braintree Split range between 50-54 
mph and 55-59 mph during the AM peak period. 
Average observed speeds on I-93 southbound 
approaching the Braintree Split are 55-59 mph 
during the AM peak period.

Average observed speeds on Route 3 north-
bound approaching the Braintree Split are 55-

59 mph during the PM peak period. Average 
observed speeds on I-93 northbound leaving 
the Braintree Split are 55-59 mph during the PM 
peak period. Average observed speeds on Route 
3 southbound leaving the Braintree Split are 1-29 
mph during the PM peak period. Average ob-
served speeds on I-93 southbound approaching 
the Braintree Split are 30-44 mph during the PM 
peak period. Based on MMS criteria, an express-
way is considered congested when average 
speeds are less than 50 mph.

Connectivity

The Braintree Split is located near the Quincy 
Adams Station on the Red Line.
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Canton: I-95/I-93 Interchange ($120,000,000)

Description

Specific components of the Interstate 95/Inter-
state 93 interchange project are: 

•	 Replacement of the I-95 northbound entrance 
ramp with a direct connector ramp

•	 Construction of a new entrance ramp from 
University Avenue to I-93 northbound, includ-
ing the discontinued use of the Green Lodge 
Street Bridge west of Elm Street

•	 Construction of a realigned, two-lane direct 
connection between Route I-93 southbound 
and I-95 southbound, including a new ramp 
to Blue Hill Drive

•	 Construction of a realigned, two-lane, direct 
connection from I-95 northbound to I-93 
northbound 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The 37 acres encompassed by this project are 
located entirely within the Fowl Meadow/Ponka-
poag Bog Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 
Much of the land surrounding the interchanges 
is permanently protected, although some of it is 
zoned for single residences and light industry. 
According to the Environmental Notification Form 
(ENF) that was submitted to the Department of 
Environmental Protection, the project, as pro-
posed, will decrease roadways and other paved 
areas by 1.7 acres. 

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash location: 
between 1999 and 2001, I-93 at I-95 was the 
site of 297 crashes, of which 188 involved only 
property damage and 109 involved bodily injury. 
It ranked #22 on the list of the state’s high-crash 
intersections. There are recurring safety prob-
lems, including numerous truck rollovers, on the 
I-95 northbound ramp.

Mobility

The ENF identifies chronic congestion in the proj-
ect area in both the morning and afternoon peak 
periods, with the roadways and the interchanges 
frequently functioning at level of service F. Se-
vere congestion at the intersection of University 
Avenue and Blue Hill Drive causes long queues 
that occasionally extend beyond the I-95 south-
bound exit ramp to Blue Hill Drive. Data collected 
in 2004 show that there were 134,700 vehicle 
trips per day on the I-95 section of the project 
and 151,000 trips on the I-93 section. 

Connectivity

By reducing congestion and travel times, this 
project will enhance the attractiveness of Amtrak 
and MBTA commuter rail services at the Route 
128 Station, as well as shuttle bus services con-
necting the station to residential and business 
centers in the area. The project will also facilitate 
greater recreational use of the Blue Hill Reserva-
tion trail system that runs through the area.

Note

This project implements the recommendations of 
the University Avenue/I-95/I-93 Regional Traffic 
Study that was prepared by the Central Trans-
portation Planning Staff in July 1999. It is also 
consistent with the Canton, Dedham, Norwood, 
and Westwood Municipal Growth Planning 
Study. 

The environmental impact report currently un-
derway includes the Dedham Street/I-95 North-
bound Ramp project (see separate project de-
scription). The projects are presented separately 
in order to show the areas in greater detail. 
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Canton: I-95 Northbound/Dedham Street Ramp and Bridge 
($3,500,000)
Description

Construct a new ramp from Interstate 95 north-
bound to Dedham Street in Canton and widen 
Dedham Street over I-95. This will complement 
the benefits of the recently completed construc-
tion of the Dedham Street/I-95 southbound ramp 
by providing direct access to the town of Canton 
and the town of Westwood’s University Avenue 
industrial area. Although this project is considered 
part of the Canton/Westwood I-95/I-93/University 
Avenue project, it is presented separately in order 
to show the area in greater detail (see Canton: 
Interstate 93/Interstate 95 Interchange project). 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

This project is located in the Fowl Meadow/ 
Ponkapoag Bog Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern. Adjacent land is zoned for light industry 
and single-family residences. 

Mobility

This project will benefit local streets in the area 
by enabling I-95 northbound traffic destined for 
the University Avenue area to avoid local resi-
dential streets without increasing through traffic 
on Dedham Street. Users of the upper University 
Avenue/Blue Hill Drive area will also benefit.

Connectivity

By reducing congestion and travel times, this 
project will enhance the attractiveness of Amtrak 
and MBTA commuter rail services at the Route 
128 Station, as well as shuttle bus services con-
necting the station to residential and business 
centers in the area. 

Note

This project implements the recommendations of 
the University Avenue / I-95/I-93 Regional Traffic 
Study that was prepared by the Central Trans-
portation Planning Staff in July 1999. It is also 
consistent with the Canton, Dedham, Norwood, 
and Westwood Municipal Growth Planning 
Study. 
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MAP 13-9	C anton: I-95 Northbound/Dedham Street Ramp and 
	 Bridge
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Concord: Concord Rotary/Route 2  ($40,000,000)

Description

This proposed project will remove the rotary at 
the intersection of Route 2, Route 2A, Barrett’s 
Mill Road, and Commonwealth Avenue in Con-
cord. On the basis of a February 2003 feasibility 
study, three design alternatives are progress-
ing: a full-diamond interchange, a half-diamond 
interchange on the north side of Route 2 with a 
quarter cloverleaf in the south quadrangle, and 
a quarter cloverleaf in the south quadrangle with 
ramps further north on Route 2. Each alternative 
includes grade separation of Route 2 from Route 
2A and the local roads. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area in Concord is zoned mainly for 
residential, limited business, and some industrial 
uses. 

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash location: 
between 1999 and 2001, the Concord Rotary 
was the site of 202 crashes, of which 165 in-
volved only property damage, 37 involved bodily 
injury. As such, it ranked #99 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections. 

Mobility

According to the Route 2/Crosby’s Corner draft 
environmental impact report and environmental 
assessment done in 1998, Route 2 is one of the 
five busiest radial routes extending towards Bos-
ton within eastern Massachusetts and is used 
as a radial commuter route during the week. The 
inbound peak hour traffic flow in the AM and the 
outbound flow in the PM represent approximately 
60 percent of the two-way traffic. Based on 2003 
MassHighway traffic counts, the average daily 
traffic on Route 2 east of the Concord Rotary 
was approximately 47,100 vehicles. 
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MAP 13-10	C oncord: Concord Rotary/Route 2	
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Concord and Lincoln: Route 2/Crosby’s Corner Grade Separation 
($31,500,000)
Description

Realign the section of Route 2 between Bedford 
Road and Crosby’s Corner to the north and con-
vert it into a limited-access roadway. The exist-
ing Route 2 alignment will serve as a frontage 
road, providing access to the adjacent homes 
and businesses. The newly aligned Route 2 will 
include four 12-foot travel lanes, separated by a 
Jersey-barrier median strip, and a 10-foot paved 
shoulder, in each direction. A new bridge will be 
constructed to carry Route 2 traffic uninterrupted 
over the Crosby’s Corner intersection. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area includes a mix of zoning, primar-
ily residential and business. 

Safety 

According to the Route 2 Crosby’s Corner draft 
environmental impact report (DEIR), there are two 
safety benefits associated with the proposed 
improvement. The first is that the highest volume 
movement (Route 2 eastbound /westbound) will 
no longer be required to stop at the Crosby’s 
Corner intersection. This will reduce the potential 
for rear-end collisions, especially in the west-
bound direction, which represent 42 percent of 
the crashes at this location. An elevated grade-
separated interchange will also reduce the 6 
percent downgrade in the westbound direction 
that is a contributing cause of accidents at this 
location. 

Mobility

On weekdays, Route 2 between Route 128 and   
I-495 is a radial commuter route. The inbound 
peak-hour traffic flow in the AM and the out-
bound flow in the PM represent approximately 60 
percent of the two-way traffic. Although Route 2 
provides access to some local business and res-
idences, its primary use is for commuting through 

the area. According to MassHighway traffic 
counts, the average daily traffic on Route 2 west 
of Crosby’s Corner was 48,000 vehicles in 1998. 
Average daily traffic on Route 2A east of Crosby’s 
Corner was 11,000 vehicles in 1996. According 
to the intersection level of service (LOS) analysis 
that was done for the DEIR in 1995, the Route 2 
intersection at Route 126, the Crosby’s Corner 
intersection, and the Route 2 intersection with 
Bedford Road each had an LOS of F in the AM 
and PM peak hours. 

Note

The proposed improvements will follow the 
existing right-of-way (ROW) but will require land 
takings at certain points. The required ROW tak-
ings will impact some houses and a conservation 
area. The improvements will also impact several 
wetland areas. According to the DEIR, the pro-
posed alternative conforms to Concord’s long-
range plan for a limited-access expressway. 
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MAP 13-11	C oncord and Lincoln: Route 2/Crosby’s Corner Grade 
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Danvers and Peabody: Route 1/Route 114 Corridor Improvements 
($46,800,000)
Description

This project is a major highway-access improve-
ment initiative for the Route 1/Route 114 inter-
change, as well as for the respective corridors. 
The project includes the addition of a third travel 
lane in each direction and eliminates the center 
turn lane on Route 114 between the intersection 
of Watson Parkway and just east of the Boston 
and Maine Railroad bridge that crosses over 
Route 114. Also included in the design concept 
is the total reconfiguration of the Route 1/Route 
114 interchange by creating a modified diamond 
design. Additional southbound on- and off-ramps 
between Route 114 and Interstate 95 will be 
constructed to create a full interchange.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Zoning in Danvers west of the Route 1/Route 
114 interchange is residential (with 30,000-
square-foot lots) and highway commercial. East 
of the interchange, the property is Zone A – 30 
percent four-story office and 70 percent one-
story retail. 

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash loca-
tion—between 1999 and 2001, the Route 
1/Route 114 interchange has been the site of 98 
crashes, of which 64 involved only property dam-
age and 34 involved bodily injury. It ranked #229 
on the list of the state’s high-crash intersections. 
The design of this project will maintain all current 
movements while providing additional travel lanes 
for through traffic on Route 114.

Mobility

According to traffic count data collected by 
MassHighway, the average daily traffic on this 
segment of roadway was approximately 34,700 
vehicles in 1999. According to the Justification 
Study, the Route 1/Route 114 intersection has 

serious traffic congestion in both the AM and 
PM peak periods, in part because direct access 
from Route 114 to I-95 southbound is restricted. 
In terms of delay, average travel speed on Route 
114 is below 70 percent of the posted speed in 
the eastbound direction in the PM peak period 
(source: 2001/2002 Congestion Management 
System monitoring).
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MAP 13-12	D anvers and Peabody: Route 1/Route 114 Corridor 
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13-34 JOURNEY to 2030

Everett, Malden, and Medford: River’s Edge Boulevard [Formerly 
Telecom City Boulevard] ($15,200,000)
Description

Construct a two-lane, median-divided roadway 
between Santilli Highway in Everett and Corpora-
tion Way in Medford, with a bridge across the 
Malden River. This new road will link the entire 
River’s Edge development project, located on 
both sides of the river, into one unified campus. 
The new road will accommodate public traffic 
and will improve access between the three com-
munities

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The River’s Edge project is located in west Ever-
ett, south Malden and east Medford and involves 
the redevelopment of a brownfield site (large site 
that is available for infill development) into a mod-
ern campus of office buildings, housing research, 
and development enterprises. The land is zoned 
for office use in Medford and industrial use in 
Everett and Malden.

Economic Opportunities

The construction of this roadway project will help 
facilitate redevelopment within and around River’s 
Edge and will address traffic operations and 
safety concerns in all three communities.
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MAP 13-13	E verett, Malden, and Medford: River’s Edge Boulevard 
[Formerly Telecom City Boulevard]
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Everett and Medford: Route 16 (Revere Beach Parkway) 
($93,600,000)
Description

Widen Route 16 where necessary to provide a 
continuous six-lane mainline parkway cross-sec-
tion between Route 38 in Medford and Sweetser 
Circle in Everett, except for a four-lane segment 
in the vicinity of Wellington Circle. Wellington 
Circle will be replaced with a tight single-point 
diamond interchange, under which the four-lane 
section of Route 16 would pass.

At the western limit of the project, the Interstate 
93, Route 38, and Route 16 ramps will be re-
aligned and relocated where necessary and ad-
ditional ramps will be constructed. The connec-
tion between I-93 and Route 38 will be realigned 
and reconstructed by switching the I-93 south-
bound on-ramp and off-ramp, so that the current 
on-ramp becomes the off-ramp and vice versa. 
In addition, the on-ramp and off-ramp from Route 
38 to I-93 northbound will be relocated to a new 
grade-separated interchange and combined with 
a new connection from Route 16 directly onto 
I-93.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The land use along Revere Beach Parkway 
varies from commercial/industrial and high-den-
sity residential to parklands. From Route 38 to 
Wellington Circle, the predominant land use is 
parklands, except for commercial/industrial, with 
high-density residential uses on the north part of 
Route 16. From Wellington Circle to Sweetser 
Circle in Everett, a variety of land uses are pres-
ent: the State Police barracks, the Wellington 
Station of the MBTA’s Orange Line (including a 
regional park-and-ride complex and an Orange 
Line maintenance facility), TeleCom City, Mellon 
Bank office building, Gateway Center regional 
shopping center, and the Hendersonville residen-
tial neighborhood of Everett. 

Safety

Four intersections along the project corridor are 
in the top one thousand high-crash locations, for 
1999 through 2001:

•	 Route 16/Route 28 (Fellsway) is ranked #10 
with 372 crashes, of which 231 involved only 
property damage and 141 involved bodily 
injury.

•	 Route 16/I-93 is ranked #22 with 301 crash-
es, of which 193 involved only property dam-
age and 108 involved bodily injury.

•	 Route 16/Locust Street is ranked #504* with 
56 crashes, of which 33 involved only prop-
erty damage and 23 involved bodily injury.

•	 Route 16/Corporation Way is ranked #942 
with 35 crashes, of which 18 involved only 
property damage and 17 involved bodily 
injury.

Mobility

According to the Route 16 Parkway Corridor 
Improvement Study completed for the Mystic 
Valley Development Commission in 2000, the 
average daily traffic along Route 16 in the project 
area ranges from 61,150 vehicles west of Santilli 
Circle to 43,550 vehicles east of Santilli Circle 
(1997 counts). 

According to 2002 Congestion Management 
System (CMS) travel monitoring performed by 
CTPS, the average delay on Route 16 in the 
project area is greater than one minute in the 
eastbound and westbound directions in the AM 
peak period. In addition, average travel speed on 
Route 16 is 15 mph or less (level of service E/F) 
along six segments in the eastbound and west-
bound directions in both the AM and PM peak 
periods.
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MAP 13-14	E verett and Medford: Route 16 (Revere Beach Parkway)
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13-38 JOURNEY to 2030

Framingham: Route 126/ Route 135 Grade Separation ($50,000,000)

Description

Construct a 700-foot, below-grade underpass 
(one travel lane in each direction) from Park Street 
to Irving Street, allowing through traffic on Route 
126 (Concord Street) to pass underneath Route 
135 (Waverly Street) and the railroad tracks. The 
majority of the underpass will consist of an as-
cending/descending ramp with an open roof; 
approximately 135 feet of it will be a tunnel under 
Route 135 and the railroad tracks.

Travel lanes will be maintained at grade on Route 
126 to intersect with Route 135, with upgraded 
signalization. Each approach to this intersection 
will have at least two lanes, and all turning move-
ments will be permitted. The open-box configura-
tion of the underpass will prohibit traffic on Howard 
Street from crossing Concord Street and will 
preclude southbound traffic on Route 126 from 
turning left onto Irving Street.

The design concept for the project includes ex-
tensive streetscape amenities such as widened 
sidewalks, street trees, decorative lighting, and 
benches. The project also has the potential to 
encourage economic development in downtown 
Framingham, partially through the redevelopment 
of parcels taken for the roadway reconstruction. 

Construction of this project will require land-tak-
ings, including sites currently in use by downtown 
businesses. It will also necessitate the elimination 
of approximately 30 on-street parking spaces.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

This project is located in Framingham’s central 
business district, which, according to the Execu-
tive  
Office of Environmental Affairs/Metropolitan Area 
Planning Council buildout analysis, is subject to 
absolute development constraints, but is also a 
designated redevelopment district. According 

to the Route 126 Corridor Study, the construc-
tion of this project would help facilitate downtown 
redevelopment by making the downtown area a 
more attractive location and by providing redevel-
opment sites through the partial taking of business 
sites as necessary for the roadway work.

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash loca-
tion—between 1999 and 2001, Route 126 at 
Route 135 has been the site of 127 crashes, of 
which 98 involved only property damage and 29 
involved bodily injury. As such, it ranked #215 on 
the list of the state’s high-crash intersections. As 
described above, the design of this project main-
tains all current movements at the intersection, 
while providing additional travel lanes for through 
traffic.

Mobility

This project provides additional travel lanes for 
through traffic on Route 126, bypassing at-grade 
intersections with Route 135 and the railroad 
tracks. According to the Route 126 Corridor 
Study, the average daily traffic on this segment of 
roadway is approximately 22,000 vehicles (1996 
figure). The Route 126/Route 135 intersection 
functions at level of service F in the AM and PM 
peak periods. In terms of delay, the intersection 
is tentatively rated as the second worst in the 
MetroWest subregion and the eighth worst in the 
MPO region (source: 2001/2002 Congestion 
Management System monitoring).

Connectivity

The Framingham commuter rail station is located 
near the project site; however, the project does 
not significantly affect either vehicle or nonmotor-
ized access to the station. All LIFT buses cur-
rently connect at a bus stop on the corner of 
Route 126 and Howard Street; the project as 
envisioned will eliminate pedestrian and vehicle 
access across Howard Street. The LIFT 3 bus 
makes connections southeast of the project 
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MAP 13-15	F ramingham: Route 126/ Route 135 Grade Separation

site; the project as envisioned will not impact this 
route, as it accesses the area via the at-grade 
connection between Route 126 and Route 135.

Environmental Justice

An MPO-designated community of concern is 
located in Southeast Framingham adjacent to the 
project site. This project will facilitate some level 
of northbound traffic originating from this area or 
southbound traffic going to the area; however, 
the project has not been identified as a priority by 
the environmental justice community.

Economic Opportunities

According to the Route 126 Corridor Study, this 
project is closely related to the redevelopment 
of the downtown Framingham central business 
district. 

Community Character

As currently envisioned, the project includes 
many streetscape amenities and will facilitate 
downtown redevelopment, including possible 
facade improvements in the area of the town 
common. The project also eliminates a significant 
congestion point in downtown Framingham.
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Hudson: Washington Street (Route 85) Widening ($5,900,000)

Description

MassHighway completed a study in 2001 involv-
ing Route 85 in the Town of Hudson and the 
City of Marlborough. The project begins at the 
Hudson/Marlborough town line and continues 
northward 1.52 miles to Route 62. It includes the 
following improvements: 

•	 Resurface Route 85 with minor widening from 
the Hudson/Marlborough town line to the 
Route 85 Connector

•	  Reconstruct and/or resurface Route 85 with 
widening and intersection improvements from 
the Route 85 Connector to Brigham Street

•	 Resurface Route 85 with minor widening from 
Brigham Street northward to Route 62 (Main 
Street)

These improvements were once part of a larger 
set of recommended improvements in Hudson 
and Marlborough involving Route 85, the Route 
85/I-290 Connector, and the I-290/I-495 inter-
change, but are now a stand-alone project.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by Relevant MPO Policy 
Area

Land Use

Land use along Washington Street (Route 85) 
from Brigham Street in Hudson to the Marlbor-
ough line is zoned as Residential, Commercial, or 
Industrial.

Safety

There are no high-crash locations in Hudson, 
according to MassHighway’s list of the top 1,000 
high-crash locations for the years 1999 to 2001.

Mobility

According to MassHighway’s 2005 Traffic Vol-
umes for the Commonwealth, daily two-way traf-
fic on Washington Street south of Broad Street 
ranged from 24,200 to 28,700 in 1999.

From the MPO’s Congestion Management 
System (CMS) data, it was seen that some seg-
ments of Washington Street between Brigham 
Street and the Marlborough town line experi-
enced some peak period congestion. Average 
observed speeds on this section of Route 85 in 
the AM peak period were below 25 mph in both 
directions. During the PM peak period, this same 
section of Route 85 had observed speeds below 
24 mph in both directions. Therefore, based on 
CMS criteria, this section of Route 85 is con-
sidered congested during the AM and PM peak 
periods.

Connectivity

The Town of Hudson is not located within a 
regional transit authority district. Gulbankian Bus 
Lines has commuter service from Hudson to four 
locations in Boston, as well as Saturday service 
(one round trip) to Shoppers World in Framing-
ham. The Assabet River Rail Trail crosses Route 
85 within the project area.



13-41The Recommended Transportation Plan

MAP 13-16	 Hudson: Washington Street (Route 85) Widening
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Malden, Revere, and Saugus: Route 1 Improvements ($65,000,000)

Description

Widen Route 1 from four to six lanes between 
Copeland Circle (Route 60) and Route 99. As 
part of this project, the on- and off-ramps at Sa-
lem Street and Lynn Street will be reconstructed 
to provide acceleration/deceleration lanes, better 
turning radii, and full turning movements. Also, 
the connection between Route 99 and Route 1 
will be improved by providing a normal right-lane 
merge from Route 99 northbound to Route 1 
northbound.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Zoning along Route 1 in the project area is pri-
marily residential, light industrial, and highway-ori-
ented businesses. 

Safety

This project area includes a high-crash location—
between 1999 and 2001, the intersection of 
Route 1 and Copeland Circle in Revere was the 
site of 463 crashes, of which 249 involved only 
property damage and 213 involved bodily injury, 
with one resulting in a fatality. It ranked #3 on the 
list of the state’s high-crash intersections. 

In addition, according to the Lower North Shore 
Transportation Improvement Study conducted 
by CTPS in 2000, unsafe traffic operations are 
present at the on- and off-ramps of the Salem 
Street/ Lynn Street interchange due to the ramps’ 
geometric limitations, including the absence of 
deceleration and acceleration lanes, the tight 
turning radii, and the close proximity of adjacent 
ramps.

Mobility

Average daily traffic (ADT) along Route 1 at the 
Malden/Revere city line was 88,500 in 2004, 
according to traffic volume data compiled by 
MassHighway, while ADT along Route 1 one-half 
kilometer north of Sargent Street (south of Route 

60) was 54,600 in 1998. Traffic volumes along 
Route 1 are significantly higher north of Copeland 
Circle (Route 60), since Route 60 serves as the 
major east-west connector between towns north 
of Malden and the coast, Logan Airport, and 
the Wonderland Blue Line Station. Despite this, 
Route 1 has six lanes south of Copeland Circle 
and narrows to four lanes north of the Circle. 
According to the Lower North Shore Study, 
recurring congestion occurs on Route 1 south-
bound at the Route 60 off-ramp during the AM 
peak period and on Route 1 northbound at the 
Route 60 on-ramp during the PM peak period. 
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MAP 13-17	 Malden, Revere, and Saugus: Route 1 Improvements
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13-44 JOURNEY to 2030

Marlborough and Hudson: I-495/I-290/Route 85 Connector 
Interchange ($27,600,000)
Description

Construct a flyover ramp from I-495 northbound 
to I-290 westbound and a flyover ramp from I-290 
eastbound to I-495 northbound. Specifically, the 
changes will include:

•	 The replacement of the current ramp from    
I-495 southbound to I-290 westbound with 
a two-lane ramp, realigned to provide a safer 
turning radius. 

•	 The replacement of the existing clover-loop 
ramp from I-495 northbound to I-290 west-
bound with a two-lane flyover from I-495 to 
I-290 on the left side, well past the I-495 
southbound/I-290 westbound merging area. 

•	 The replacement of the existing clover-loop 
ramp from I-290 eastbound to I-495 north-
bound with a two-lane flyover, designed to 
provide a safer turning radius. Also, the exist-
ing loop ramp in the northwest corner of the 
interchange will be realigned to accommo-
date the new ramp configuration. 

As part of this project, Celluci Highway (Route 
85 Connector) will be widened from two lanes to 
four lanes from I-495 to Fitchburg Street.

Project’s Context/Possible Im-
pacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The primary land use in the project area is resi-
dential, although commercial and industrial uses 
are also present. According to the Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs/Metropolitan Area 
Planning Council buildout analysis, the area has 
a large amount of developable land around the 
project area. The Route 85 Connector Transpor-
tation Study by MassHighway (November 2001) 
identified seven proposed developments and 
eighty proposed single-family houses in the study 
area. 

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash loca-
tion—between 1999 and 2001, the I-495/I-290 
interchange has been the site of 246 crashes, of 
which 162 involved only property damage and 
84 involved bodily injury. It ranked #42 on the list 
of the state’s high-crash intersections. 

According to the Route 85 Connector Transpor-
tation Study by MassHighway (November 2001), 
historically there has been a high incidence of 
truck rollovers at the interchange. These rollovers 
predominately occur on the ramp from I-290 
eastbound to I-495 northbound. This is due in 
large part to the combination of the tight turning 
radius of the ramp and the excessive speeds of 
vehicles entering the interchange. 

Mobility

According to traffic counts performed by 
MassHighway, the average daily traffic for I-290 
west of I-495 was 72,000 vehicles in 2003, 
for I-495 north of I-290 it was 82,200 vehicle 
in 2004, and for I-495 south of I-290 it was 
88,150 vehicles in 2004. According to the Route 
85 Connector Transportation Study, the ramps 
connecting I-290 to I-495 northbound and 
southbound have failing or almost failing levels of 
service. 
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MAP 13-18	 Marlborough and Hudson: I-495/I-290/Route 85 
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13-46 JOURNEY to 2030

Needham and Newton: Needham Street/Highland Avenue ($7,700,000)

Description

Widen Needham Street to a four-lane cross 
section (two lanes in each direction) from the 
Needham Street/Winchester Street/Dedham 
Street intersection in Newton to the bridge over 
the Charles River at the Needham town line. The 
Highland Avenue portion of the project will improve 
the geometry of the roadway from the Highland 
Avenue/Webster Street intersection in Need-
ham to the Newton town line. Work will include 
upgrades and the installation of traffic signals at 
five intersections. The project will also include the 
reconstruction of the bridge over the Charles River 
to accommodate the upgrade in travel lanes.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area in Newton along Needham Street 
is zoned as residential from Route 9 north and 
as mixed-use and multi-residential from Route 9 
south to the Needham town line. The project area 
in Needham is zoned as industrial east of Inter-
state 95 to the Newton town line and residential 
west of I-95. 

Safety

This project area includes one high-crash loca-
tions—Highland Avenue at I-95 in Needham. 
Between 1999 and 2001, the Highland Avenue/I-
95 intersection was the site of 139 crashes, of 
which 88 involved only property damage and 51 
involved bodily injury. It ranked #106 on the list of 
the state’s high-crash intersections. 

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts per-
formed in 2002 on Highland Avenue west of 
Gould Street in Needham, the average daily traffic 
(ADT) was 23,300 vehicles. The ADT on Needham 
Street south of Tower Road in Newton in 2001 was 
25,200 vehicles. According to counts performed 
as part of the Highland Avenue Corridor Improve-
ments Functional Design Report (FDR) in 2002, 

the ADT on Highland Avenue east of First Street 
(just east of I-95 and between the two other count 
locations) was 36,700 vehicles. Results from the 
2001–2002 Congestion Management System 
monitoring indicate that the average travel speed 
on both Needham Street and Highland Avenue is 
15 mph or less (level of service E/F) along multiple 
segments of this corridor in the northbound and 
southbound directions during the AM and PM 
peak periods. 

Economic Opportunities

According to both the Highland Avenue Corridor 
Improvements FDR and the proposed Stop and 
Shop Supermarket draft environmental impact 
report, this project would help facilitate redevel-
opment along this corridor.
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MAP 13-19	N eedham and Newton: Needham Street/Highland Avenue
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Quincy: Quincy Center Concourse Phase 2 ($7,000,000)

Description

This project continues work from Phase One, 
which was the construction of a bridge over the 
MBTA tracks between Burgin Parkway and Park-
ing Way and a new roadway between Parking 
Way and Hancock Street. Phase 2 of this project 
consists of the realignment of Revere Road be-
tween Hancock Street and Mechanic Street. The 
new two-lane roadway is proposed as a one-way 
route in the westbound direction to the intersec-
tion of Hancock Street. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area is located in the central busi-
ness district of Quincy and is zoned for business. 

Mobility

According to the Quincy Center Concourse Traf-
fic Study Report (September 1995), the comple-
tion of this entire project will provide a new 
connection between Burgin Parkway and the 
Southern Artery (Route 3A) via McGrath Highway. 
One-way travel lanes for through traffic along 
Revere Road will allow for greater traffic flow and 
will allow projected demand to be handled at 
the intersection of Hancock Street. This project 
will also align Revere Road with Phase 1 of the 
Quincy Center Concourse project.

Note

The design concept for the project is balancing 
current traffic and pedestrian demands with the 
existing urban environment of Quincy. The project 
is expected to improve access and economic 
activity within downtown Quincy and not function 
as a through route. Development of new parcels 
claimed from the roadway realignment, along 
with redevelopment of existing parcels, is also 
expected to occur.
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MAP 13-20	Q uincy: Quincy Center Concourse Phase 2
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Reading and Woburn: I-93/I-95 Interchange ($171,000,000)

Description

Improve safety at the junction of Interstate 93 and 
Interstate 95. The project includes a combination 
of highway, transit, and transportation demand 
management improvements as follows:

Highway Improvements: 

•	 Add a fourth travel lane to I-95 between I-93 
and Route 28 and in the northbound direction 
only extend the fourth lane to Route 129

•	 Two new direct connection interchange 
ramps to remove weaves

•	 Reconfigured ramps at Route 128 North-
bound/Washington Street

•	 Anticipated noise barriers 

Transit Improvements:  

•	 Anderson Regional Transportation Center 
shuttle services

•	 Increased MBTA reverse peak and local bus 
service

•	 New Peabody park-and-ride-lot and shuttle 
service 

•	 Increased commuter rail – Lowell/Haverhill to 
Boston 

Transportation Demand Management: 

•	 Increased marketing, incentives, and signage 
for transit and carpooling 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Zoning in the project area is residential, industrial, 
and business. 

Safety

This interchange is a high-crash location—be-
tween 1999 and 2001, the I-93/I-95 interchange 
was the site of 560 crashes, of which 398 

involved only property damage and 162 involved 
bodily injury. It was ranked the #5 high-crash site 
on the list of the state’s high-crash intersections. 

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the 
average daily traffic on the interstate highways 
leading into this interchange is as follows:

•	 I-93 north of I-95 (2004 counts) – 165,100 
vehicles

•	 I-93 south of I-95 (2001 counts) – 161,900  
vehicles

•	 I-95 east of I-93 (2000 counts) – 153,000 
vehicles

•	 I-95 west of I-93 (1997 counts) – 168,300  
vehicles
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Revere: Mahoney Circle Grade Separation ($15,000,000)

Description

Mahoney Circle (also known as Bell Circle) is 
a major intersection for local and regional traf-
fic in Revere, accommodating the approaches 
of Route 1A, Route 60, Route 16, and Beach 
Street. The preferred alternative for this project 
will remove the rotary by relocating a portion of 
Route 1A and depressing Route 60 under Beach 
Street. Access to local streets will be maintained 
via direct connections from a newly constructed 
Beach Street Connector.

The connection of Route 1A and Route 60 will 
be relocated north of the existing rotary by ex-
tending Route 1A west from the vicinity of Butler 
Circle to Route 60 on an alignment just south of 
the newly constructed Comfort Inn Suites hotel. 
The connection between Route 1A southbound 
and Route 60 northbound would be a standard 
right-lane merge under yield conditions, while 
the connection to Route 60 southbound will be a 
fully signalized left turn. Just south of this con-
nection, the right lane will split off from Route 60 
to provide a direct connection to Beach Street 
west of the current rotary. Going north on Route 
60, two lanes of traffic will split off at the new 
traffic signal to provide direct access to Route 
1A northbound, while two lanes will continue as 
Route 60 northbound.

Route 60 will be depressed under Beach Street 
from the vicinity of Everett Street to where Route 
16 eastbound connects to Route 1A. The de-
pressed section of Route 60 will provide two 
southbound lanes and two northbound lanes 
with a ramp added from Route 16 eastbound to 
Route 60 northbound. The depressed section 
will be wide enough to allow for an added lane in 
each direction in the future. Access to the existing 
businesses and potential business parcels will be 
provided from relocated Route 1A via ramps in 
the vicinity of existing Everett Street. Local traffic 
will access the business parcel south of relocated 
Route 1A via a curb cut on Beach Street.

The Beach Street Connector will connect the 
section of Beach Street west of the depressed 
section of Route 60 to relocated Route 1A. 
Beginning at the bridge over Route 60, the con-
nector will follow the current alignment of Route 
1A to an intersection with Beach Street and will 
proceed directly north to a signalized intersection 
with relocated Route 1A just east of the MBTA 
commuter railroad tracks. Kimball Street will be 
extended to intersect with the Beach Street Con-
nector.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The zoning in the project area is general residen-
tial (8,000-square-foot lots) west of Mahoney 
Circle, general industrial and industrial park north 
of the circle, and general business and high-rise 
mixed-use zones east of the circle. 

Safety 

This project is located at a high-crash location—
between 1999 and 2001, Mahoney Circle was 
the site of 329 accidents, of which 198 involved 
only property damage and 131 involved bodily 
injury. It ranked #14 on the list of the state’s high-
crash intersections. 

Mobility 

MassHighway traffic counts show that aver-
age daily traffic volumes on the two commuter 
routes north of Mahoney Circle are approximately 
40,000 on Route 60 and 29,000 on Route 1A. 
To the south, the average daily traffic on Route 
1A is 50,000 and on Revere Beach Parkway is 
20,000. According to the Mahoney Circle Grade 
Separation Feasibility Study (June, 1997), the 
approaches to Mahoney Circle operate at a rela-
tively uniform level of service (LOS) D during the 
AM peak hour. During the PM peak hour, some 
approaches remain at LOS D, but the  Route 
1A northbound and Route 16 northbound ap-
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MAP 13-22	R evere: Mahoney Circle Grade Separation

proaches operate at LOS F. In terms of delay, this 
intersection is tentatively rated as the 12th most 
delayed intersection in the Inner Core subregion 
and the 18th most delayed intersection for the 
entire region (source 2001 Congestion Manage-
ment System monitoring).

Environmental Justice

The MPO has identified this area of Revere as an 
environmental justice community of concern. This 
project will ease a burden on the community by 
moving regional trips from the local roadways.

Note

This project is in close proximity to the Route 1A/
Route 16 connection project. The two projects 
will allow a direct connection between Routes 

1 and 1A via Route 16, eliminating the need 
for regional traffic to utilize local streets. Both of 
these projects are components of a Lower North 
Shore transportation improvement scheme that 
includes the widening of Route 1A from four 
lanes to six lanes between Curtis Street (north 
of Logan Airport) and Mahoney Circle in Revere; 
creating a direct express highway connection 
between Route 1A north of Logan Airport and 
the Chelsea Street Bridge to Chelsea; and grade 
separating the intersection of Route 1A with 
Route 60 at Mahoney Circle in Revere.
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Revere: Route 1/Route 16 Interchange ($4,600,000)

Description

Provide a direct connection from Route 1 south-
bound to Route 16 eastbound and from Route 
16 (Revere Beach Parkway) westbound to Route 
1 northbound. The improvements include a sig-
nalized double left-turn lane from Route 1 south-
bound onto Route 16 eastbound and a standard 
on-ramp from Route 16 westbound to Route 1 
northbound.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area is primarily zoned for residential 
use in both Revere and Chelsea. Chelsea’s Park-
way Plaza redevelopment district is located to the 
southeast of the proposed connection. 

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash location—
between 1999 and 2001, Route 1 at Route 16 
has been the site of 168 crashes, of which 101 
involved property damage and 66 involved bodily 
injury. As such, it ranked #65 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections.

Mobility

The Route 1 corridor is a major north-south 
transportation connection in the lower North 
Shore area. According to MassHighway’s 1998 
traffic counts, the average daily traffic along 
Route 1, half a kilometer north of Sargent Street, 
was 54,600 vehicles. According to the Lower 
North Shore Transportation Improvement Study 
conducted by CTPS in 2000, the Route 1/Route 
16 connection will improve mobility for Route 1A, 
Route 107, and Route 1 traffic by providing an 
upgraded east-west connection along Route 16. 

Environmental Justice

The MPO has identified this area of Revere as an 
environmental justice community of concern. This 
project will ease a burden on the community by 
moving regional trips from the local roadways.

Note

This project is in close proximity to the Route 1A/
Route 16 connection project. The two projects 
will allow a direct connection between Routes 
1 and 1A via Route 16, eliminating the need 
for regional traffic to utilize local streets. Both of 
these projects are components of a Lower North 
Shore transportation improvement scheme, 
which includes the widening of Route 1A from 
four lanes to six lanes between Curtis Street 
(north of Logan Airport) and Mahoney Circle in 
Revere; creating a direct express highway con-
nection between Route 1A north of Logan Airport 
and the Chelsea Street Bridge to Chelsea; and 
grade-separating the intersection of Route 1A 
with Route 60 at Mahoney Circle in Revere.
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13-56 JOURNEY to 2030

Revere: Route 1A/Route 16 Connection ($46,300,000)

Description

Realign Route 16 (Revere Beach Parkway) and 
its junction with Route 1A to the south, placing a 
three-fourths-cloverleaf interchange at the north-
west corner of Suffolk Downs. A new signal will 
be installed on Route 16 providing left turns from 
Route 1A southbound to Route 16 eastbound. A 
traffic signal will be installed at the intersection of 
Route 16 and Winthrop Avenue (Route 145) and 
the current alignment of Route 16 will be closed 
north of Route 145 and be converted into a linear 
park.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area is zoned for a variety of land 
uses—residential, general business, and indus-
trial. The project is adjacent to the Suffolk Downs 
Redevelopment District.

Mobility

Route 1A is a high-usage corridor from the North 
Shore to Logan International Airport and Down-
town Boston. According to MassHighway traffic 
counts, average daily traffic (ADT) along Route 
1A at the Boston city line in the year 2004 was 
60,900 vehicles. The ADT on Route 16 south of 
Mahoney Circle in 1997 was 17,500 vehicles. 
Results from the 2001 Congestion Management 
System monitoring indicate that the average 
travel speed on Route 16 at Route 1A is 15 miles 
per hour or less, which is level of service (LOS) 
E/F in the westbound and eastbound directions 
in the PM peak period. The travel speed at this 
location is below 70 percent of the posted speed 
in the westbound and eastbound directions in 
both the AM and PM peak periods. The average 
travel speed on Route 1A at Route 16 is also 15 
miles per hour or less (LOS E/F) in the south-
bound direction in the AM and PM peak periods. 
The travel speed at this location is below 70 

percent of the posted speed in the southbound 
direction in both the AM and PM peak periods. 

Environmental Justice

The MPO has identified this area of Revere as 
an environmental justice community of concern. 
This project will ease a burden on the community 
by moving regional trips from the local roadways.

Note

According to the Lower North Shore Transporta-
tion Improvement Study (October 2000), a new 
connection between Route 1A and Route 16 
(Revere Beach Parkway) will accomplish three 
objectives:

•	 Improve connections between the tunnels 
and Logan Airport and Route 1, using Route 
1A and Route 16 (to be successful, improv-
ing these also requires an improved connec-
tion between Route 1 and Route 16)

•	 Provide a gateway to Revere Beach

•	 Move Route 16 traffic away from Mahoney 
Circle

This project is in close proximity to the Route 
1/Route 16 connection project. The two projects 
will allow a direct connection between Routes 
1 and 1A via Route 16, eliminating the need 
for regional traffic to utilize local streets. Both of 
these projects are components of a Lower North 
Shore transportation improvement scheme that 
includes: widening Route 1A from four lanes to 
six lanes between Curtis Street (north of Logan 
Airport) and Mahoney Circle in Revere; creating 
a direct express highway connection between 
Route 1A north of Logan Airport and the Chelsea 
Street Bridge to Chelsea; and grade-separating 
the intersection of Route 1A with Route 60 at 
Mahoney Circle in Revere.
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MAP 13-24	R evere: Route 1A/Route 16 Connection
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13-58 JOURNEY to 2030

Salem: Boston Street ($2,300,000)

Description

Boston Street will be widened to three lanes 
between Route 107 and the Peabody city line to 
include a center turning lane. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

This corridor of Boston Street is zoned for high-
way business and residential uses. 

Mobility

According to the 2001/2002 Congestion Man-
agement System (CMS) data, the lowest speed 
captured by CMS monitoring was at Route 107 
and Boston Street, where the average PM speed 
in the southbound direction was 9 mph. This 
speed is 70 percent less than the posted speed. 
Average PM delay in the southbound direction 
was 70 seconds. According to MassHighway 
traffic counts, the average daily traffic on Boston 
Street west of Essex Street is 22, 900 (2004 
counts).



13-59The Recommended Transportation Plan

MAP 13-25	S alem: Boston Street
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13-60 JOURNEY to 2030

Salem: Bridge Street ($3,500,000)

Description

Bridge Street (Route 1A) from Flint Street to 
Washington Street will be widened to two lanes 
in each direction. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

A portion of this area of Bridge Street was recent-
ly rezoned to North River Canal Corridor Mixed 
Use District to encourage Mixed use redevelop-
ment and a higher and better use of the land. A 
portion of the adjacent land remains residentially 
zoned for two-family use.

Safety

This project includes two high-crash loca-
tions—Bridge Street/North Street and Bridge 
Street/ Washington Street. Between 1999 and 
2001, the Bridge Street/North Street intersection 
was the site of 75 crashes, of which 54 involved 
only property damage, 21 involved bodily injury. It 
ranked #445 on the list of the state’s high-crash 
intersections. The Bridge Street/Washington 
Street intersection was the site of 54 crashes, of 
which 42 involved only property damage and 12 
involved bodily injury. It ranked #969 on the list of 
the state’s high-crash intersections. 

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the av-
erage daily traffic on Bridge Street north of North 
Street is 23,900 vehicles (2004 figures). 

Connectivity

The Salem commuter rail station is located in 
the vicinity of the project. The MBTA is working 
to expand parking at this commuter rail station. 
All MBTA buses that operate in Salem connect 
at this commuter rail station. The Bridge Street 
project will improve access to this site and, as 
envisioned, will enhance pedestrian access 
on Bridge Street and at the Washington Street 
rotary.
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MAP 13-26	S alem: Bridge Street
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Somerville: I-93/Mystic Avenue Interchange ($58,500,000)

Description

Construct a new underpass grade separating 
Route 28 northbound and convert the exist-
ing underpass to the exclusive use of Route 
28 southbound. In addition, a new connector 
road will be constructed between Mystic Av-
enue and Middlesex Avenue and the Interstate 
93 northbound off-ramp will be reconstructed 
to permit the connector road to have access to 
the Assembly Square Mall area. The Route 28 
surface street system will operate in a one-way 
rotary-style system controlled by four coordinated 
traffic signals—one more than currently exists. 
Three other locations will also be coordinated 
with the four signals mentioned above: the Route 
28/Assembly Square Mall entrance, the Mystic 
Avenue/Wheatland Street intersection, and the 
Middlesex Avenue/Assembly Square Connector.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project is located next to one of Somerville’s 
central business districts. The northeast quadrant 
is designated as the Assembly Square Redevel-
opment District.

Safety

This project is located at a high-crash loca-
tion—between 1999 and 2001, Route 28 at I-93 
has been the site of 544 crashes, of which 328 
involved only property damage, 215 involved 
bodily injury, and one involved a fatality. It ranked 
#1 on the list of the state’s high-crash intersec-
tions. According to the Mystic Avenue/ Route 28/I-
93 Interchange Improvement Study conducted 
by CTPS in 1994, the design of this project will 
eliminate short-weaving and merging conflicts and 
will improve sight distance and channelization.

Mobility

According to the Mystic Avenue/Route 28/In-
terstate 93 Interchange Improvement Study, the 

Route 28/Mystic Avenue southbound and the 
Route 28/Broadway intersections function at 
level of service F in the AM peak period. Accord-
ing to MassHighway traffic counts performed in 
1995, the average daily traffic on Mystic Avenue 
north of Route 28 was approximately 40,000 ve-
hicles, and on Route 28 south of Mystic Avenue 
it was 65,000 vehicles. 

Connectivity

The I-93/Mystic Avenue interchange project is 
located at the intersection of two major roadways 
in the region and is serviced by three MBTA bus 
routes that access the MBTA’s Sullivan Square 
Orange Line station and/or the Wellington Or-
ange Line station. This improvement project is 
adjacent to the proposed Assembly Square Sta-
tion project (the construction of an Orange Line 
station between Sullivan Square and Wellington 
stations), which is included in the Transportation 
Plan. 

Economic Opportunities

The Assembly Square Redevelopment District 
is located in the vicinity of this project and has 
recently become the focus of proposed com-
mercial development by the City of Somerville and 
private developers. 

Note

The Central Transportation Planning Staff is con-
ducting a corridor study of Route 28 from Route 
16 in Medford to Land Boulevard in Cambridge. 
This interchange is included within the scope of 
study.



13-63The Recommended Transportation Plan

MAP 13-27	S omerville: I-93/Mystic Avenue Interchange
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MAP 13-28	W eymouth, Abington, Hingham, and Rockland:  
	S . Weymouth Naval Air Station Access Improvements

property damage and 15 resulted in injuries. 
It ranked #985 on the list of the state’s high-
crash intersections.   

Mobility

A connector road will provide an additional link 
between Route 3 and Route 18, the region’s two 
major north/south roadways, as well as an alter-
native access route to the redevelopment site. 
The connector road will also provide an additional 
link to the South Weymouth commuter rail station 
on the Plymouth Line, which is located on Route 
18.

Connectivity

Tri-Town is working with the MBTA to explore 
several concepts for transit amenities, including 
additional parking at the South Weymouth com-

muter rail station and development of a multi-
modal transit center linking rail, public and private 
bus services in the region, perhaps bus service 
to the Red Line in Braintree, and the Logan Ex-
press. The developer is  
considering electric shuttle bus service to link the 
station with work sites.

Economic Opportunities

The South Shore Tri-Town Development Corpora-
tion estimates that the development will result in 
9,000 new jobs. The South Weymouth Access 
Study also estimates that jobs in neighboring 
towns will increase by approximately 6,600. Sec-
ondary employment growth is estimated at 8,500 
above Metropolitan Area Planning Council and 
Old Colony Area Planning Council projections for 
2020. 

South Weymouth
Naval Air Station
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Weymouth: Route 18 Capacity Improvements Project ($24,000,000)

Description

Widen Route 18 to two continuous lanes in 
each direction (with four-foot shoulders) between 
Route 3 in Weymouth and Route 139 in Abington. 
Sidewalks will also be constructed. The Route 18 
bridge over the MBTA Old Colony Line (to Plym-
outh) will be reconstructed and widened. 

Intersection improvements (including additional 
left- and right-turn lanes and some roadway 
widening between intersections) on Route 18 at 
West Street, Park Avenue, Columbian Road, and 
Pond and Pleasant Streets are being constructed 
as separate projects. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

Zoning along the Route 18 corridor in Weymouth 
includes residential, highway transition, medical 
services (the South Shore Hospital and other relat-
ed medical facilities), limited business, and general 
business. Zoning along Route 18 in Abington is 
industrial or highway commercial. 

Safety

This project area includes three high-crash 
locations—Route 18/Route 3, Route 18/Middle 
Street, and Route 18/Park Avenue —all in Wey-
mouth. Between 1999 and 2001, the Route 18/
Route 3 intersection was the site of 200 crashes, 
of which 108 involved only property damage 
and 92 involved bodily injury. It ranked #45 on 
the list of the state’s high-crash intersections. 
The Route18/Middle Street intersection was the 
site of 146 crashes, of which 104 involved only 
property damage and 42 involved bodily injury. It 
ranked #127 on the list of the state’s high-crash 
intersections. The Route18/Park Avenue inter-
section was the site of 94 crashes, of which 64 
involved only property damage and 30 involved 
bodily injury. It ranked #273 on the list of the 
state’s high-crash intersections.

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the 
average daily traffic volumes on Route 18 along 
this stretch of roadway are as follows:

Weymouth:

•	 North of Park Avenue (2000 counts) – 
31,200 vehicles

•	 North of Trotter Road (1999 counts) – 25,200 
vehicles

•	 North of Pond Street (2003 counts) – 26,200 
vehicles

Abington:

•	 North of Route 139 (1999 counts) – 19,400 
vehicles

Intersection analyses were performed as part of 
the South Weymouth Access Study in August 
2000. The existing levels of service (LOS) during 
the PM peak period were as follows:

Weymouth:

•	 Route 18/West Street – LOS E

•	 Route 18/Park Avenue – LOS C

•	 Route 18/Columbian Street – LOS E

•	 Route 18/Pleasant Street – LOS D

•	 Route 18/Trotter Road – LOS D

Abington:

•	 Route 18/Route 139 – LOS D

According to 2002 Congestion Management 
System monitoring performed by CTPS, the 
average AM and PM speed on Route 18 in the 
northbound and southbound directions is calcu-
lated to be less than 15 mph for three segments 
of the roadway in the project area. The average 
travel speed on Route 18 is below 70 percent of 
posted speed along 25 segments in the north-
bound and southbound directions in the AM and 
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MAP 13-29	W eymouth: Route 18 Capacity Improvements Project

PM peak periods. Six signalized intersections in 
the project area are ranked in the top 25 most 
delayed intersections (monitored as part of the 
CMS roadway network) for the South Shore Co-
alition MAPC subregion in the PM peak period. 

Connectivity

Route 18 provides access to the South Wey-
mouth commuter rail station on the Plymouth Line. 
The South Shore Tri-Town Development Corpora-
tion, responsible for redevelopment of the South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station, is proposing an ex-
panded, multimodal station in conjunction with the 
existing South Weymouth commuter rail station. 

Economic Opportunities

This project is a component of the development 
plan for the former South Weymouth Naval Air 
Station, which involves the redevelopment of the 
1,450-acre site, consistent with the Re-Use Plan 
formula. The South Shore Tri-Town Development 
Corporation foresees corporate office park, en-
tertainment, and recreation uses, for the site, with 
more than 60 percent open space (recreational 
and conservation).
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Weymouth to Duxbury: Route 3 South Additional Lanes 
($210,600,000)
Description

Widen Route 3 from two lanes in each direction 
to three lanes in each direction from Weymouth 
(Exit 16 at Route 18) to Duxbury (Exit 11 at Route 
14). It will restore the shoulder breakdown lanes, 
provide safety recovery zones, and upgrade 
interchange acceleration and deceleration lanes. 
The project also involves design configuration 
improvements at the interchange ramps at Exit 
12 (Route 139 in Pembroke); related intersection 
improvements at highway ramps at Exits 11, 12, 
13, and 15; and upgrades and expansions of the 
park-and-ride lots at Exits 12 and 14. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

More than 65 percent of the total land area in the 
Route 3 corridor communities is categorized as 
already developed, public open space, or land 
within water bodies; 34 percent is categorized as 
“remaining developable” land. 

There is substantial existing commercial, office, 
and industrial development along the highway, 
particularly at the interchanges and where prox-
imity to the highway provides visibility. Much 
of the land near the interchanges is zoned for 
these non-residential uses. There are wetlands 
in some areas along the roadway and also some 
residential development. Retail commercial uses 
are in place near all but the Exit 11 interchange 
in Duxbury, where wetland and open water exist. 
In addition, Exit 14 in Rockland has substantial 
industrial and office space in nearby industrial 
office parks and areas. Exit 15 has a nearby in-
dustrial park. Land use in Weymouth north of Exit 
15 is both residential (including apartment and 
condominium complexes) and industrial. 

Safety

Between 1999 and 2001, this project area 
included four interchanges that were classi-

fied as high-crash locations—Route 3/Derby 
Street, Route 3/Route 139, Route 3/Route 
228, and Route 3/Route 18.

•	 The Route 3/Derby Street interchange (in 
Hingham) was the site of 116 crashes, of 
which 72 involved only property damage and 
44 involved bodily injury. It ranked #152 on 
the list of the state’s high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 3/Route 139 interchange (in Pem-
broke) was the site of 121 crashes, of which 
83 involved only property damage and 38 
involved bodily injury. It ranked #175 on the 
list of the state’s high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 3/Route 228 interchange (in 
Rockland) was the site of 117 crashes, of 
which 71 involved only property damage and 
46 involved bodily injury. It ranked #142 on 
the list of the state’s high-crash intersections.

•	 The Route 3/Route 18 interchange (in Wey-
mouth) was the site of 200 crashes, of which 
108 involved only property damage and 92 
involved bodily injury. It ranked #45 on the list 
of the state’s high-crash intersections.

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the 
average daily traffic volumes on Route 3 along 
this stretch of roadway are as follows:

Weymouth:

•	 North of Route 18 Exit 16 (2004 counts) 
– 138,400 vehicles

•	 South of Route 18 Exit 16 (2003 counts) 
– 98,200 vehicles

Hingham:

•	 North of Derby Street Exit 15 (1998 counts) 
– 97,900 vehicles

•	 Between Exits 14 and 15 (2004 counts) 
– 103,800 vehicles
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MAP 13-30	W eymouth to Duxbury: Route 3 South Additional Lanes

Norwell:

•	 Between Exits 13 and 14 (2001 counts) 
– 76,000 vehicles

•	 South of Exit 13 (2001 counts) – 60,300 
vehicles

Pembroke:

•	 At the Marshfield town line (2003 counts) 
– 62,300 vehicles

Duxbury:

•	 North of Exit 11 (2001 counts) – 53,900 
vehicles

According to traffic analyses performed for the 
supplemental draft environmental impact report, 
existing levels of service are E or F over much 
of the project area in both the AM and PM peak 
hours. Congestion has increased to the point 
that the State Police, MassHighway, and the 
Federal Highway Administration agreed to allow 
the use of the breakdown lane as a travel lane 
during peak periods. 
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Wilmington and Reading: I-93/Route 129 Interchange Improvement 
Project ($17,500,000)
Description

Reconstruct the Interstate 93/Route 129 (Lowell 
Street) interchange by:

•	 Constructing elevated slip ramps connecting 
I-93 northbound and southbound to Route 
129 eastbound and westbound

•	 Widening the existing Route 129 bridge over 
I-93 

•	 Widening the existing Route 129 bridge over 
the Boston-Maine Railroad 

•	 Relocating the intersection of Route 129 and 
West Street and realigning the intersection of 
Woburn Street and Route 129  

•	 Upgrading the signals at the intersections of 
Route 129/West Street and Route 129/Wo-
burn Street

•	 Widening Route 129 from two lanes to four 
lanes from the I-93 interchange to Woburn 
Street, a distance of approximately one mile. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The project area adjacent to the interchange in 
the northwest quadrant in Wilmington is zoned 
for business use, while the land to the south is 
zoned for general industry. All other land within 
the project area is zoned for residential use. The 
land in Reading within the project area is zoned 
for residential use. 

Safety

This project area includes two high-crash loca-
tions. Between 1999 and 2001, the I-93/Route 
129 interchange was the site of 128 crashes, of 
which 84 involved only property damage and 44 
involved bodily injury. It ranked #136 on the list of 
the state’s high-crash intersections. The Route 
129/Woburn Street intersection was the site of 
56 crashes, of which 37 involved only property 

damage and 19 involved bodily injury. It ranked 
#609 on the list of the state’s high-crash inter-
sections. 

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts per-
formed in 1997 on Route 129 west of I-93, the 
average daily traffic (ADT) was 26,400 vehicles, 
while the ADT on Route 129 east of Interstate 
93 was 15,700 vehicles. The Functional Design 
Report indicates that the existing levels of service 
(LOS) at the intersections in the study area are 
as follows:

•	 I-93 NB ramp/Route 129 – LOS C (AM peak 
hour) and LOS B (PM peak hour)

•	 I-93 SB ramp/Route 129 – LOS B (AM peak 
hour) and LOS D (PM peak hour)

•	 Route 129/West Street – LOS C (AM peak 
hour) and LOS C (PM peak hour)

•	 Route 129/Woburn Street – LOS F (AM peak 
hour) and LOS E (PM peak hour)

According to 2001 Congestion Management 
System (CMS) travel monitoring performed by 
CTPS, the average delay on Route 129 in the 
project area is greater than one minute in the 
eastbound and westbound direction in the AM 
and PM peak periods. In addition, the Woburn 
Street/Route 129 intersection is tentatively 
ranked the fifteenth most delayed intersection 
(monitored through the CMS program) for the 
North Suburban Planning Council subregion in 
the PM peak period. 
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MAP 13-31	W ilmington and Reading: I-93/Route 129 Interchange 
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Woburn: New Boston Street Bridge ($2,400,000)

Description

Construct a bridge on New Boston Street at the 
northern end of Woburn Industrial Park where 
New Boston Street crosses the MBTA Lowell 
Branch commuter rail line to Woburn Street in 
Wilmington. This connection existed until ap-
proximately thirty years ago, when the bridge was 
destroyed by fire; it was never reconstructed.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Land Use

The majority of the land in the New Boston Street 
area in Woburn is zoned for industrial use, and 
existing development in the area is primarily com-
mercial/industrial. With the recent opening of the 
Anderson Regional Transportation Center (RTC) 
and the I-93 Industriplex interchange, the City 
of Woburn anticipates additional office and retail 
development in the project area over the next 
few years. Just north of the proposed project, in 
Wilmington, the land is zoned as industrial and 
includes Southeast Wilmington Industrial Park. 
Further north on Woburn Street in Wilmington 
and south of Route 129, the land is zoned as 
residential. 

Mobility

No traffic studies have been performed to date; 
however, the opening of this bridge would pro-
vide a second means of access to the growing 
Industriplex area for residents of Wilmington and 
communities to the north, as well as for emer-
gency vehicles from the North Woburn fire sta-
tion.

Connectivity

The Anderson Regional Transportation Center is 
located just south of the proposed New Boston 
Street Bridge. The new bridge would provide 
an additional automobile access point for the 
park-and-ride and transit services offered at this 
center.
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MAP 13-32	W oburn: New Boston Street Bridge
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Transit Projects in the 
Recommended Plan

Table 13-4 lists the transit projects funded under 
the capacity expansion program, their total costs 
for the period of construction, and when they 
are projected to be completed. A brief project 
description of each project and its cost for the 
period of construction is provided below. The 
location of each project is shown in Figure 13-1.

TABLE 13-4

Expansion Transit Projects in the Recommended Plan, with Costs

4	 See the description of SIP Commitment projects for the list of projects.

5	 The cost shown is not the total cost: operation of these buses will require construction of a new maintenance facility at a significant additional cost.

6	 Total funding for Assembly Square is $40 million. The $25 million programmed here is the amount of federal and state funds currently earmarked for 
	 the project. The remaining $15 million will be funded with non-MPO revenues (developer, local, etc.).

2007-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030 Total

Ongoing No-Build Projects

Greenbush Commuter Rail Line 
(Boston to Scituate)

 $151,000,000 $151,000,000

Silver Line, Phase II (South 
Boston Piers Transitway)

 $31,000,000 $31,000,000

Recommended Projects

SIP Commitments (Region)4 $160,000,000 $583,130,000 $743,130,000

Urban Ring Phase 2 
(Compact Communities)

$24,000,000 $1,930,000,000 $1,954,000,000

North Shore Transit  
Improvements (Revere to Lynn)

$19,500,000 $676,100,000 $695,600,000

Silver Line Phase III (Boston) $1,067,484,000 $1,067,484,000

100 Additional Buses to 
Improve Service on Existing 
Routes (Regionwide)5

$68,428,000 $68,428,000

Assembly Square Orange Line 
Station (Somerville)6

$25,000,000 $25,000,000

Russia Wharf Ferry Terminal 
(Boston)

$2,200,000 $2,200,000

Total $387,700,000 $4,350,142,000 $0 $4,737,842,000
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Boston Region: State Implementation Plan Projects ($743,130,000)

Description

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) has a State Implementation Plan 
(SIP) that contains procedures and programs to 
monitor, control, maintain, and enforce compli-
ance with all national air quality standards. Spe-
cific projects are included in the SIP as mitigation 
measures for the Central Artery/Tunnel project. 
Implementation of these projects is required in 
order to provide air quality benefits in the region. 
The three projects that have not yet been com-
pleted are:

•	 Green Line Arborway Restoration

•	 Red Line–Blue Line Connector

•	 Green Line Extension to Ball Square/Tufts 
University

In December 2004, EOT and DEP were interest-
ed in reevaluating these projects to ensure that 
any further investments fund the best regionally 
significant projects to meet air quality goals and 
requirements. This was largely because trans-
portation planning and decision-making have 
changed significantly since adoption of these 
Central Artery SIP commitments.

The process, which has been ongoing, included 
a number of phases, including: public outreach 
and air quality goal-setting, and the evaluation 
of the original and alternative SIP projects. DEP 
has proposed SIP revisions on the regulatory 
changes and submitted them to the U. S. De-
partment of Environmental Protection (USEPA). 
They include substituting, for the projects listed 
above, the following projects:

•	 Fairmount Line improvements consisting of 
enhancements to existing stations and the 
addition of four new stations

•	 1,000 new park-and-ride spaces serving 
commuter transit facilities within the Boston 
Region MPO area

•	 Complete final design of the Red Line–Blue 
Line Connector

•	 Green Line Extension from Lechmere Sta-
tion to Medford Hillside with a spur to Union 
Square in Somerville

The SIP revisions are now being reviewed by 
USEPA and were not finalized before this Plan 
was adopted. The MPO is required to include all 
current SIP projects in the recommended Plan to 
comply with federal air quality regulations. Since 
the substitute projects were not approved prior 
to Plan adoption, JOURNEY to 2030 includes 
the three original projects—Green Line Arborway 
Restoration, Red Line–Blue Line Connector, and 
Green Line Extension to Ball Square/Tufts Uni-
versity—for air quality modeling purposes. Once 
the substitute projects are approved by USEPA, 
the MPO will revise JOURNEY to 2030 to include 
the new projects. The dollar amount included 
($743,130,000) for the SIP projects is adequate 
to fund either the current set of projects (Green 
Line Arborway Restoration, Red Line-Blue Line 
Connector, and Green Line Extension to Ball 
Square/Tufts University) or the proposed sub-
stitute projects (Fairmount Line improvements, 
1,000 new park-and-ride spaces, final design of 
the Red Line-Blue Line Connector, and Green 
line Extension from Lechmere Station to Medford 
Hillside with a spur to Union Square in Somer-
ville).
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Regionwide: Purchase 100 New Buses  ($68,428.000)

Description

The proposal calls for expanding the MBTA bus 
fleet by 100 vehicles. These additional buses 
would allow for improved service frequencies on 
50 bus routes serving the inner 14 communi-
ties of the MBTA service area, including Boston. 
Routes projected to receive increased service 
are those with crowding problems, as well as 
routes operating infrequent service through 
neighborhoods with high density and high transit-
dependent populations. Service would be im-
proved in both the peak and off-peak periods.

Note

The MBTA is currently evaluating the mainte-
nance infrastructure needed to support the exist-
ing MBTA bus fleet. An additional maintenance 
infrastructure would be needed to maintain the 
100-vehicle expansion of the bus fleet. The cost 
for this maintenance infrustructure is not included 
in the $68.428 million.
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Compact Communities: Urban Ring Phase 2 ($1,954,000,000)

Description

The Urban Ring is a proposed system of public 
transit improvements that is designed to provide 
a new transit line through a circumferential cor-
ridor, or ”ring,” located roughly one to two miles 
outside of downtown Boston. The Urban Ring 
corridor passes through parts of Boston, Chel-
sea, Everett, Medford, Somerville, Cambridge, 
and Brookline, and it includes many of greater 
Boston’s fastest growing areas. Phase 2 would 
consist principally of bus-rapid-transit (BRT) 
service in the corridor and is the subject of the 
current planning process.

The Urban Ring Phase 2 would provide a system 
of overlapping BRT routes in the corridor. These 
would improve transit access and mobility for 
people in the corridor and throughout the region 
by providing more direct connections between 
origins and destinations within the Urban Ring 
corridor, and by providing transfer connections to 
the MBTA’s existing radial rail transit and commut-
er rail network. In addition to the system of BRT 
routes, the Urban Ring Phase 2 project would 
create new stations on some existing commuter 
rail lines and would add feeder bus service to 
enhance connectivity in the Urban Ring corridor.

In 2006, the Executive Office of Transportation 
undertook a comprehensive public involvement 
process, working through an active Citizens Advi-
sory Committee as well as general public meet-
ings, smaller neighborhood briefings, and brief-
ings for legislators and public agencies. To date, 
the project team has reviewed a series of over 
40 possible routes, which have been compiled 
into a set of the following four alternatives. 

•	 Alternative 1 – This alternative is based on 
the Locally Preferred Alternative developed in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report, which 
was completed in 2004. It entails surface 
BRT routes, including a portion of dedicated 
right-of-way (either bus lanes or special bus-
only roadways).

•	 Alternative 2 – This alternative also entails 
surface BRT routes, with a higher proportion 
(approximately 50 percent) of dedicated bus 
lanes or bus-only roadways.

•	 Alternative 3 – This alternative adds tunnel 
sections in some segments of the corridor, 
most notably through the Longwood Medical 
Area (LMA), which is the most congested and 
physically constrained area of the Urban Ring 
corridor.

•	 Alternative 4 – This alternative has a longer 
tunnel segment, extending through the LMA 
to Cambridge and/or Allston.

The project team is now engaged in provid-
ing information and gaining feedback on those 
alternatives, and is beginning the process of 
evaluating benefits, impacts, and costs. The 
project team will complete the technical analysis 
by April 2007, compare alternatives and develop 
a preferred alternative during April and May of 
2007, and designate a preferred alternative and 
a strategy for phasing and minimum operating 
segments by June 2007. 
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MAP 13-33	C ompact Communities: Urban Ring Phase 2

Urban Ring route

1

CAMBRIDGE

BOSTON

REVERE

MALDEN

EVERETT

CHELSEA

CHELSEA

SOUTH STATION

ASHMONT

SOUTH STATION

CENTRAL

PARK ST.KENMORE

RUGGLES

HARVARD
AIRPORT

FOREST HILLS

MALDEN

WELLINGTON

BACK BAY/
SOUTH END

NORTH STATION

GOV.
CTR.

“C” Branch

90

DUDLEY
SQUARE

Green Line “E
” B

ranch

“D
” B

ra
nc

h

“B” Branch

FENWAY

MFA

JFK/UMASSUPHAMS CORNER

ANDREW

KENDALL/MIT

ST. MARYS

BU WEST

N

93

93

ALEWIFE

WONDERLAND

SOMERVILLE

SULLIVAN
SQUARE

HAYMARKET

DOWNTOWN CROSSING



13-80 JOURNEY to 2030

Revere to Lynn: North Shore Transit Improvements ($695,600,000)

Description

Blue Line Extension via Eastern Route 
Mainline

This project would consist of maintaining the 
existing Wonderland Station and constructing 
a connection to the Eastern Route Main Line 
(ERML) right-of-way that runs from north of the 
station to Lynn. This alternative utilizes a portion of 
the former Narrow Gauge right-of-way (the former 
Boston, Revere Beach, and Lynn Railroad) to a 
point just north of Revere Street, where a new set 
of elevated tracks would be constructed, running 
northwest for approximately 2,400 feet before 
joining the ERML approximately 250 feet south of 
Bridge Street. Through the Rumney Marsh area, 
the Blue Line would be constructed on a separate 
trestle approximately 80 feet east of the ERML 
embankment. At the Saugus River, the Blue Line 
extension alignment would cross the Saugus 
River on a new high-level, fixed-span bridge. 

North of the Saugus River, the Blue Line exten-
sion would share the ERML right-of-way through 
Lynn with the two existing MBTA commuter rail 
tracks. The Blue Line tracks would remain elevat-
ed after crossing the Saugus River to enable a 
grade-separated crossing of the General Electric 
(GE) Riverworks complex. Immediately north of 
the GE Riverworks complex, the Blue Line tracks 
would descend to grade on the east side of the 
commuter rail tracks, sharing the embankment 
with the two commuter rail tracks. New bridges 
at Commerce Street, Shepard Street, Blossom 
Street, and Pleasant Street would be needed to 
accommodate the new tracks. 

At Lynn Station, the existing commuter rail tracks 
and center-island platform would be retained. A 
new center island platform east of the existing 
platform would serve the Blue Line extension. To 
make the transfer between commuter rail and the 
Blue Line, passengers would descend from one 
platform to street level and then ascend to the 
other platform.  
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13-82 JOURNEY to 2030

Boston: Silver Line Phase III: South Station–Boylston Connector 
($1,067,484,000)
Description

The third phase of the Silver Line is composed 
of a double-barrel bus-rapid-transit (BRT) tunnel 
that will connect the existing Silver Line service 
on Washington Street (which opened in 2002) 
to the existing Silver Line service on the South 
Boston Waterfront (which opened in 2004). The 
project includes two stations: one to connect to 
the Green Line at Boylston Street Station and 
one to connect to the Orange Line at Chinatown 
Station. The tunnel also includes a portal (where 
the vehicle transitions from the surface to un-
derground) along Tremont Street near Marginal 
Road, adjacent to the Bay Village and Chinatown 
neighborhoods. Upon its completion, transit 
customers in Lower Roxbury and the South End 
will have direct access to the existing subway 
systems (with connections to the Green, Orange, 
and Red Lines) as well as direct access to the 
South Boston Waterfront and Logan International 
Airport.
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13-84 JOURNEY to 2030

Somerville: Construct Orange Line Station at Assembly Square 
($40,000,000)
Description

This project would involve adding a new Orange 
Line station in Somerville. The station would be 
located between the existing Wellington Station 
in Medford and the existing Sullivan Station in the 
Charlestown section of Boston. The distance be-
tween Wellington and Sullivan stations is just over 
one mile, and current MBTA schedules show the 
travel time between stations as three minutes. 

The new station would be located on the eastern 
edge of Somerville’s Assembly Square redevel-
opment area. This 145-acre area is the city’s 
largest redevelopment site, and has been the 
subject of some local controversy with compet-
ing visions of either dense, mixed-use develop-
ment, or more automobile-oriented big-box retail 
development. 

The proximity of Wellington and Sullivan Stations, 
the existing routing of MBTA bus routes to those 
stations, and their respective sites at major junc-
tions of the highway network suggest that most 
of the passengers using a new station at As-
sembly Square would be traveling to or from the 
redevelopment area. 

A new station at Assembly Square is anticipated 
to extend the Orange Line run time by two min-
utes and seven seconds. This added travel time 
will require an additional 6-car train set to support 
peak-period operations.
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Boston: Ferry Expansion – Russia Wharf/South Station ($2,200,000)

Description

This project would consist of implementing a 
new ferry route in Boston Inner Harbor, from the 
existing terminal at the Charlestown Navy Yard to 
a new terminal at Russia Wharf, which is located 
in Fort Point Channel at Congress Street. The 
construction at Russia Wharf is a CA/T legal 
commitment.

Note

The cost includes the construction of Russia 
Wharf ($2,200,000). The legal commitment of 
the Commonwealth is only the construction of 
the Wharf. The MPO is carrying the cost of the 
Wharf in the expansion category. Service would 
be provided by others.
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PROJECTS INCLUDED IN OTHER 
MPO AREAS

The Boston Region MPO has included additional 
projects that are funded in other MPO areas and 
that affect travel within the Boston region. A list of 
these projects with the time frame of construc-
tion, is shown in Table 13-5. The MPO has also 
included these projects in the travel demand 
model for air quality conformity purposes. A brief 
description of each project and its costs for the 
time period of construction is also provided.

TABLE 13-5

PROJECTS INCLUDED IN OTHER MPO AREAS AND ENDORSED BY THE BOSTON REGION MPO

RESPONSIBLE MPO PROJECT NAME
TIMEFRAME OF 

CONSTRUCTION

MERRIMACK VALLEY MPO LOWELL JUNCTION INTERCHANGE 2011–2020

SOUTHEAST MASS. MPO FALL RIVER/NEW BEDFORD COMMUTER RAIL 2011–2020

MONTACHUSETT MPO FITCHBURG COMMUTER RAIL 2011–2020

CENTRAL MASS. MPO I-90/I-495 (WESTBOROUGH AND HOPKINTON) 2021–2025

CENTRAL MASS. MPO
I-495/ROUTE 9 INTERCHANGE (WESTBOROUGH 

AND SOUTHBOROUGH)
2026–2030
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Description

This project includes constructing a new high-
way interchange on Interstate 93 between Exit 
42 (Dascomb Road) and Exit 41 (Route 125). 
The new interchange would provide improved 
access from Interstate 93 to the industrial and 
office properties in the Lowell Junction area (at 
the Tewksbury/Wilmington border). The project 
would also include the construction of a con-
nection to a planned extension of Burtt Road to 
Ballardvale Street and the widening of I-93 to four 
lanes from the existing lane drop at the Wilming-
ton/Tewksbury line to Exit 42 in Tewksbury.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by Relevant MPO Policy 
Area

Land Use

The area of the proposed interchange is located 
where the towns of Andover, Wilmington, and 
Tewksbury come together. Land use in the area 
of the proposed interchange in Andover is cur-
rently zoned Industrial. Land in the study area in 
Wilmington is also zoned Industrial, while land 
in Tewksbury is zoned as both Residential and 
Industrial. 

Some of the land near the proposed interchange 
is available for future development, while the 
remainder is subject to absolute development 
constraints, according to the Executive Office 
of Environmental Affairs/Metropolitan Area Plan-
ning Council buildout analysis. However, the 
three communities have embarked on a coop-
erative effort to explore a new, unified land use 
development plan in the area that is consistent 
with the Commonwealth’s sustainable develop-
ment goals. This approach has been undertaken 
because officials in each community have recog-
nized the development opportunities that con-
struction of an interchange will bring to the area, 
and have concluded that establishing a coordi-

nated land use plan will maximize the benefit that 
each community would receive from the project.

In support of this effort, the communities have 
hired a consultant to assist them in develop-
ing a shared community vision of the area, with 
the goal of developing “a broad policy state-
ment of the type and character of development 
which each of the three communities wishes 
to achieve; the underlying community benefits 
and impacts that each wishes to manage; and 
the means by which to achieve these goals.”7 
The consultant team is currently working with 
the Junction Route 93 Development Area Task 
Force to define alternative land use concepts for 
the area with the intent of identifying a preferred 
development scenario. 

Safety

Because this is a new interchange that has not 
yet been constructed, there are no crash data for 
this project.

Mobility

According to MassHighway’s 2005 Traffic Vol-
umes for the Commonwealth, average daily two-
way traffic on Interstate 93 north of Route 62 in 
Wilmington was 154,900 in 2004.

Average observed travel speeds on roadways 
are compiled in the MPO’s Mobility Management 
System. Average observed speeds on Interstate 
93 North at the location of the proposed inter-
change are 60 mph or greater during the AM and 
PM peak periods. Average observed speeds on 
Interstate 93 South at the location of the pro-
posed interchange are 30-44 mph during the 
AM peak period (meeting the MMS’s congestion 
threshold), and 60 mph or greater during the PM 
peak period. 

According to the Lowell Junction Interchange 
Study conducted by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, 
Inc. in 2006, significant congestion occurs at 

Wilmington, Tewksbury, and Andover: Lowell Junction

7	 The Junction/Route 93 Development Area in Andover, Tewksbury and Wilmington, Massachusetts Letter of Agreement
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both the Route 125 and Dascomb Road inter-
changes with I-93. Access to Lowell Junction is 
via local roadways that connect to these inter-
changes. Analyses performed at intersections in 
the study area indicate the following:

•	 Route 125/Ballardvale Street operates at a 
deficient level of service during both peak pe-
riods. Improvements to this intersection and 
the surrounding area are currently included 
in the 2004 Boston Regional Transportation 
Plan.

•	 Dascomb Road intersections with Frontage 
Road and Lovejoy Road operate at an ac-
ceptable level of service (LOS) during both 
peak periods.

•	 Analyses of unsignalized intersections per-
formed at eight study-area locations indicate 
that all four intersections at the I-93 ramps 
(Exits 41 and 42) experience LOS “E” or “F” 
for side street traffic during both peak peri-
ods. Three of the local intersections experi-
ence LOS “F” during the PM peak and one 
operates at LOS “F” during the AM peak. 
Only one intersection operates at an accept-
able LOS during both peak periods.

Connectivity

The proposed interchange will improve access to 
industrial and office properties in the Lowell Junc-
tion area from I-93. The MBTA’s Haverhill com-
muter rail line runs near the location of the pro-
posed interchange. The communities of Andover, 
Tewksbury, and Wilmington have embarked on 
a joint planning effort to develop a coordinated 
land use and development plan for the area. One 
of the land use scenarios now being considered 
calls for the construction of a commuter rail stop 
near the new interchange. The communities 
of Andover, Tewksbury, and Wilmington have 
embarked on a joint planning effort to develop 
a coordinated land use and development plan 
for the area. One of the land use scenarios now 

being considered calls for the construction of a 
commuter rail stop near the new interchange, but 
there are no plans for a new station in the area at 
this time.

Economic Opportunities

The addition of the interchange will provide 
improved access to the existing industrial and 
commercial developments in the Lowell Junction 
area. It will also expand the economic base of 
the area by providing access to currently unde-
veloped land that is zoned for industrial and com-
mercial use on both the east and west sides of 
I-93. Implementation of a sustainable-growth land 
use plan for the area could substantially increase 
the level of benefit that this project could provide 
to the three communities and to the Common-
wealth.  

Note

The Merrimack Valley MPO is responsible for in-
cluding the funding for this project in their Trans-
portation Plan. At this time, they are projecting 
that the project will be completed by 2020. The 
Boston Region MPO and Northern Middlesex 
MPO will list this project in their Plans because 
parts of the project fall within all three MPO areas.

Wilmington, Tewksbury, and Andover: Lowell Junction (cont.)
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MAP 13-38	W ilmington, Tewksbury, and Andover: Lowell Junction

Proposed
changes

Allen    Rd

A
lle

n 
 R

d 
 E

xt

Anthony

Apache

B
al

dw
in

Ballard

B
ar

ba
ra

 D

Barry

Bem
is

B
radford

B
ria

n

Bridge

Brook

C
ar

le
to

n

C
art P

ath

C
arter

Columbia

Compass

C
ountry

Crawford

Delwood

Douglas

D
ru

id

E
lli

ng
to

n

Ellis

Emily

Fo
re

st

G
el

ge
r

Glandale

Greenwald

Grove

Hill

Ja
ne

t

K
earsage

Kimberley

Kingfisher

K
in

gs
to

n

Laura

Leon

Leston

Level

Low
e

Lu
ci

lle

Lumber

M
adeline

M
eade

M
ill

Molly

M
oo

nl
ig

ht

Morningside

N
an

cy

O
ak

la
nd

Old Stage Coach Rd

Pace

Peterson

P
hi

lip
s

P
in

ed
al

eA
ve

P
olaris

Pomfret

Poplar

Pringle

Quincy

R
edgate

Regina's

Regis

Riverdale

Rockvale        Rd

Rouilla
rd

Rounsevell

Salem

Se
re

ni
ty

Shady

Sh
aw

sh
ee

n

Sunset Cir

S
un

se
t Ta

ft

Tanger

Tewksbury

To
w

an
da

Trinity

Truman

Vale

Valley

B
rittany

Whitegate

W
ils

on

S
outh

R
iv

er
vi

ew

Homestead

South

Rockvale Rd

Ct

S
ha

w
sh

ee
n 

   
   

 S
t

East

Cobbett

La
ur

ie
  D

r

Ext

D
r

R
d

Cedar
St

Rd

St

Rd

Rd

O
rio

le
R

d

La
na

ka

R
d

B
reckenridge R

d

C
le

ve
r

La

Lee
W

ay

Valew
ood

C
ir

St

S
t

Rd

R
d

St

La

A
veA
ve

D
r

R
d

R
d

Ter

Ave

Av
eDr

R
d

Dr

La

Rd

St

Av
e

St

Av
e

St

Rd

Rd

St

R
d

Rd

Rd

Rd

Rd

Rd

S
t

Rd R
d

Way

Dr

R
d

St

R
d

R
d

S
t

St

S
t

Cir

Ave

Ave

Rd

R
d R
d

Ave

La

St

La

La

La

St

S
t

Ave

Rd
Rd

Rd

Dr

St

Dr

Dr
Dr

La

Ave

Rd

S
t

St

Dr

D
r

C
ir

La

S
t

R
d

S
t

B
urtt R

d

G
ill

et
te

 W
ay

C
onnector

R
d

Willard

C
ir

W
hi

te
 O

ak
 D

r

Lowell Junction Rd

Rd

Pine ConeLa

R
ed G

ateD
r

Copley Dr

Bristol La

Waverly Dr

C
ardinal La

Rad
clif

f
Dr

Surrey La

Te
wks

bu
rry

F
ontage

K
ey

st
on

e
W

ay

Hearthstone

Pl

Yardley

Rd

P
om

eroy R
d

A
cropolis

C
ir

N
icollD

r

Doric

Way

S
t

O
dessy

W
ay

Sp
ar

ta
W

ay

Laconia   Dr

Molly Rd

E Garfield
W Garfield

La

La N
orth G

arfiled

La

Carriage Hill
Rd

P
artridge

H
ill R

d

Dasco
mb

Osgood

St

St

GermanoWay

B
arbara La

B
uttonw

ood   D
r

Acorn

Dr

Bassw
ood La

Acorn

D
r

Mitton

Cir

P
ol

e 
H

ill
 D

r

Oak  St

S
t

C
en

te
r

M
ar

la
nd

   
 S

t R
iver

S
t

St

H
ill

cr
es

t  
R

d

Parthenon

Cir

Powers    Rd

D
undas

Ave

Forrest Pond

R
d

P
ineTree

La

C
arter

La

Millstone Cir

Enfield

Dr

Is
la

nd
W

ay

Charlotte

Dr

W
oburn

S
t

H
ighVale

La

A
ndover

S
t

Clark

Rd

Hall

Av
w

Che
st

er
   

   
   

ST

D
al

e 
   

S
t

Andover    St

Bayberry La

Chippy

La

Teaberry
La

B
lackberry

La

Tilton La

A
nderson

C
ir

W
yn

cr
es

t
C

ir

Ballardvale

West Holl
ow

G
rove

Rd

R
d

Messinia

D
r

Exit 42
42

Exit 41

WILMINGTON

TEWKSBURY

ANDOVER

S
t

S
t

Rd

Rd

R
d

St

Dr

Rd

Rd

Rd

Ainsworth

A
re

le
ne

B
al

la
rd

va
le

Bernstein

Foster Pond

Jonspin

McGrane

O
ld

e 
B

al
l

P
om

fr
et

Research    D
r

Upton

W
abash

ar
dv

al
e

Andove
r   

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
 Byp

ass

Treasure Hill
Rd

Exit
41

B
allardvale S

t

Ashwood Ave

C
ot

to
nw

oo
d

C
ir

Bluebe rry  La

D
og

w
oo

d

La

Fl
or

en
za

  D
r

Park

125

93



13-92 JOURNEY to 2030

Description

This proposal is for an extension of MBTA com-
muter rail service from the cities of Taunton, 
Fall River, and New Bedford to Boston. Several 
alternate routes were evaluated by the MBTA in a 
series of environmental studies conducted from 
1995 to 2002. The 2000 Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Report concluded that the 
Stoughton alternative is the only practical alter-
native that would meet the project’s objectives. 
The Stoughton Alternative would provide service 
through an extension of the existing Stoughton 
Line, which currently provides Boston service by 
connecting to the Shore Line. 

Fall River and New Bedford: Commuter Rail Extension
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Fitchburg: Commuter Rail

Description

Improvements will be made along the Fitchburg 
commuter rail line to reduce the travel time 
between Fitchburg and Porter Square, in 
Cambridge, to one hour or less. The existing 
stations will remain and no new stations will be 
added. Improvements will include:

•	 Installation of double tracks from Ayer to 
South Action

•	 Replacement of the signal system

•	 Systemwide improvements to the track and 
right-of-way to increase speeds, as required

•	 Replacement of the Route 62 bridge in 
Concord

•	 Construction of a commuter rail flyover, or 
installation of a third track, to separate com-
muter and freight traffic at the Willows freight 
yard in Ayer

•	 Grade separation at key locations
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MAP 13-40	F itchburg: Commuter Rail
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Description

While there is no articulated plan for this inter-
change, it has been the subject of recent studies 
and discussions. The Arc of Innovation8 identified 
this interchange as one of the 495 MetroWest 
Corridor’s Top Ten Traffic Nightmares. A 1993 
American Trucking Association Survey identified 
this interchange’s “poor ramp design” as a struc-
tural impediment to efficient freight flow within the 
region. Stakeholder consultation interviews con-
ducted for the Central Massachusetts Regional 
Planning Commission’s (CMRPC) 2007 RTP 
revealed a long-term vision of an intermodal “su-
per station” serving interstate highway traffic and 
the adjacent CSX rail line, which accommodates 
both freight movement and MBTA commuter rail 
service. 

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Safety

Between 1999 and 2001, the I-495/I-90 inter-
change was the site of 262 crashes, of which 
192 involved only property damage and 72 
involved bodily injury, none with fatalities.

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the 
average daily traffic on I-495 and I-90 near this 
interchange is as follows:

I-90:

•	 Between Exits 11 and 11A (west of the 
interchange) – 87,700 (2005 counts)

•	 Between Exits 11A and 12 (east of the 
interchange) – 92,700 (2005 counts)

Westborough and Hopkinton: I-90/I-495 Interchange ($33,301,000)

8	 The Arc of Innovation is an economically growing region of 32 communities in the 495/ Metrowest region that has some of the state’s largest and 
	 most innovative companies. These communities work through the 495/MetroWest Corridor Partnership Inc., which addresses regional needs through 
	 public/private collaboration.

I-495:

•	 South of Route 9 (north of interchange) 
– 91,800 (2004 counts)

•	 South of I-90 – 98,900 (2004 counts)
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MAP 13-41	W estborough and Hopkinton: I-90/I-495 Interchange
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Description

While there is no articulated plan for this inter-
change, it has been the subject of recent studies 
and discussions. The Arc of Innovation9 identified 
this interchange as one of the 495 MetroWest 
Corridor’s Top Ten Traffic Nightmares. In 2005, 
the Town of Westborough discussed the poten-
tial for a slip ramp within the southwest quadrant 
as a mitigation measure for nearby development. 
The 2006 EMC development proposal includes 
improvements to the eastern side of the inter-
change.

Project’s Context/Possible 
Impacts, by MPO Policy Area

Safety

Between 1999 and 2001, the I-495/Route 9 
interchange was the site of 99 crashes, of which 
66 involved only property damage and 33 of 
which involved bodily injury, none with fatalities.

Mobility

According to MassHighway traffic counts, the 
average daily traffic on I-495 and Route 9 near 
this interchange is as follows:

I-495:

•	 South of Route 9, Westborough – 91,800 
(2004 counts)

Route 9:

•	 East of Route 30, Westborough (west of the 
interchange) – 53,000 (2004 counts)

•	 West of Woodland Road, Southborough (east 
of the interchange) – 49,100 (2004 counts)

Westborough and Southborough: I-495/Route 9 Interchange 
($30,387,000)

9	 The Arc of Innovation is an economically growing region of 32 communities in the 495/ Metrowest region that has some of the state’s largest and 
	 most innovative companies. These communities work through the 495/MetroWest Corridor Partnership Inc., which addresses regional needs through 
	 public/private collaboration.
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MAP 13-42	W estborough and Southborough: I-495/Route 9 
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Illustrative Projects

Illustrative projects are defined as projects that 
could significantly contribute to mobility in the 
region, but which are not included in the recom-
mended list of projects because there is not 
sufficient revenue to fund them. Also, the project 
descriptions have not been adequately devel-
oped in many cases. During the development of 
this Plan, the concept of illustrative projects was 
discussed and the MPO decided that before 
listing illustrative projects, a process for selec-
tion of projects in this category should be devel-
oped. The MPO will continue these discussions 
and include that selection process as part of an 
amendment to JOURNEY to 2030. This amend-
ment process is anticipated to begin within the 
current federal fiscal year.

Model Results and 
Interpretation of the 
Recommended Plan 
The travel demand model set used in the analy-
sis for this Plan is based on the traditional four-
step urban transportation planning process of 
trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, 
and trip assignment. This process is employed 
to estimate daily transit ridership, highway traffic 
volumes, and nonmotorized travel, primarily on 
the basis of forecasts of study area demography 
and projected highway and transit improvements. 

The results of running the travel model are shown 
in Table 13-6. The population in this region is 
projected to increase by 10.8 percent between 
2000 and 2030. During the same time period, 
employment is projected to grow by 10.2 per-
cent. On a typical weekday, the overall level of 
trip-making, regardless of mode, is estimated 
to increase from 16.8 million trips in 2000 to 
19.0 million trips in 2030. This represents a 13.4 
percent increase, which represents an average 
annual growth through 2030 of a little over 0.4 
percent.

The 2030 No-Build Alternative

Transit Trips

A “linked transit trip” involves more then one 
boarding of a transit vehicle en route from an 
origin, such as home, to a destination, such as 
work. Observed data indicate that there were 
approximately 852,000 linked transit trips on a 
typical weekday in 2000. In 2030, the number 
of linked transit trips is projected to reach about 
987,000 under the No-Build scenario, a 16 
percent increase. This increase is a result of two 
factors, growth in demographics and changes to 
the transportation system, shifting more people 
onto transit from other modes, such as auto and 
the nonmotorized mode. Some of the major transit 
projects that weren’t in the 2000 scenario but 
were in the 2030 No-Build scenario are:

•	 Silver Line, Phases I and II

•	 Improvements to Worcester Commuter Rail 
Service

•	 Greenbush Commuter Rail 

Each boarding of a transit vehicle (commuter rail, 
rapid transit, bus, bus-rapid-transit, and ferry) en 
route from an origin to a destination marks the 
beginning of an additional “unlinked transit trip.” 
The unlinked trips are estimated to increase from 
1.22 million in 2000 to 1.43 million in the 2030 
No-Build scenario, a 17 percent increase. The 
commuter rail system represents less than 10 
percent of the unlinked trips. Commuter rail is ex-
pected to increase to 142,000 trips a day in the 
2030 No-Build scenario from 122,400 in 2000. 
This represents a 16 percent increase from the 
year 2000 levels, which is a result of the Green-
bush and Worcester Improvements projects, in 
addition to growth of demographics, and future 
traffic congestion favoring the commuter rail over 
the auto mode. Ridership on the rapid transit 
system is projected to increase by approximately 
9 percent. The majority of this increase is related 
to demographic growth. Local bus ridership is 
projected to increase by roughly 17 percent; 
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most of this is tied to the projected increase in 
rapid transit system ridership (feeder trips). The 
daily ridership on the express bus system is pro-
jected to increase by nearly 18 percent.

Bus-rapid transit service was implemented after 
2000 and is operational today in the form of the 
Silver Line service, which is expected to have 
over 60,000 daily boardings in the 2030 No-
Build scenario.

Ferry service shows little change. One possible 
reason may be the Greenbush commuter rail 
line, which hugs the coast and is near several 
ferry services. This may siphon off some of the 
potential ferry users to commuter rail.

Highway Trips

There are several metrics for measuring the 
highway transportation network. The three key 
ones presented in this chapter are vehicle trips 
(all vehicles, including automobiles), vehicle-miles 
of travel (VMT), vehicle-hours of travel (VHT), and 
average speed.

Vehicle trips include all vehicle types, such as 
personal vehicles, trucks, taxis, and vehicles 
from outside the region. There were about 12 
million vehicle trips per day using the roadway 
system in 2000. This number is projected to in-
crease by 14 percent, to 13.6 million vehicle trips 
per day, in 2030. Auto-person trips are a subset 
of the total vehicle trips and represent the per-
son-trips made by regional household members 
in autos for different purposes on an average 
weekday. The auto trips are projected to increase 
by roughly 8 percent between 2000 and 2030. 
One explanation for the total number of vehicle 
trips increasing more than the auto-person trips 
is a larger increase in the number of vehicle trips 
made by people residing outside of our mod-
eled area and made by other modes (trucks and 
taxis).

The total VMT on the region’s highway network 
is projected to increase from 108 million in 2000 
to 121 million (12.3 percent) in 2030 under the 
No-Build scenario. Most of this increase is due 

to the demographic growth being projected for 
2000–2030 and to improvements to the trans-
portation system. 

VHT is expected to increase by 15 percent 
between 2000 and 2030. This VHT increase is 
larger than the increase in VMT because the ad-
ditional traffic is causing more traffic congestion, 
which also leads to lower average speeds. The 
average speed on the highway system is expect-
ed to decrease by about 2.5 percent between 
2000 and the 2030 No-Build scenario.

Nonmotorized Mode

The nonmotorized mode consists of walking and 
bicycling trips occurring within or between areas 
in our model called transportation analysis zones. 
Between 2000 and 2030, this mode is projected 
to increase from 2.37 million in 2000 to 2.82 mil-
lion in 2030. This increase is a function of resi-
dences being located closer to work and activi-
ties, in addition to improvements to the walking 
network, namely more walking paths, and roads 
with sidewalks. 

The JOURNEY to 2030 
Recommended Build Alternative

Transit Trips

The Build alternative (the recommended Plan, 
as explained earlier in this chapter) consists of 
several new transit projects and highway projects 
in addition to what is assumed for the No-Build 
scenario. The transit projects include the Red 
Line–Blue Line Connector; the Silver Line Phase 
III; the Urban Ring Phase 2, a new Orange Line 
station at Assembly Square; Green Line exten-
sions to Ball Square and Arborway; a Blue Line 
extension to Lynn Center; additional service on 
the Lowell and Haverhill Lines; service improve-
ments on the Fitchburg Line; commuter rail 
extensions to New Bedford and Fall River; and 
100 new buses. 

The impact of adding these new transit projects 
is that there would be approximately 74,000 new 
linked transit trips in the system above what was 
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estimated in the 2030 No-Build scenario. About 
57,000 of these would be the result of diversion 
from the auto mode, and the remaining 17,000 
trips would be coming from nonmotorized 
modes. The addition of all the new transit proj-
ects described above would increase the region-
al mode share from 6.3 percent in the No-Build 
scenario to 6.8 percent in the Build scenario.

The unlinked trips are projected to increase 
from 1.43 million in the 2030 No-Build scenario 
to 1.54 million in the 2030 Build scenario, an 8 
percent increase. As may be seen in Table 13-6, 
the commuter rail ridership would increase by 
13 percent from 142,100 in the 2030 No-Build 
scenario to 160,800 in the 2030 Build scenario. 
This increase is primarily related to two commuter 
rail improvement projects, the Fitchburg Line, 
and commuter rail extensions to New Bedford 
and Fall River. The remainder of the commuter 
rail increase is linked with improvements to rapid 
transit and bus-rapid-transit (BRT) projects in the 
urban core area. The combined rapid transit and 
BRT ridership is expected to increase by about 
13 percent. Rapid transit by itself is expected to 
experience a decrease of 1 percent, which is 
related to people using the BRT services in lieu 
of rapid transit. The main reason people use BRT 
and not rapid transit is that BRT service elimi-
nates, in most instances, one or more transfers, 
and this translates into a time savings. Local and 
express bus trips are expected to fall by about 1 
percent and 10 percent, respectively. This is also 
related to BRT services being expanded, namely 
the Silver Line, Phase III, and Urban Ring, and 
the resulting siphoning off some bus ridership. 
Ferry service is projected to experience a similar 
reduction, for the reasons stated above.

Highway Trips

As a result of these transit projects, the amount 
of future-year highway travel is projected to 
decrease slightly (the number of trips and ve-
hicle-miles traveled each falling by about 0.2 
percent) in the Build scenario. Highway projects 
in the 2030 Recommended Plan include Route 

128 Capacity Improvements, I-93/Route 3 Inter-
change Improvements, I-93/I-95 Interchange Im-
provements in Canton, the I-93/I-95 Interchange 
Improvements in Reading and Woburn, and 
Route 3 Lane Additions. These highway projects 
and the reductions in congestion resulting from 
the increased use of transit are expected to lead 
to a slight increase (about 1 percent) in the aver-
age speed on the highway network.

Nonmotorized Mode

With the improvements in the transit services and 
highway facilities, about 17,000 nonmotorized 
trips are expected to be diverted away from non-
motorized modes under the Build scenario. Many 
of these trip diversions are likely to be caused by 
the Silver Line Phase III project, which will im-
prove transit service in downtown Boston.
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TABLE 13-6

2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 Recommended Plan 
Transportation Network Model Results*

*	Results shown represent 164 communities in the eastern Massachusetts model area.

2000 
Base Year

2030 
No-Build

% Change 
from 2000 to 
2030 No-Build

2030 
Recommended 

Plan

% Change from 
2030 No-Build 

to 2030 Recom-
mended Plan

Socioeconomic Measures

Population 4,310,000  4,777,000 10.8%  4,777,000 0%

Households  1,644,400  1,952,700 18.7%  1,952,700 0%

Employment  2,353,200  2,594,000 10.2%  2,594,000 0%

Average household size  2.62  2.45 -6.7%  2.45 0%

Trip Generation Results (average weekday)

Person-trip total  16,788,100  19,034,400 13.4%  19,034,400 0%

Person-trips into and out 
of the region

 2,030,800  2,873,900 41.5%  2,873,900 0%

Intraregional person trips 
into and out of the region

 14,757,300  16,160,500 9.5%  16,160,500 0%

Mode Choice Results (average weekday)

Total person-trips  14,239,900  15,679,300 10.1%  15,679,300 0.0%

Linked transit trips  852,000  987,100 15.9% 1,060,800 7.5%

Walk access  730,000  846,800 16.0% 911,400 7.6%

Drive access  122,000  140,300 15.0% 149,400 6.5%

Auto person-trips  11,015,500  11,872,100 7.8%  11,815,300 -0.5%

Nonmotorized trips  2,372,400  2,820,100 18.9% 2,803,200 -0.6%

Transit mode share 6.0% 6.3% 5.2% 6.8% 7.5%

Auto mode share 77.4% 75.7% -2.1% 75.4% -0.5%

Nonmotorized mode share 16.7% 18.0% 8.0% 17.9% -0.6%

Transit Assignment Results (average weekday)

Unlinked transit trips  1,219,600  1,425,400 16.9%  1,536,500 7.8%

Rapid transit lines  672,400  731,000 8.7%  723,500 -1.0%

Commuter rail lines  122,400  142,100 16.1%  160,800 13.2%

Local buses  390,000  455,800 16.9% 451,000 -1.1%

Express buses  26,000  30,600 17.7% 27,400 -10.5%

Ferry  5,500  5,500 0.0% 5,200 -5.5%

Bus rapid transit  n/a  60,400 n/a 168,600 179.1%

Transfer rate 
(unlinked/linked trips)

1.43 1.44 0.9% 1.45 0.3%

Highway Assignment  Results (average weekday)

Vehicle-trips assigned  11,985,400  13,625,000 13.7% 13,597,500 -0.2%

Vehicle-miles of travel  107,801,500  121,077,100 12.3% 120,850,000 -0.2%

Average trip length  8.99  8.89 -1.2%  9.02 1.5%

Vehicle-hours of travel  3,353,900  3,862,500 15.2% 3,811,600 -1.3%

Average travel time  16.8  17.0 1.3%  16.8 -1.1%

Average speed  32.1  31.3 -2.5%  31.7 1.1%





14

ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE ASSESSMENT

14-�Environmental Justice Assessment 1

As part of its regional equity program (discussed in Chapter 9), the MPO per-
formed a detailed, system-level analysis of transportation equity in the region, ex-
amining the distribution of the transportation system’s benefits and burdens among 
environmental justice and non–environmental justice areas and among environ-
mental justice and non–environmental justice population zones. (These types of 
areas and zones are defined in the section below.) The analysis also examined the 
impacts, in terms of various performance measures, of this Plan’s recommended 
set of projects through 2030 (see Chapter 13 for the list of projects) on those 
types of areas and zones. Measures focus on mobility, accessibility, and environ-
mental impact concerns.

As interpreted from federal guidance, the MPO should recommend a regional set 
of transportation projects in its Plan that does not burden environmental justice 
areas when compared to a network that includes no projects other than those 
already underway. MPO members used the results of a preliminary environmen-
tal justice analysis to inform their decisions when selecting the projects that are 
included in this Plan. The results of the final analysis, summarized in this chapter, 
showed that the MPO’s recommended set of transportation projects, or the “Build” 
network, in the year 2030 does not burden environmental justice areas and envi-
ronmental justice population zones more than the 2030 No-Build network.

Environmental Justice Areas and Environmental 
Justice Population Zones

Environmental Justice Areas

As discussed in Chapter 9, environmental justice areas are based on the de-
mographics of the people living in a transportation analysis zone (TAZ). TAZs are 
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an aggregation of census geography based on 
population and numbers of trips. According to 
the definition used for the MPO’s regional equity 
program, “A TAZ will be considered an Envi-
ronmental Justice Area if it is over 50 percent 
minority or has a median household income at 
or below 60 percent of the region’s median” 
(60 percent of the region’s median household 
income of $55,800 is $33,480). The TAZ’s total 
minority population must be at least 200.

There are environmental justice areas in each of 
the following (see Figures 9-1 and 9-2):

The municipalities of:	

•	 Cambridge

•	 Chelsea 

•	 Everett

•	 Framingham

•	 Lynn

•	 Malden

•	 Medford

•	 Milford

•	 Peabody

•	 Quincy

•	 Randolph

•	 Revere

•	 Salem

•	 Somerville

•	 Waltham	

The Boston neighborhoods of:

•	 Allston-Brighton

•	 Charlestown

•	 Chinatown

•	 Dorchester

•	 East Boston

•	 Fenway

•	 Hyde Park 

•	 Jamaica Plain	

•	 Mattapan

•	 Roslindale

•	 Roxbury

•	 South Boston

•	 South End

In addition to being the focus of the regional 
equity program, environmental justice areas are 
used in the accessibility portion of the MPO’s 
environmental justice analysis, as described in 
this chapter. 

Environmental Justice Population 
Zones

In the mobility, congestion, and environmental 
portions of the analysis, environmental justice 
population zones are used. To locate environ-
mental justice populations, the MPO selected 
broader criteria for lower-income and minority 
TAZs than those used for locating environmental 
justice areas. Though not required, this greater 
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inclusion of TAZs is in line with—and slightly more 
inclusive than—the Massachusetts Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) definition 
of environmental justice populations. The MPO’s 
thresholds for these environmental justice popu-
lations are as follows:

•	 Low income – The MPO median household 
income in 2000 was approximately $55,800. 
A low-income TAZ was defined as having a 
median household income at or below 80 
percent of this level ($44,640). 

•	 Minority – 21.4 percent of the MPO popula-
tion in 2000 was composed of minorities 
(nonwhite and Hispanic). A minority TAZ was 
defined as having a percentage of minority 
population greater than 21.4 percent. 

The environmental justice population zones in the 
Boston Region MPO area and in the urban core 
are shown in Figures 14-1 and 14-2, respectively.

The 2030 demographic forecasts assumed the 
same distributions of the environmental justice 
areas and environmental justice population zones 
as were observed in the 2000 census and that 
the environmental justice population’s growth rate 
will be the same as the rate that the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council has forecast for the overall 
population of the given area. The 2030 Build and 
2030 No-Build networks used the same demo-
graphic forecasts.

Performance Measures

The MPO used performance measures as indi-
cators of benefits and burdens for environmental 
justice and non–environmental justice areas and 
for environmental justice population and non–en-
vironmental justice population zones populations. 
These measures fall into three categories:

•	 Accessibility to needed services and jobs

•	 Mobility and congestion

•	 Environment

The first measure was applied to environmental 
justice and non–environmental justice areas, 

the second and third to environmental-justice-
population zones and non–environmental justice 
population zones.

Accessibility Analysis

MPO staff analyzed access to needed services 
and jobs in terms of average transit and highway 
travel times from environmental justice areas to 
industrial, retail, and service employment op-
portunities; health care; and institutions of higher 
education. The analysis of transit travel times 
included destinations within a 40-minute tran-
sit trip, and the analysis of highway travel times 
included destinations within a 20-minute auto 
trip. The accessibility analysis also included an 
examination of the number of destinations within 
a 40-minute transit trip and a 20-minute auto trip. 

Staff examined differences between the 2000 
Base Year network, 2030 No-Build network, and 
2030 Build network for environmental justice and 
non–environmental justice areas. The accessibil-
ity performance measures were:

•	 The average travel time to industrial, retail, 
and service jobs within a 40-minute transit trip 
and a 20-minute auto trip 

•	 The average number of industrial, retail, and 
service jobs within a 40-minute transit trip and 
a 20-minute auto trip

•	 The average travel time to hospitals, weighted 
by the number of beds, within a 40-minute 
transit trip and a 20-minute auto trip

•	 The average number of hospitals, weighted 
by the number of beds, within a 40-minute 
transit trip and a 20-minute auto trip

•	 The average travel time to facilities of two- 
and four-year institutions of higher education, 
weighted by enrollment, within a 40-minute 
transit trip and a 20-minute auto trip

•	 The average number of facilities of two- and 
four-year institutions of higher education, 
weighted by enrollment, within a 40-minute 
transit trip and a 20-minute auto trip
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Mobility, Congestion, and 
Environmental Analysis

MPO staff analyzed mobility, congestion, and the 
environmental impacts by comparing performance 
measures for environmental justice population zones 
to those for non–environmental justice zones. Staff 
examined differences between the average levels of 
these performance measures within the two types 
of zone for the 2000 Base Year network, 2030 No-
Build network, and 2030 Build network. 

The mobility, congestion, and environmental perfor-
mance measures were:

•	 Congested VMT – congested vehicle-miles 
traveled: the volume of vehicle-miles traveled 
within the TAZ on highway links with a volume-
to-capacity ratio of 0.75 or higher 

•	 VMT per square mile – the number of vehicle-
miles traveled per square mile of dry land 
within a TAZ 

•	 CO per square mile – the number of  
kilograms of carbon monoxide emitted per 
square mile of dry land within a TAZ

•	 Transit production time – the average door-to-
door travel time for all transit trips produced in 
the TAZ 

•	 Highway production time – the average door-
to-door travel time for all highway trips pro-
duced in the TAZ 

•	 Transit attraction time – the average door-to-
door travel time for all transit trips attracted to 
the TAZ 

•	 Highway attraction time – the average door-
to-door travel time for all highway trips at-
tracted to the TAZ

Summary of Recommended-
Plan Results 
The environmental justice analysis determined 
that while the 2030 recommended plan Build 
network improves accessibility, mobility, conges-
tion, and environmental conditions relative to the 
2030 No-Build network for both environmental 
justice and non–environmental justice areas and 
for both environmental justice population zones 
and non–environmental justice population zones, 

TABLE 14-1

Accessibility Analysis Results for Transit Trips in the 2030 No-Build and 2030 Build Networks

2030 No-Build 2030 Build No-Build vs. Build

EJ Non-EJ EJ Non-EJ EJ Non-EJ

Travel time to industrial jobs* 32.0 33.2 32.0 33.3 -0.1% 0.1%

Travel time to retail jobs* 32.2 33.9 32.1 33.9 -0.2% 0.1%

Travel time to service jobs* 31.9 33.6 31.7 33.6 -0.6% 0.1%

Travel time to colleges* 32.0 33.5 31.9 33.6 -0.4% 0.3%

Travel time to hospitals* 32.7 33.8 32.2 33.8 -1.7% 0.1%

Number of industrial jobs 46,436 26,508 52,244 28,586 12.5% 7.8%

Number of retail jobs 38,358 21,722 42,295 23,352 10.3% 7.5%

Number of service jobs 285,400 137,456 314,822 149,101 10.3% 8.5%

Number of colleges  
(enrollment)

38,051 18,795 41,683 20,325 9.5% 8.1%

Number of hospital beds 2,667 1,290 2,995 1,437 12.3% 11.4%

*	Travel time is measured in minutes
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TABLE 14-2

Accessibility Analysis Results for Highway Trips in the 2030 No-Build and 2030 Build Networks

2030 No-Build 2030 Build No-Build vs. Build

EJ Non-EJ EJ Non-EJ EJ Non-EJ

Travel time to industrial jobs* 13.5 13.5 13.5 13.5 0.1% 0.0%

Travel time to retail jobs* 13.4 13.3 13.4 13.3 -0.1% 0.1%

Travel time to service jobs* 13.2 13.3 13.2 13.3 0.0% 0.0%

Travel time to colleges* 13.5 14.0 13.4 14.0 -0.3% -0.1%

Travel time to hospitals* 12.8 13.2 12.8 13.3 0.0% 0.2%

Number of industrial jobs 100,061 79,327 101,023 80,677 1.0% 1.7%

Number of retail jobs 80,355 58,326 80,961 59,232 0.8% 1.6%

Number of service jobs 476,224 283,291 478,109 286,253 0.4% 1.0%

Number of colleges  
(enrollment)

73,231 38,845 73,601 39,145 0.5% 0.8%

Number of hospital beds 6,697 3,840 6,746 3,884 0.7% 1.1%

*	Travel time is measured in minutes

it benefits environmental justice areas and envi-
ronmental justice population zones slightly more. 
Results are aggregated for each type of area and 
zone and are averaged by the number of envi-
ronmental justice and non–environmental justice 
TAZs, respectively.

Accessibility Analysis Results

Results from the accessibility analysis show the 
following for trips from environmental justice areas 
to nearby jobs, colleges, and hospitals (Table 14-1 
for transit trips and Table 14-2 for highway trips):

•	 Travel times to area destinations are less or 
the same for environmental justice areas in 
the 2030 Build network when compared to 
those in the 2030 No-Build network.

•	 People in environmental justice areas will be 
able to access more area destinations within 
a 20-minute drive or 40-minute transit ride in 
the 2030 Build network than in the 2030 No-
Build network.

•	 The decrease in travel times and the increase 
in the number of area destinations accessed in 

the 2030 Build network are more pronounced 
for transit trips than for highway trips.

Mobility, Congestion, and 
Environmental Analysis Results

Results from the mobility, congestion, and en-
vironmental analysis show the following for trips 
within environmental justice-population zones 
(Table 14-3):

•	 Travel time is slightly less for environmental 
justice population zones in the 2030 Build 
network than in the 2030 No-Build network.

•	 Congested VMT is less for environmental 
justice population zones in the 2030 Build 
network than in the 2030 No-Build network.

•	 VMT per square mile is less for environmental 
justice population zones in the 2030 Build net-
work compared to the 2030 No-Build network.

•	 The 2030 Build network yields less CO 
emissions per square mile for environmental 
justice population zones when compared to 
the 2030 No-Build network.
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TABLE 14-3

Mobility, Congestion, and Environmental Analysis Results in the 
2030 No-Build and 2030 Build Networks

2030 No-Build 2030 Build No-Build vs. Build

EJ Non-EJ EJ Non-EJ EJ Non-EJ

Congested VMT 3,799 9,278 3,742 9,178 -1.5% -1.1%

VMT per square mile 176,768 140,851 174,676 140,089 -1.2% -0.5%

CO per square mile 1,391 1,100 1,372 1,095 -1.3% -0.4%

Transit attraction travel time* 42.7 50.0 42.1 49.7 -1.5% -0.6%

Transit production  
travel time*

42.8 52.4 42.5 52.3 -0.8% -0.2%

Highway attraction  
travel time*

13.2 13.5 13.0 13.4 -1.0% -1.0%

Highway production  
travel time*

15.1 14.7 15.0 14.6 -0.7% -0.8%

*	Travel time is measured in minutes

Selected Projects That Will 
Benefit Environmental Justice 
Areas and Environmental Justice 
Population Zones

The following transit projects will improve air qual-
ity and provide more transportation options for 
environmental justice populations:

•	 Boston: Silver Line Phase III – Reduces transit 
travel time and transfers along its corridor.

•	 Compact Communities: Urban Ring Phase 
2 – Reduces transit travel time and transfers 
along its corridor in addition to providing ca-
pacity relief at downtown transfer locations.

•	 Revere to Lynn: North Shore Transit Improve-
ments – Provides environmental justice popu-
lations in Lynn and Revere faster and cheaper 
access to high-demand locations.

•	 Somerville: Construct Orange Line Station at 
Assembly Square – Provides better access to 
rapid transit stations, employment, and retail 
opportunities.

•	 Regionwide: Purchase 100 New Buses 
– Reduces capacity concerns and improves 
schedule adherence along routes that are 
recipients of the new buses.

These highway projects will benefit people liv-
ing in nearby and adjacent environmental justice 
areas in the following ways:

•	 Boston: Route 1A/Boardman Street Grade 
Separation – This project will improve air 
quality by allowing traffic to flow more freely 
through the area. 

•	 Boston: East Boston Haul Road/Chelsea 
Truck Route – This project will reduce traffic 
on local and neighborhood streets through 
the dedicated freight-haul road and will pro-
vide a pedestrian connection to the proposed 
East Boston Greenway. 

•	 Framingham: Route 126/Route135 Grade 
Separation – This project will improve air 
quality in the area by allowing traffic to flow 
more freely. It will also improve connectivity for 
people accessing downtown destinations.
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•	 Revere: Mahoney Circle Grade Separation 
– This project will improve air quality by al-
lowing traffic to flow more freely through the 
area. Additionally, it will improve connectivity 
for people accessing nearby destinations and 
the Revere Beach Blue Line station.

•	 Somerville: I-93/Mystic Avenue Interchange 
– This project will improve air quality in the 
area by allowing traffic to flow more freely. 
It will also improve connectivity for people 
accessing the proposed Assembly Square 
Orange Line station.

More Detailed Results from 
the Accessibility Analysis and 
the Mobility, Congestion, and 
Environmental Analysis

MPO staff compared model results for the 2030 
No-Build network and 2030 Build network to 
current, or 2000 Base Year, conditions to see 
how conditions are estimated to change for en-

FIGURE 14-3 
Average Transit Travel Times to Area Destinations for Environmental Justice and 

Non–Environmental Justice Areas in the 2000 Base Year, 
2030 No-Build, and 2030 Build Networks

vironmental justice areas and populations by the 
year 2030. The results of these comparisons are 
summarized below. 

Other Accessibility Analysis Results

Figure 14-3 shows that while average transit 
travel times to area jobs, colleges, and hospitals 
are at least 30 minutes, they are notably less for 
environmental justice areas than for non–environ-
mental justice areas. 

Figure 14-4 shows that while average highway 
travel times to colleges and hospitals are at least 
10 minutes, they are slightly less for environ-
mental justice areas than for non–environmental 
justice areas. The differences in average highway 
travel time to jobs are statistically insignificant. 
Figures 14-3 and 14-4 show that differences in 
average travel times between environmental jus-
tice areas and non–environmental-justice areas 
are more pronounced for transit trips than for 
highway trips.
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Figures 14-5 to 14-7 show that the average en-
vironmental justice area has transit and highway 
access to notably more jobs than the average 
non–environmental justice area. These figures 

FIGURE 14-5 
Average Number of Basic Industry Jobs to 
Which There is Access for Environmental 

Justice and Non–Environmental Justice Areas 
in the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 

2030 Build Networks

FIGURE 14-6 
Average Number of Retail Industry Jobs to 
Which There is Access for Environmental 

Justice and Non–Environmental Justice Areas 
in the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 

2030 Build Networks

FIGURE 14-4 
Average Highway Travel Times to Area Destinations for Environmental Justice and 

Non-Environmental Justice Areas in the 2000 Base Year, 
2030 No-Build, and 2030 Build Networks
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also show that people are estimated to have ac-
cess to more jobs with the 2030 Build network 
than with the 2000 Base Year network.
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FIGURE 14-7 
Average Number of Service Industry Jobs to 
Which There Is Access for Environmental 

Justice and Non–Environmental Justice Areas in 
the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 

2030 Build Networks

Figure 14-8 shows that the average environmen-
tal-justice area has transit and highway access 
to notably more two- and four-year colleges than 
the average non–environmental justice area. The 
figure also shows that people are estimated to 
have access to more two- and four-year colleges 
with the 2030 Build network than with the 2000 
Base Year network.

Figure 14-9 shows that the average environmen-
tal justice area has transit and highway access 
to notably more hospital beds than the average 
non–environmental justice area. It also shows 
that people will have access to more hospitals 
with the 2030 Build network than with the 2000 
Base Year network.

FIGURE 14-8 
Average Number of Colleges (in Terms of 
Enrollment) to Which There Is Access for 

Environmental Justice and Non–Environmental 
Justice Areas in the 2000 Base Year, 2030 

No-Build, and 2030 Build Networks

FIGURE 14-9 
Average Number of Hospitals (in Terms of Beds) 

to Which There is Access for Environmental 
Justice and Non–Environmental Justice Areas in 

the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and  
2030 Build Networks
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FIGURE 14-10 
Average Transit Travel Times for Environmental 

Justice Population Zones and 
Non–Environmental Justice Population Zones in 
the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 

Build Networks

Figure 14-11 shows that average highway at-
traction travel times are longer for environmen-
tal justice population zones; however, they are 
only approximately 30 seconds longer. Average 
highway production travel times are shorter for 
environmental justice population zones. 

Figures 14-10 and 14-11 show that average travel 
times are usually longer for the 2000 Base Year 
network and are usually shorter for the 2030 Build 
network. Differences in average travel time be-
tween environmental justice population zones and 
non–environmental justice population zones are 
more pronounced for transit than for highway trips. 

Figure 14-12 shows that average congested 
VMT is less for environmental justice population 

FIGURE 14-11 
Average Highway Travel Times for 

Environmental Justice Population Zones and 
Non–Environmental Justice Population Zones in 
the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 

Build Networks

zones than for non–environmental justice popula-
tion zones. It also shows that both of the 2030 
networks are estimated to improve conditions 
over the 2000 Base Year network.

Figure 14-13 shows that average VMT per 
square mile is greater for environmental justice 
population zones than for non–environmental jus-
tice population zones. However, the difference is 
less with the 2030 Build network than the 2000 
Base Year network, meaning that the disparity 
decreases with the recommended plan.

Figure 14-14 shows that average CO emissions 
are greater for environmental justice population 
zones than for non–environmental justice popula-
tion zones. However, both of the 2030 networks 
improve conditions over the 2000 Base Year 
network, and the difference in average CO emis-
sions between environmental justice population 
zones and non–environmental justice population 
zones is less for the 2030 Build network than for 
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Other Mobility, Congestion, and 
Environmental Analysis Results

Figure 14-10 shows that average transit travel 
times for attractions and productions are shorter 
for environmental justice population zones than 
for non–environmental justice population zones, 
with only slight differences between the 2030 
networks and the 2000 Base Year network. 
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FIGURE 14-12 
Average Congested VMT for Environmental 

Justice Population Zones and 
Non–Environmental Justice Population Zones in 
the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 

Build Networks

the 2000 Base Year network, meaning that the 
disparity decreases with the recommended-plan.

Conclusion

The environmental justice analysis indicates 
that while the 2030 recommended plan Build 
network improves accessibility, mobility, conges-
tion, and environmental conditions relative to the 
2030 No-Build network for both environmental 
justice and non–environmental justice areas and 
both environmental justice-population zones and 
non–environmental justice-population zones, it 
benefits environmental justice areas and envi-
ronmental-justice population zones slightly more. 
The accessibility portion of the analysis found 
that the decrease in travel times and the increase 
in the number of area destinations accessed with 
the 2030 Build network is more pronounced for 
transit trips than for highway trips.

FIGURE 14-13 
Average VMT per Square Mile for 

Environmental Justice Population Zones and 
Non–Environmental Justice Population Zones in 
the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 

Build Networks

FIGURE 14-14 
Average CO Emissions per Square Mile for 

Environmental Justice Population Zones and 
Non–Environmental Justice Population Zones in 
the 2000 Base Year, 2030 No-Build, and 2030 

Build Networks
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AIR QUALITY 
CONFORMITY DETERMINATION

15-�Air Quality Conformity Determination 1

Introduction

The 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) require metropolitan planning 
organizations within nonattainment areas to perform air quality conformity 
determinations prior to the approval of Transportation Plans and Transportation 
Improvement Programs (TIP), and at such other times as required by regulation. A 
nonattainment area is one that the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has designated as not meeting certain air quality standards. A conformity 
determination is a demonstration that plans, programs, and projects are consistent 
with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for attaining the air quality standards. The 
CAAA requirement to perform a conformity determination ensures that federal 
approval and funding go to transportation activities that are consistent with air 
quality goals. This chapter presents information and analyses for the air quality 
conformity determination of the JOURNEY to 2030 Plan, as required by federal 
regulations (40 CFR Part 93) and the Massachusetts Conformity Regulations (310 
CMR 60.03). It also includes the regulatory framework, conformity requirements, 
planning assumptions, mobile source emissions budgets, and conformity 
consultation procedures related to the determination.

Legislative Background

The 1970 Clean Air Act defined a one-hour national ambient air quality standard 
(NAAQS) for ground-level ozone. The one-hour ozone standard is 0.12 parts per 
million, averaged at each monitor over one hour and not to be exceeded more 
than once per year. Hourly values are determined by readings recorded at air 
quality monitors located throughout the state. The 1990 CAAA further classified 
degrees of nonattainment of the one-hour standard based on the severity of the 
monitored levels of the pollutant. The entire Commonwealth of Massachusetts was 
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classified as being in serious nonattainment for 
the one-hour ozone standard, with a required at-
tainment date of 1999. The attainment date was 
later extended, first to 2003 and a second time 
to 2007.

In 1997, the EPA proposed a new, eight-hour 
ozone standard that replaced the one-hour 
standard, effective June 15, 2005. Scientific 
information had shown that ozone could affect 
human health at lower levels, and over longer 
exposure times than one hour. The new stan-
dard was challenged in court, and after a lengthy 
legal battle, the courts upheld it. It was finalized 
in June 2004. The eight-hour standard is 0.08 
parts per million, averaged over eight hours and 
not to be exceeded more than once per year. 
Nonattainment areas were again further classified 
based on the severity of the eight-hour values. 
Massachusetts as a whole was classified as be-
ing in moderate nonattainment for the eight-hour 
standard, but it was separated into two nonat-
tainment areas—Eastern Massachusetts and 
Western Massachusetts.

The Eastern Massachusetts nonattainment area 
includes all of Barnstable, Bristol, Dukes, Es-
sex, Middlesex, Nantucket, Norfolk, Suffolk, and 
Worcester counties. With this nonattainment 
classification, the CAAA requires the Common-
wealth to reduce its emissions of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), 
the two major precursors to ozone formation, to 
achieve attainment of the eight-hour ozone stan-
dard by 2009.

In addition, on April 1, 1996, the cities of Boston, 
Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Malden, Medford, 
Quincy, Revere, and Somerville were classi-
fied as being in attainment for carbon monoxide 
(CO). As part of the Plan, an air quality confor-
mity analysis must still be completed for these 
communities, as they have a carbon monoxide 
maintenance plan approved as part of the SIP. 
The 2010 CO motor vehicle emission budget 
established for the Boston CO attainment area 
with a maintenance plan is 228.33 tons of CO 
per winter day.

As of April 22, 2002, the community of Waltham 
was redesignated as being in attainment for 
CO, with an EPA-approved limited-maintenance 
plan. In areas with approved limited-maintenance 
plans, federal actions requiring conformity deter-
minations under the transportation conformity rule 
are considered to satisfy the “budget test” (as 
budgets are treated as not constraining in these 
areas for the length of the initial maintenance 
period). Any requirements for future“project-level” 
conformity determinations for projects located 
within this community will continue to use a “hot-
spot” analysis to ensure that any new transporta-

tion projects in this CO attainment area do not 
cause or contribute to CO nonattainment.

On September 6, 2002, the Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) 
submitted to the EPA a revision of the Massachu-
setts SIP that included a revised one-hour ozone 
attainment demonstration for eastern Massachu-
setts. This SIP revision included a 2007 mo-
bile-source emission budget for VOC and NOx 
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emissions in the eastern Massachusetts Ozone 
Nonattainment Area. The EPA found the one-
hour budget adequate for conformity purposes 
on December 6, 2002. With the adoption of the 
new eight-hour ozone standard, DEP is required 
to submit an 8-hour budget for attainment of this 
new standard by 2007. However, a conformity 
determination is required to be performed on 
this Plan. Therefore, the EPA determined that 
the Boston Region MPO must show conformity 
with the one-hour budget adopted in December 
2002. The Boston Region MPO is using the one-
hour budget for this conformity determination. 

Conformity Regulations

Designated MPOs are required to perform con-
formity determinations by ozone nonattainment 
area for their Transportation Plans and TIPs. 
Section 176 of the CAAA defines conformity to a 
State Implementation Plan to mean conformity to 
the plan’s purpose of eliminating or reducing the 
severity and number of violations of the NAAQS 
and achieving expeditious attainment of the stan-
dards. The Boston Region MPO must certify with 
regard to the activities outlined in the Transporta-
tion Plan and TIP that:

•	 None will cause or contribute to any new 
violation of any standard in any area.

•	 None will increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing violation of any standard in any 
area.

•	 None will delay the timely attainment of any 
standard or any required interim emission 
reductions or other milestones in any area.

The EPA issued final conformity regulations in the 
November 24, 1993, Federal Register, and DEP 
issued conformity regulations effective December 
30, 1994. They set forth requirements for deter-
mining conformity of Transportation Plans, TIPs, 
and individual projects. The federal conformity 
regulations were amended several times through 
May 2005. The components of the required 
conformity analysis are listed below and are ex-
plained in detail subsequently.

Conformity Criteria

•	 Horizon years

•	 Latest planning assumptions

•	 Latest emission model used

•	 Timely implementation of transportation control 
measures (TCMs)

•	 Conformity in accordance with the consultation 
procedures and SIP revisions

•	 Public participation procedures

•	 Financially constrained document

Procedures for Determining Regional Transporta-
tion Emissions

The Conformity Test

•	 Consistent with emission budgets set forth in 
SIP

•	 Contributes to reductions in CO nonattainment 
areas

This conformity determination will show the con-
sistency of the Plan with the 2007 mobile-source 
emission budget for VOC and NOx in the Eastern 
Massachusetts Ozone Nonattainment Area and 
with the CO emission budget for the Boston, 
Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Malden, Medford, 
Quincy, Revere, and Somerville maintenance 
area.

Conformity Determination 
Criteria

This conformity determination has been prepared 
in accordance with 40 CFR Part 93, Transporta-
tion Conformity Rule Amendments: Flexibility and 
Streamlining: Final Rule. It shows that the Trans-
portation Plan has been prepared following all the 
guidelines and requirements of the Rule.

Horizon Year Requirements

The horizon years for regional model analysis have 
been established following 40 CFR 93.106(a) of 
the Federal Conformity Regulations. The years for 
which emissions are calculated are shown below.
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•	 2000 – Milestone Year: This year is currently 
being used as the base year for calculation of 
emission reductions of VOCs and NOx.

•	 2007 – Milestone Year

•	 2010 – Milestone Year: This year is used to 
show conformity with the ozone budget in 
Eastern Massachusetts and the CO budget 
in the Boston nonattainment area. 

•	 2020 – Analysis Year

•	 2030 – Horizon Year: Last forecast year of 
the Plan

Current Planning Assumptions

Section 93.110 of the Federal Conformity Regu-
lations outlines the requirements for the most 
recent planning assumptions that must be in 
place at the time of the conformity determina-
tion. Assumptions must be derived from current 
estimates and future projections of population, 
household, employment, travel, and congestion 
data developed by the MPO. Analysis for the 
Plan is based on U.S. census data and informa-
tion obtained from the Metropolitan Area Planning 
Council (MAPC), MassHighway, and other sourc-
es. The following is a list of the sources of data 
used for model calibration in this analysis: 

•	 Population, households, and household 
size: Summary File 1 Data for Massachusetts 
from the 2000 U.S. Census of Population 
and Housing. 

•	 Employment: CTPS’s Eastern Massachu-
setts Site-Level Employment Database for 
2000, finalized in 2006.

•	 Population, household, and employment 
forecasts: Metropolitan Area Planning Coun-
cil, Eastern Massachusetts demographic 
forecasts, smart-growth scenario, completed 
in June 2006 and amended in November 
2006.

•	 Household income, resident workers, 
and vehicle ownership: Summary File 3 

data for Massachusetts from the 2000 U.S. 
Census of Population and Housing.

•	 Household workers: Census Transportation 
Planning Package Part 1 for Massachusetts 
from the 2000 U.S. Census of Population 
and Housing.

•	 Traffic volumes: Massachusetts Highway 
Department, 2003 Traffic Volumes for the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts (contains 
data from 1992–2003), June 2004. Addition-
al traffic counts taken by MassHighway and 
CTPS.

•	 Project-level data: Obtained from the re-
sponsible implementing agency.

Transit Service Policy 
Assumptions

The transit service assumptions used in ridership 
modeling for the Plan were based on MBTA ser-
vice in the spring of 2000. The model calibration 
was performed using the following:
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•	 Ridership and Service Statistics, 8th edition, 
MBTA, 2002.

•	 The Central Artery/Third Harbor Tunnel Re-
gional Transit Mitigation Program, as outlined 
in agreements between the Massachusetts 
DEP and Executive Office of Transportation 
(EOT).

The operating policies and assumed transit 
ridership have not changed since the conformity 
determination prepared for the 2004–2025 Re-
gional Transportation Plan in August 2005.

Emission Inventory Assumptions

For the Plan, conformity is determined in relation 
to the SIP mobile-source emission budgets that 
were approved in December 2002 for VOC and 
NOx. The VOC mobile-source emission budget 
for 2007 for the Eastern Massachusetts Ozone 
Nonattainment Area has been set at 86.7 tons 
per summer day, and the 2007 mobile-source 
budget for NOx is 226.363 tons per summer 
day.

The Boston Region MPO area’s VOC and NOx 
emissions are included with those in the following 
MPO regions to show conformity with the SIP in 
the Eastern Massachusetts Ozone Nonattain-
ment Area:

•	 Cape Cod MPO

•	 Central Massachusetts MPO

•	 Merrimack Valley MPO

•	 Montachusett Region MPO

•	 Northern Middlesex MPO

•	 Old Colony MPO

•	 Southeastern Region MPO

•	 Martha’s Vineyard Commission*

•	 Nantucket Planning and Economic 
Development Commission*

CO emission projections have been set for the 
nine cities in the Boston area classified as be-
ing in attainment for CO. An emission attainment 
inventory for CO of 501.53 tons per winter day 
was established for all sources of CO emis-
sions (mobile, industrial, and all other sources) 
for the redesignation year 1993. Of that 501.53 
tons, 305.43 tons per winter day was allocated 
for mobile sources. In addition to the attainment 
year inventory, the EPA required that emission 
projections for every five years through 2010 be 
developed for all sources to ensure that the com-
bination of all CO emissions will not exceed the 
501.53 tons per winter day maximum allowance 
in the future. The mobile-source emission projec-
tion of 228.33 tons per winter day has been set 
for 2010. Emissions from the nine towns in the 
Boston area may not exceed the amount in the 
last year of the maintenance plan (2010).

EOT’s Office of Transportation Planning estimated 
the results for all of the MPOs in the Eastern 
Massachusetts Ozone Nonattainment Area using 

* These regions are considered to be MPOs for planning purposes
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a statewide travel demand model (the Boston 
Region MPO model results were included as the 
latest planning assumptions for the conformity 
analysis). The air quality analysis has been final-
ized for all of the MPOs, and EOT has made 
the final conformity determination for this ozone 
nonattainment area.

Latest Emission Model

Emission factors used for calculating emission 
changes were determined using MOBILE 6.2, 
the model used by DEP in determining the mo-
bile-source budget. Emission factors for motor 
vehicles are specific to each model year, pollutant 
type, temperature, and travel speeds. MOBILE 
6.2 requires a wide range of input parameters, 
including inspection and maintenance program 
information and other data such as anti-tamper-
ing rates, hot/cold start mix, emission failure rates, 
vehicle fleet mix, and fleet age distribution. 

The input variables used in this conformity de-
termination were received from DEP. The inputs 
used for the 2000 Base Year were the same 
as those used in determining the latest emis-
sions inventory for the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts. The inputs used for the years 2007 
through 2030 were also received from DEP and 
include information on programs that were sub-
mitted to the EPA as the strategy for the Common-
wealth to obtain ambient air quality standards.

Timely Implementation of 
Transportation Control Measures

Transportation control measures (TCMs) were 
required in the SIP in revisions submitted to the 
EPA in 1979 and 1982 and those submitted 
as part of the Central Artery/Tunnel project. The 
TCMs included in the 1979 and 1982 submis-
sions were accomplished through construction 
or through implementation of ongoing programs. 
The only exceptions are the bus immersion-
heater program, the Newton Rider bus service, 
the private bus insurance discount concept, and 
the pedestrian malls in Lynn, Cambridge, and 
Needham. Other services have been substituted 

for these TCMs. These projects were all included 
in past Boston Region MPO Transportation Plans 
and TIPs. 

TCMs were also submitted as a SIP commit-
ment as part of the Central Artery/Tunnel project 
mitigation. The status of these projects has been 
updated using the Administrative Consent Order 
(ACO) signed by EOT and the Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs (EOEA) in September 2000 
and January 2005, and the Project Update and 
Schedule, which was submitted by the MBTA to 
DEP in January 2007. All of the projects are in 
the Plan as completed projects. They include:

•	 Southeast Expressway High-Occupancy- 
Vehicle (HOV) Lane

•	 HOV Lane on I-93 to Mystic Avenue

•	 20,000 New Park-and-Ride Spaces

•	 Ipswich Commuter Rail Extension to 
Newburyport

•	 Old Colony Commuter Rail Extension

•	 Framingham Commuter Rail Extension to 
Worcester

•	 South Boston Piers Transitway
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Reevaluation Process of SIP TCMs

The September 2000 ACO reconciled and 
adjusted dates of completion for all projects 
required as mitigation for the Central Artery/Tun-
nel project that had not been completed at that 
time. The conformity determination of this Plan 
includes all projects that are part of the ACO. The 
two transit TCM SIP commitment projects in the 
ACO that were not completed on schedule are 
the Greenbush Line of the Old Colony Commuter 
Rail Service and the Arborway Restoration proj-
ect. Interim substitute projects were submitted to 
DEP for these projects and are included in this 
conformity determination.

An amended ACO was signed in January 2005 
by the transportation agency in meeting public 
transit commitments that are part of mitigation 
measures for the Central Artery/Tunnel project. It 
outlines revised schedules, mitigation measures, 
a supplemental environmental project, and finan-
cial penalties to address violations. All projects 
included in both ACOs are included in this Plan 
and conformity determination.

As outlined in the ACOs, several SIP TCM com-
mitments are outstanding. The Office for Com-
monwealth Development (OCD), EOT, and DEP 
were interested in reevaluating the uncompleted 
projects to ensure that any further transportation 
investments fund the best regionally significant 
projects that meet air quality goals and require-
ments. Transportation planning and decision-
making have changed significantly since adoption 
of the original Central Artery/Tunnel SIP commit-
ments. The agencies embarked upon a reevalu-
ation process for three projects—the Green Line 
Arborway Restoration, the Red Line–Blue Line 
Connector, and the Green Line Extension to Ball 
Square/Tufts University. 

In 2003, the MBTA completed a new Program 
for Mass Transportation (PMT). The PMT is the 
MBTA’s long-range planning document and the 
foundation for transit capital planning in eastern 
Massachusetts. The 2003 PMT prioritized proj-
ects within modes and by investment category.  

It expanded on the evaluation criteria that were 
used in previous PMTs and determined overall 
project ratings based on factors such as utiliza-
tion, mobility, cost-effectiveness, air quality, ser-
vice quality, economic and land use impacts, and 
environmental justice. The PMT rated the Arbor-
way Restoration, Red Line–Blue Line Connector, 
and Green Line to Ball Square/Tufts University 
projects as medium-priority rapid transit expan-
sions. The PMT ratings suggested that these 
projects may no longer be the best investments 
for the region.  

In this Plan, the MPO used the PMT ratings to 
select transit projects.  Despite their medium rat-
ing within the PMT, the MPO did prioritize funding 
for these projects because they are SIP com-
mitments, and the Commonwealth is required to 
show timely implementation of the TCMs.    

The Executive Office of Transportation and the 
Boston Region MPO both place a significant 
emphasis on objective criteria, and this focus 
has been reflected in the transportation decision-
making process. In 2003, EOT developed ob-
jective criteria and presented them to the Com-
monwealth’s MPOs and the general public. The 
Boston Region MPO had already begun work 
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on objective criteria, and its criteria were similar 
to those developed for statewide use. The MPO 
applied the objective criteria to its 2005–2009, 
2006–2010, and 2007–2010 TIPs. The use 
of objective selection criteria for programming 
funds is an important change within the Com-
monwealth. The state, along with its MPOs, has 
adopted a more rational, transparent approach to 
project prioritization.    

For these reasons, OCD, EOT, and DEP, along 
with other partners, began the process of re-
examining the Red Line–Blue Line Connector, 
Green Line Extension to Ball Square/Tufts Uni-
versity, and Arborway Restoration projects. OCD, 
EOT, and DEP recognized the importance of this 
effort, since the timely implementation of TCM’s is 
critical for the Commonwealth to achieve federal 
air quality conformity and its own air quality goals.

Correspondence between EOT and DEP has 
been ongoing since the adoption of the 2004 
Plan. On December 8, 2003, DEP’s then Com-
missioner Golledge sent a letter to EOT’s then  
Secretary Grabauskas notifying EOT that there 
are areas of noncompliance with the ACO and 
requesting a meeting between the two agen-
cies. The agencies met, and on January 22, 
2004, Commissioner Golledge sent a follow-up 
letter reasserting the need for the agencies to 
work together to address outstanding issues. He 
stated that a process needed to be established 
to involve and solicit input from the public. 

At the May 18, 2004, Central Artery/Tunnel Proj-
ect Environmental Oversight Committee meeting, 
Commissioner Golledge said there was a need 
to revisit the mitigation projects. He stated that 
this would be done in a public, open, and trans-
parent manner. If there were to be any changes, 
the overall goal would be to ensure that the air 
quality benefits are equal to those of the exist-
ing mitigation projects. Mobility, ridership, service 
quality, environmental justice, land use, and eco-
nomic development would also be considered. 
EOT developed a process in consultation with 
DEP and included input from the public to deter-

mine if the existing mitigation projects were the 
projects that would provide the best air quality 
benefits to the public. The Boston Region MPO 
was involved in that process.

On September 2, 2004, EOT submitted the 
Transit Commitments 2004 Project Schedule 
and Project Update to the Massachusetts De-
partment of Environmental Affairs. In the cover 
letter transmitting the report, EOT recognized the 
air quality benefits of the transit commitments 
and was dedicated to providing equal or greater 
benefits if any changes were made to the existing 
list of projects. They outlined their intentions for a 
comprehensive public involvement process and 
for working cooperatively with concerned MPOs 
should any changes to the SIP be necessary. 
In the letter, EOT asked DEP to confirm the air 
quality benefits to be derived from the remaining 
projects. The confirmation allowed EOT to begin 
an open and transparent process for developing 
a possible new set of projects, or even a single 
new project, to attain the air quality benefits of 
the transit commitments. 

On October 26, 2004, Commissioner Golledge 
responded by calling for a joint public meeting 
on the remaining transit commitments. He also 
agreed with the estimates of emission reductions 
that were included in the September 2, 2004, 
letter. 

On November 10, 2004, EOT submitted a sum-
mary of the reasoning that prompted the revisit-
ing of the SIP commitments to FHWA, FTA, and 
DEP. The six-step process began in December 
2004, with an estimated completion date, at that 
time, of December 2005.

The first step of the process included initial out-
reach and air-quality goal setting. This process 
began with a public meeting, sponsored by EOT 
and DEP, held on December 14, 2004, at the 
Gardner Auditorium, located in the State House. 
Two additional public meetings were sched-
uled because a number of people commented 
that many could not attend on December 14 
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because the meeting was held during the day. 
Public meetings were held in Jamaica Plain and 
Somerville subsequently.

DEP reviewed the public comments and provided 
an air quality budget in a letter to EOT dated 
March 25, 2005, that quantified the air quality 
benefits needed to complete the Common-
wealth’s remaining obligations to the SIP. DEP’s 
then Commissioner Golledge established the air 
quality benefits associated with the three projects 
being reevaluated with an overall upward adjust-
ment of 10 percent.

EOT and the Boston Region MPO completed 
step two of the process—the evaluation of the 
original and alternative SIP TCM projects. This 
step involved the examination of the high-priority 
transit projects included in the PMT and all out-
standing SIP transit commitments in the Boston 
Region MPO area using the state’s objective 
criteria to determine the most important regional 
projects. EOT presented their preferred alterna-
tive to the three projects to DEP in a letter dated 
May 18, 2005, and to the Boston Region MPO in 
meetings on May 26, 2005, and June 14, 2005. 
The preferred alternative includes:

•	 Enhanced Green Line extended beyond 
Lechmere to Medford Hillside and Union 
Square

•	 Fairmount Line Improvements

•	 1,000 Additional Parking Spaces in the 
Boston Region

The MPO posted this information on its Web site 
and scheduled a public meeting to hear com-
ments concerning these changes on June 22, 
2005. On July 19, 2005, the MPO sent EOT a 
letter detailing the outcome of EOT’s consultation 
with the MPO on the reevaluation process. 

EOT and DEP proposed a SIP revision of regula-
tory changes. DEP agreed to consider regulatory 
changes, after EOT reevaluated the remaining 
SIP commitments. The primary reason for these 
changes is the infeasibility thresholds of engineer-

ing, environment, and economics. EOT submitted 
the SIP substitutions along with suggested regula-
tory changes required to implement the projects, in 
a letter from EOT Secretary Cogliano to DEP’s then 
Commissioner Golledge on August 10, 2005. 

DEP published a notice of public hearing on 
the proposed amendments to 310 CMR 7.36. 
The public hearing took place on December 21, 
2005. The comment period closed on January 
17, 2006. DEP reviewed over 500 written com-
ments that were received and discussed them 
with the state agencies. The final draft of the re-
vised regulation was reviewed by the EOEA and 
submitted to the Executive Office of Administra-
tion and Finance (A&F). It was approved by A&F, 
filed with the Secretary of State, and published in 
the Massachusetts Register, effective December 
1, 2006. DEP submitted the revised regulation 
to EPA on December 15, 2006, for their review, 
which could take six months or longer.

Since this reevaluation process has not been 
completed, the three original SIP commitments 
are included in the JOURNEY to 2030 Plan. The 
progress on the reevaluation process will con-
tinue to be reported in the Boston Region MPO’s 
annual TIP. 



15-10 JOURNEY to 2030

Consultation Procedures

The conformity regulations require the MPO to 
make a conformity determination according to 
consultation procedures set out in the state and 
federal regulations and to follow public involve-
ment procedures established by the MPO un-
der federal metropolitan transportation planning 
regulations.

Both the state and federal regulations require that 
the Boston Region MPO, EOT, MassHighway, 
DEP, EPA (Region 1), and FHWA (Region 1) con-
sult on the following issues:

•	 Selection of regional emissions analysis mod-
els, including model development and as-
sessing project design factors for modeling.

•	 Selection of inputs to the most recent EPA-
approved emissions factor model.

•	 Selection of CO hot-spot modeling proce-
dures, as necessary.

•	 Identification of regionally significant projects 
to be included in the regional emissions 
analysis.

•	 Identification of projects, which have changed 
in design and scope.

•	 Identification of exempt projects.

•	 Identification of exempt projects that should 
be treated as non exempt because of ad-
verse air quality impacts.

•	 Identification of the latest planning assump-
tions and determination of consistency with 
SIP assumptions.

These issues have all been addressed through 
consultation among the agencies listed above.

Public Participation Procedures

Title 23 CFR Sections 450.324 and 40 CFR 
90.105(e) require that the development of the 
Transportation Plan, TIP, and related certification 
documents provide an adequate opportunity for 
public review and comment.

Section 450.316(b) establishes the outline for 
MPO public participation programs. The Boston 
Region MPO’s public participation program was 
formally adopted in March 2002. The develop-
ment and adoption of this program conforms to 
these requirements. The program guarantees 
public access to the Transportation Plan and TIP 
and all supporting documentation, provides for 
public notification of the availability of the Trans-
portation Plan and TIP and the public’s right to 
review the documents and comment on them, 
and provides a public review and comment 
period prior to the adoption of the Transportation 
Plan and TIP and related certification documents 
by the MPO.

On February 25, 2007, a public notice was 
placed in the Boston Globe informing the public 
of its right to comment on this draft document. 
On April 12, 2007, the Boston Region MPO 
voted to approve the Plan and its Air Quality Con-
formity Determination. This allowed ample oppor-
tunity for public comment and MPO review of the 
draft document. These procedures comply with 
the associated federal requirements.
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Financial Consistency

Title 23 CFR Section 450.324 and 40 CFR 
93.108 require the Transportation Plan to “be  
financially constrained by year and include a 
financial plan that demonstrates which projects 
can be implemented using current revenue 
sources and which projects are to be implement-
ed using proposed revenue sources.”

This Boston Region Transportation Plan, JOURNEY 
to 2030, is financially constrained to projec-
tions of federal and state resources reasonably 
expected to be available during the appropriate 
time frame. Projections of federal resources are 
based upon the estimated apportionment of the 
federal authorizations contained in SAFETEA-LU, 
the six-year transportation reauthorization bill, as 
allocated to the region by the state or as allocat-
ed among the various MPOs according to federal 
formulas or MPO agreement. Projections of state 
resources are based upon the allocations con-
tained in the current Transportation Bond Bill and 
historic trends. Therefore, the Plan complies with 
federal requirements relating to financial planning.

Procedures for Determining 
Regional Transportation 
Emissions 
The federal conformity regulations set forth spe-
cific requirements for determining transportation 
emissions. The requirements and the procedures 
used for the Plan are summarized below.

Demographics, Employment, and 
Transportation Demand

Specific sources of population, household, em-
ployment, and traffic information used in the Plan 
have been listed above under the Latest Planning 
Assumptions section. Chapter 13 outlines rec-
ommendations for specific projects for the time 
period ending in 2030 for the Boston region. 

Only regionally significant projects are required 
to be included in the travel-demand modeling 
efforts. The final federal conformity regulations 
define regionally significant as follows:

A transportation project (other than 
an exempt project) that is on a facil-
ity which serves regional transportation 
needs (such as access to and from the 
area outside of the region, major activ-
ity centers in the region, major planned 
developments such as new retail malls, 
sport complexes, etc., or transporta-
tion terminals as well as most terminals 
themselves) and would be included in 
the modeling of a metropolitan area’s 
transportation network, including at a 
minimum all principal arterial highways 
and all fixed guideway transit facilities 
that offer an alternative to regional high-
way travel. 

In addition, specific projects have been exempt 
from regional modeling emissions analysis. The 
categories of exempt projects include:

•	 Intersection channelization projects

•	 Intersection signalization projects at individual 
intersections

•	 Interchange reconfiguration projects

•	 Changes in vertical and horizontal alignment

•	 Truck size and weight inspection stations

•	 Bus terminals and transfer points

The Recommended Plan Network in this con-
formity determination is composed of projects 
proposed in the approved Transportation Im-
provement Programs, projects in the Plan, and 
projects in the MBTA capital budget. A list of the 
projects that meet these criteria and are included 
in the Recommended Plan network and this con-
formity determination is provided in Table 15-1.

In addition to emissions calculated using the 
regional transportation model (includes emissions 
from cars, trucks, and motorcycles), a separate 
analysis was performed off model to determine 
emissions from commuter rail, commuter boat, 
and the MBTA bus program. These calculations 
are shown in Table 15-2. 
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TABLE 15-1

JOURNEY to 2030: Future Needs Analysis Recommended Plan Networks

Project 2010 build 2020 build 2030 build

Middlesex Turnpike Improvements (Bedford, Burlington, & Billerica) X x x

Rte. 128 Capacity Improvements (Beverly to Peabody) X

East Boston Haul Road/Chelsea Truck Route (Boston) X X

Arborway Restoration or substitute projects (Boston) X X X

100 Additional Buses to Improve Service on Existing Rtes X X

Red Line/Blue Line Connector (Boston) X X

Route 1A/Boardman Street Grade Separation  (Boston) X X

Russia Wharf Ferry Terminal (Boston) X X X

Rutherford Avenue/Sullivan Square (Boston) X X

Consolidated Rental Car Facility (Boston Logan Airport) X X

Silver Line Phase 3 (50/50) (Boston) X X

Green Line to Ball Square/Tufts University (Boston, Medford & Somerville) X X

I-93/Route 3 Interchange- Braintree Split (Braintree) X X

Urban Ring Phase 2 (Compact Communities) X X

I-93/I-95 Interchange (Canton) X X

I-95 (NB)/Dedham Street Ramp (Canton) X X X

Concord Rotary (Concord) X

Route 2/Crosby’s Corner (Concord and Lincoln) X X

Route 1/114 Corridor Improvements (Danvers & Peabody) X

River’s Edge Boulevard [Formerly Telecom City Boulevard] (Everett, Malden and Medford) X X

Route 16 - Revere Beach Parkway (Everett, Medford & Revere) X

Route 126/135 Grade Separation (Framingham) X

Route 85 Improvements (Hudson) X X

Route 1 Improvements (Malden & Revere) X

I-495/I-290/Route 85 Connector Interchange (Marlborough & Hudson) X X

Needham Street/Highland Avenue (Newton & Needham) X X

Quincy Center Concourse, Phase 2 (Quincy) X X

I-93/I-95 Initiative (Reading & Woburn) X X

Mahoney Circle Grade Separation (Revere) X

Route 1/Route 16 Interchange (Revere) X X

Route 1A/Route 16 Connection (Revere) X

North Shore Transit Improvements (Revere to Lynn) X X

Boston Street (Salem) X X

Bridge Street (Salem) X X

Assembly Square Orange Line Station (Somerville) X X

I-93/Mystic Avenue Interchange (Somerville) X

South Weymouth Naval Air Station Access Improvements  
(Weymouth, Hingham, & Rockland)

X X

Route 18 (Weymouth) X X X

Route 3 South Additional Lanes (Weymouth to Duxbury) X

I-93/Route 129 Interchange (Wilmington & Reading) X X

New Boston Street Bridge (Woburn) X
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TABLE 15-2

Summary of Emissions from Off-Model Sources of VMT in Eastern Massachusetts

•	 Conformity determination must use new 
emission factors submitted by DEP that re-
flect the latest assumptions.

Model-Specific Information

40 CFR Part 93.111 outlines requirements 
pertaining to the network-based transportation 
demand models. These requirements include 
modeling methods and functional relationships 
that are to be used in accordance with accepted 
professional practice and are to be reasonable for 
purposes of emission estimation. The Boston Re-
gion MPO has used the methods described in the 
conformity regulations in the analysis of this Plan.

Changes in Project Design 
Since the Last Conformity 
Determination Analysis

The Commonwealth requires that any change 
in project design from the previous conformity 
determination for the region be identified. The last 
conformity determination was performed on the 
2007–2010 Transportation Improvement Pro-
gram, in August 2006. Changes that have oc-
curred since the last conformity determination are 
as follows:

•	 Demographic projections have been updated 
and are included in the transportation de-
mand model.

•	 The list of recommended projects in the Plan 
has changed.

VOC Emissions

Mode
2007 2010 2020 2030

Grams Tons Grams Tons Grams Tons Grams Tons

Buses 50,000 0.055 50,000 0.055 52,000 0.057 52,000 0.057

Commuter Rail 393,000 0.433 365,000 0.402 379,000 0.418 331,000 0.365

Commuter Boat 392,000 0.431 392,000 0.431 392,000 0.431 392,000 0.431

Turnpike  
Park-and-Ride

-9,000 -0.010 -6,400 -0.070 -3,300 -0.004 -3,000 -0.003

total 826,000 0.911 800,600 0.883 819,700 0.904 772,000 0.851

NOx Emissions

Mode
2007 2010 2020 2030

Grams Tons Grams Tons Grams Tons Grams Tons

Buses 1,844,000 2.033 1,844,000 2.033 2,275,000 2.508 2,275,000 2.508

Commuter Rail 7,093,000 7.819 6,531,000 7.199 6,731,000 7.420 5,867,000 6.467

Commuter Boat 741,000 0.817 741,000 0.817 741,000 0.817 741,000 0.817

Turnpike   
Park-and-Ride

-22,200 -0.024 -15,800 -0.017 -4,100 -0.005 -2,600 -0.003

total 9,655,800 10.644 9,100,200 10.031 9,742,900 10.740 8,880,400 9.789
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Highway Performance Monitoring 

System Adjustments

As stated in EPA guidance, all areas of serious 
ozone and carbon monoxide nonattainment must 
use FHWA’s Performance Monitoring System 
(HPMS) to track daily vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) 
prior to attainment to ensure that the state is in 
line with commitments made in reaching attain-
ment of the ambient air quality standards by the 
required attainment dates. MassHighway pro-
vided HPMS information to DEP. DEP used this 
information in setting mobile-source budgets for 
VOCs, NOx, and CO in all SIP revisions prior to 
1997. DEP has since revised its VOC and NOx 
budgets using transportation-demand model 
runs. However, the models must still be com-
pared to HPMS data since HPMS is currently the 
accepted tracking procedure as outlined in the 
regulations.

The conformity regulations require that all model-
based VMT be compared with the HPMS VMT 
to ensure that the region is in line with VMT and 
emission projections made by DEP. An adjustment 

factor that compares the 2000 HPMS VMT to the 
2000 transportation model VMT has been devel-
oped. This adjustment factor is then applied to all 
modeled VOC and NOx emissions for the years 
2007 through 2025 to ensure consistency with 
EPA-accepted procedures.

 2000 HPMS VMT        = Adjustment factor

2000 Modeled VMT  for VOC and NOx

HPMS adjustment factors, calculated on a re-
gional basis, are applied to the model output of 
future scenarios, and they occasionally change 
as base-year models are updated or improved. 
The latest HPMS factors for the Eastern Massa-
chusetts Ozone Nonattainment Area are shown 
in Table 15-3.

Since the CO emission budget for the Boston 
CO attainment area was determined using the 
HPMS method rather than the transportation 
model, a different adjustment factor is applied to 

TABLE 15-3

HPMS ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

2000 HPMS
2000 TRAVEL 

DEMAND
HPMS/MODEL

REGION VMT (MILES) MODEL VMT (MILES)
CONVERSION 

FACTOR

CAPE COD           6,204,000                     4,763,248 1.302

CENTRAL MASS.         12,920,000 14,533,106 0.889

MARTHA’S VINEYARD              219,000 159,409 1.374

MERRIMACK VALLEY         8,920,000 8,563,266 1.042

BOSTON 59,139,000 79,040,650 0.748

MONTACHUSETT 5,366,000 4,815,154 1.114

NANTUCKET              108,000 56,498 1.912

NORTHERN MIDDLESEX 7,261,000 6,907,993 1.051

OLD COLONY           6,058,000 6,590,912 0.919

SOUTHEASTERN MASS.         14,007,000 13,631,934 1.028

TOTAL EASTERN MA    120,202,000 139,062,169 0.864
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the CO emissions for the nine cities and towns in 
that area. This was done by comparing the 1990 
CO emissions from the nine cities and towns 
resulting from the 1990 base year model run to 
the 1990 HPMS-generated CO emissions data 
submitted as part of the SIP. The HPMS data 
was divided by the model data to determine the 
CO adjustment factor to be applied to all mod-
eled CO emissions for future years. The CO 
HPMS adjustment factor is 0.71.

The Conformity Test

Consistency with Emission 
Budgets Set Forth in the SIP

The Boston Region MPO has conducted an air 
quality analysis of JOURNEY to 2030. The pur-
pose of the analysis is to evaluate the air quality 
impacts of the projects included in the Plan on 
the SIP. The analysis evaluates the change in 
ozone-precursor (VOCs and NOx) emissions and 
CO emissions due to implementation of the Plan. 
The modeling procedures and assumptions used 
in this air quality analysis follow the EPA’s final 
conformity regulations. They are also consistent 
with procedures used by DEP to develop Mas-
sachusetts’s “1990 Base Year Emission Inven-
tory,” “1996 Reasonable Further Progress Plan,” 
“Post-1996 Reasonable Further Progress Plan,” 
“1996 Rate of Progress Report,” and “Ozone 
Attainment Demonstration” for the SIP. All consul-
tation procedures were followed to ensure that a 
complete analysis of the Plan was performed and 
was consistent with the SIP.

The primary test for showing conformity with the 
SIP is to demonstrate that the air quality confor-
mity of this Plan is consistent with the emission 
budgets set forth in the SIP. The Massachusetts 
Reasonable Further Progress Plan (RFP) was 
deemed complete by the EPA on June 5, 1997. 
The EPA determined that the 15 percent RFP SIP 
submittal contained an adequate mobile source 
emissions budget to conduct conformity deter-
minations using the conformity criteria. In addi-
tion, the 2007 mobile-source emission budget 

for eastern Massachusetts was found adequate 
for conformity purposes by the EPA in December 
2002.

The MPO staff estimated VOC and NOx emis-
sions for the Boston region. On behalf of EOT, 
MassHighway included the Boston Region MPO 
emissions estimates in the final emission totals 
for all areas and all MPOs in Massachusetts. The 
VOC mobile-source emission budget for 2007 
for the Eastern Massachusetts Ozone Nonattain-
ment Area has been set at 86.7 tons per sum-
mer day, and the 2007 mobile-source budget 
for NOx is 226.363 tons per summer day. As 
shown in Tables 15-4 and 15-5, the results of 
the air quality analysis demonstrate that the VOC 
and NOx emissions from all build scenarios are 
less than the VOC and NOx emissions budgets 
for the Eastern Massachusetts Ozone Nonattain-
ment Area. 

The CO mobile-source attainment inventory 
for 1993 for the nine cities in the Boston area 
recently reclassified as being in attainment is 
305.43 tons per winter day. The projection of 
mobile sources for the Boston area is 228.33 
tons per winter day for 2010. Estimates of CO 
emissions for the nine cities in the Boston main-
tenance area for various years are shown in Table 
15-6. The CO emissions are less than the CO 
emission budget.

Conclusion

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 es-
tablished air quality conformity requirements for 
transportation plans, programs, and projects.  
The EPA published a final rule in the Novem-
ber 24, 1993, Federal Register, which was last 
amended on August 15, 1997, providing pro-
cedures to be followed by the U.S. Department 
of Transportation in determining conformity of 
transportation plans, programs, and projects with 
the SIP for meeting air quality standards. Eastern 
Massachusetts has been designated a “moder-
ate” ozone nonattainment area for the eight-hour 
ozone standard. Federal conformity regulations 
require that the impact of transportation plans, 
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TABLE 15-4

VOC Emissions Estimates for the Eastern Massachusetts Ozone Nonattainment Area 
(All emissions expressed in tons per summer day)

TABLE 15-5

NOx Emissions Estimates for the Eastern Massachusetts Ozone Nonattainment Area 
(All emissions expressed in tons per summer day)

TABLE 15-6

Winter Carbon Monoxide (CO) Emissions Estimates for the CO Maintenance Area for the Nine 
Cities in the Boston Area 

(All emissions expressed in tons per winter day)

Year
Boston Region 

Action Emissions
Eastern MAss. 

Action Emissions
Emission 
Budget

Difference 
(Action – Budget)

2000 n/a 166.545 n/a n/a

2007 22.7093 61.957 86.700 -24.743

2010 18.7438 49.718 86.700 -36.982

2020 13.5291 29.805 86.700 - 56.895

2030 12.9286 28.714 86.700 - 57.986

Year
Boston Region 

Action Emissions
Eastern MAss. 

Action Emissions
Emission 
Budget

Difference 
(Action – Budget)

2000 n/a 287.877 n/a n/a

2007 63.7815 174.098 226.363 -52.265

2010 48.2882 129.201 226.363 -97.162

2020 24.2932 45.439 226.363 - 180.924

2030 20.1948 34.744 226.363 - 191.619

Year
Boston 

Build Emissions
Emission 
Budget

Difference 
(Action – Budget)

2010 62.10 228.33  -166.23

2020 49.27 228.33 -179.06

2030 45.85 228.33 -182.48
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programs, and projects on nonattainment areas 
be evaluated.

The Boston Region MPO has conducted an air 
quality analysis for projects in JOURNEY to 2030. 
The purpose of the analysis is to evaluate the air 
quality impacts of the Plan on the SIP. The analysis 
evaluates the change in ozone precursor emis-
sions (VOCs and NOx) and CO emissions due to 
the implementation of the Plan. The modeling 
procedures and assumptions used in this air 
quality analysis follow the EPA’s and the Common-
wealth’s guidelines and are consistent with all 
present and past procedures used by the Massa-
chusetts DEP to develop and amend the SIP.

EOT has found the emission levels from all areas 
and all MPOs in eastern Massachusetts, includ-
ing emissions resulting from implementation 
of the Plan, to be in conformance with the SIP 
according to state and federal conformity criteria. 
Specifically, the following conditions are met:

•	 The VOC emissions for the build scenarios 
are less than the 2007 VOC mobile-source 
emission budget for analysis years 2007 
through 2030.

•	 The NOx emissions for the build scenarios 
are less than the 2007 NOx mobile-source 
emission budget for analysis years 2007 
through 2030.

•	 The CO emissions for the build scenarios are 
less than projections for analysis years 2010 
through 2030 for the nine cities in the Boston 
CO maintenance area.

In accordance with Section 176(c)(4) of the 
Clean Air Act as amended in 1990, the Boston 
Region MPO has completed this review and 
hereby certifies that JOURNEY to 2030 and its 
latest conformity determination conditionally con-
form with 40 CFR Part 93 and 310 CMR 60.03 
and are consistent with the air quality goals in the 
Massachusetts State Implementation Plan.
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PUBLIC COMMENTS

1

In developing JOURNEY to 2030, the MPO conducted a variety of outreach activi-
ties, beginning in the fall of 2005, targeting audiences that included: area residents; 
municipal, state, and federal officials; businesses; and traditionally underrepresented 
persons, including people with disabilities, low-income and minority communities, 
and non–English speakers. Methods for eliciting public input included the following:

•	 Open houses that informed the public about the transportation-planning pro-
cess and about studies and projects underway, and that offered a forum for 
discussion and an exchange of ideas. Open houses were held from 2005 
through 2007 and focused on Plan topics such as policies, modeling, regional 
equity, projects, and land use scenarios.

•	 Regional forums held in February 2006 and February 2007 to hear the views of 
particular constituencies, such as local officials, and to provide information on 
the Plan and the Mobility Management System.

•	 Regional equity and environmental justice forums held in April 2006 and Janu-
ary 2007 for professionals working in the environmental justice neighborhoods 
and members of the public to discuss the transportation needs of low-income 
and minority neighborhoods.

•	 “Invite Us Over” sessions, where MPO staff visited municipal, community, and 
professional organizations, as requested, to present information and discuss 
ideas for the Plan.

•	 Workshops held in July 2006 and February and March 2007 to provide infor-
mation about all of the certification documents and to give the public an oppor-
tunity to comment on the Plan and its projects and programs.

•	 MAPC subregion meetings, where MPO staff met periodically with MAPC subre-
gional groups to gather information on projects that would be included in the Plan, 
update the subregional groups on the Plan process, and accept comments.

The comments received during the outreach activities conducted prior to the official 
public comment period are included in Table A-1. These comments were received 
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between November 2, 2005, and February 22, 
2007, and were used in the development of the 
Draft Plan. Table A-2 includes all comments re-
ceived during the official public comment period, 
which began on February 26, 2007, and ended 
on March 27, 2007. The MPO reviewed this set of 
comments and made changes where appropriate 
before adoption of the Final Plan. All comments in 
both tables have been summarized, except where 
indicated otherwise.
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Table A-1

Comments Received During the Development of the Draft Plan

(November 2, 2005 – February 22, 2007)
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NAME Affiliation Comment Medium
Date  

Received

Arnold G. Pinsley
Natick  

Resident

Public transit is needed in the MetroWest Subregion. The exist-
ing service (LIFT) is not convenient. There is no constant source 
of funding for bus service in MetroWest. Regional planning is 
poorly conducted in the Boston area.

E-mail 11/2/05

Gino Carlucci
Town  

Planner, 
Sherborn

Expand transit availability and access. Promote projects that 
foster efficient use of land and conservation of resources. 
Identify and support funds for transit expansion. Provide links 
between modes. The MPO should document benefits of 
transportation investment in economic, environmental, social, 
and land use terms. Change the first policy to read “Promote 
transportation projects that support smart growth and efficient 
land use at state, regional, and local levels.” New policy: “Priori-
tize modes that use resources most efficiently.” 

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/15/05

Unidentified
Extend Green Line through Somerville to serve environmental 
justice communities. 

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/15/05

Frank S. DeMasi
Wellesley 
Planning 
Board

Improve ADA and pedestrian access to Wellesley commuter 
rail stations. Consider transit-oriented development at Wellesley 
Square station. Provide a transportation link between Riverside 
Station on the Green Line to commuter rail. Install a real-time 
traffic monitoring and control system on Route 9 in Wellesley. 
Create suburban transit service in Wellesley. Provide funding for 
improved bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure.

November Open 
House (printed 

comment)
11/15/05

Barry M. Steinberg

Association 
for Public 

Transporta-
tion

Provided a vision statement of the transportation system in 
2020. Transit should be a desirable alternative to the automo-
bile. Economic development should be served by an efficient 
transit system and pedestrian network. Innovative programs 
should be implemented to reduce traffic congestion. 

November Open 
House (printed 

comment)
11/15/05

Frank S. DeMasi
Wellesley 
Planning 
Board

Freight should be a more prominent component in the Plan. 
Information on current rail lines used for freight and the amount 
of freight transported should be in the Plan. He is concerned 
that freight alternatives cannot be tested in the regional model.

November Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
11/15/05

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
The health impacts of transportation systems should be 
included in Plan analysis. Information on VMT, VHT, and transit 
use can be used to do micro-level analysis

November Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
11/15/05

Elliott Laffer NABB
The cost of transit capacity expansion projects should be com-
pared with traditional transit expansion projects before determin-
ing Plan priorities. 

November Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
11/15/05

Ryan Park
California 
Resident

Build North/South Rail Link. Provide more detail in the MPO 
principles and policies. Transportation providers, authorities, 
and city and state governments should adopt the same or 
similar policies. Encourage public participation through Internet 
slide shows or surveys.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/22/05

Meg Robertson
North Read-
ing Resident

Improve public transportation to increase ridership and to get 
people out of their cars. Make more safe pedestrian access to 
transit. Build the Urban Ring. Connect walking/biking routes to 
public transportation.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/28/05
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NAME Affiliation Comment Medium
Date  

Received

Allen Bondeson
Chelmsford 

Resident

Identified sections of I-95/128 that are congested during 
peak periods. Suggests running express commuter rail trains 
and improvements to tracks entering North Station to reduce 
commute times. Route 2 should be a divided highway from 
Cambridge west. Reduce T pass price and increase downtown 
parking rates. Reduce parking fees at transit stations.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/28/05

Ed Bates
Ashland 
Resident

The supply of fuel in the future will dramatically affect auto 
travel and the location of population and employment. Develop 
transit so that the land use structure can change accordingly. 
MPO principles and policies should reflect that future tran-
sit expenditures should influence more concentrated smart 
growth. The MPO should study the impacts of major changes 
in the cost of fuel and should test new land use/transportation 
models

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/28/05

Alice Boelter
Boelter & 

Associates

Water transportation should be considered a vital component 
of the MPO’s transit system. MBTA should improve its service 
quality to increase ridership. MPO newsletters should be timely 
and candid.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
11/30/05

Ruth Bonsignore
Watertown 
Resident

The MPO should address a funding shortfall for delaying infra-
structure.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
12/1/05

Marjorie Jeffries
Milton Resi-

dent

The MPO should consider bicycle access on all surface roads 
and public transit modes, and bicycle safety in its Universe of 
Projects. Cannot travel safely by bicycle.

December TRAN-
SREPORT Insert

12/6/05

Andrew Lynch

Major Needs to Address: Gas prices will only rise in the future.  
To stay ahead, Mass. needs to start building smarter, more 
compact, walkable neighborhoods that rely on better public 
transportation.  I feel that the MPO really needs to look at how 
to enable the growth of the state through public transportation.  

“I would like to recommend 5 projects out of the many on my 
web site (http://www.vanshnookenraggen.com/FutureT).

1) A subway or surface light rail (Green Line replacing Silver 
Line) through Dudley Sq into Dorchester to Mattapan.  2) A 
new light rail line from Newton Corner along the Mass Pike to 
South Station via Boylston Station and connecting to the Silver 
Line.  3) Though the Fairmount Improvments are good I think 
they should be taken a bit further and converted to Electrical 
Multiple Unit (EMU) cars and extended to Dedham and Route 
128.  4) The idea for the Urban Ring needs to be expanded 
and not built for lowest price.  It should serve the Airport, 
Harvard and Allston, the Longwood Medical Area, and Roxbury 
and Dorchester.  5) North South Rail Link, though it should be 
four tracks wide, not two. Overall it is much better than most 
other cities in America.  I think Boston should work on expand-
ing public transportation to some of its inner neighborhoods 
(Dorchester, Roxbury, etc). These areas hold the most potential 
for growth and renewal and are the most under-served.”

E-mail 12/9/05

Gloria Ganno
Follow the original proposed plan (part of the Big Dig) to extend 
commuter rail service underground beneath downtown Boston 
to connect North and South Stations.

December 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
12/19/05
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NAME Affiliation Comment Medium
Date  

Received

Theodore R. Ellis

Commuter rail service should be extended to Milford, southern 
New Hampshire, and Rhode Island. Conduct another feasibility 
study of a commuter rail extension to Springfield. Conduct 
surveys of the public through the mail, web, or newspapers.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
12/20/05

Unidentified
M&L Transit 

Systems, Inc.

The MPO should consider suburb-to-suburb transportation in 
its universe of projects, particulary in east-west routes. Mobility 
is great in the region if you live near public transit, but if you 
don’t, it is difficult. Pedestrian issues are overlooked.

November 
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
12/23/05

Unidentified

The MPO should address a need for a circumferential light rail 
line at the Route 128 corridor, connecting bus and commuter 
rail lines (indicated route and potential station stops on a map). 
The radial system of transit is obsolete and the focus should 
be on suburban development. Getting where I need to go is 
difficult and time-consuming. Restructure all state transporta-
tion agencies to have a board of directors appointed by local 
representatives of the MPO. Convert transportation funds into 
block grants for cities and towns to determine how to spend 
the money. Decisions should be made locally. Meetings should 
be held on weekends and in the evenings to allow those who 
work to attend.

November and 
December 

TRANSREPORT 
Inserts

12/28/05

Russ Cohen
Arlington 
Resident

Suggested a new commuter rail station/parking facility on the 
Fitchburg Line at the “Mass. Broken Stone” property in Weston 
(an active quarry), near the intersection of Routes 20 and 128. 
The nearby defunct B&M Clinton Line could be developed as 
a bicycle trail to feed into the station. (Comment includes links 
to informational websites and a detailed description of the 
proposal.)

E-mail 12/29/05

Thomas Connors

Construct a new Green Line spur serving Needham Street 
in Newton and an office park in Needham along an existing 
right-of-way. This would serve new residential developments in 
Needham.

January  
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
12/30/05

Blossom Hoag
Supports expanded MBTA and commuter rail and better ser-
vice. Supports North-South Rail Link.

January  
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
1/1/06

Charles E.  
Bohannon

The transportation system is “good enough.” Announcements 
and system maps should be improved at Park Street Station. 
The availability of seating for the disabled should be improved. 
Access improvements should be made for the disabled 
throughout the transit system. “Keep up the good work.”

January  
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
1/2/06

Ed Bates
Ashland 
Resident

Transportation agencies should address suburban sprawl. The 
MPO should develop a program to test travel demands, VMT 
growth, congestion, fuel consumption, etc. in the next 25 years 
and study new transit networks that might reverse automobile 
dependency.

E-mail 1/8/06
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NAME Affiliation Comment Medium
Date  

Received

Christi Apicella
Area Develop-
ment, MASCO

Identified needs for full-time commuter rail service to Yawkey 
Station (including station improvements), full-time commuter 
rail service to Ruggles Station (including station improvements), 
operational improvements on the D and E Green Line branches 
(including increased AM service to better accommodate the 
7:00 AM work shift, direct D Line service to North Station, 
improved schedule adherence, and 3-car trains to increase 
capacity), station improvements at Kenmore, Fenway, and 
Longwood stations on the Green Line, improvements to Green 
Line central subway operations, including crossover tracks at 
Park Street Station, transportation improvements in the Urban 
Ring corridor (specifically a transit tunnel connecting Ruggles 
and Yawkey stations, improvements to the Sears Rotary and 
other area roadways, signal improvements to roadways in the 
area, public bicycle parking, improved pedestrian connections, 
and CMAQ funding for Transportation Demand Management 
programs).

Invite Us Over 1/10/06

Unidentified

Something should be done to address the traffic problems 
at the four road-level railroad crossings in Framingham and 
Ashland, especially at Routes 126 and 135 in Framingham. 
Pedestrian access and amenities should be improved.

January  
TRANSREPORT

1/11/06

Unidentified
Set specific percentage targets to improve non-automobile 
mode shares

RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified Rail trail from Lower Falls to Riverside RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified
More park & ride in Peabody on the Danvers  
right-of-way

RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified
Light rail on the Saugus Branch into Assembly Square using 
DMU or electric technology with a parallel bike trail (pilot project 
of rail with trail)

RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified Riverway bike trail from Back Bay to Ruggles RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified Route 9 capacity improvements in Brookline and Newton RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified
North/South rail connection along Grand  
Junction

RTAC Meeting 1/11/06

Unidentified

Extend the Red Line north to Route 128. There should be more 
park-and-ride options in the Route 128 and I-495 corridors 
(underground parking facilities preferred). Build a monorail along 
Route 128 and I-495 with east-west connections. The current 
Plan policies are still relevant. The MPO should bring together 
state and transportation officials to accomplish the policies. 
Journey to 2030 outreach should include a regular newspa-
per column or newsletter to homes or on T vehicles.

November and 
December  

TRANSREPORT 
Inserts

1/12/06

Roger Thomas

Transportation 
Supervisor, 

Mass. Rehab. 
Commission

The MPO should support new suburban transit opportunities to 
employment centers that can be affordable and accessible for 
people with disabilities.

January  
TRANSREPORT

1/12/06
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NAME Affiliation Comment Medium
Date  

Received

Garrett Wollman Unidentified

Increasing suburban and exurban development is placing an in-
creasing strain on transportation facilities in the MetroWest area.  
It is important that this development be channeled into existing 
transportation corridors, given the infeasibility of new facility 
construction anywhere in the region.  It is equally important that 
capacity on existing facilities be increased to levels consonant 
with current and future traffic/pax volumes. 

Improve sight lines and ramp geometry on Route 9 at Route 
27, Route 126, Cedar Street (Needham), Centre Street 
(Newton). Replace Route 9/Oak Street rotary with interchange. 
Improve Route 30 at Turnpike interchange for two through 
lanes in each direction. Improve capacity, reduce travel times 
on Framingham/Worcester commuter rail line. Replacement/
rehabilitation of Cottage Farm Bridge (Boston/Cambridge). 
Improve Memorial Drive; River St., Western Ave. bridges; and 
Turnpike interchange to reduce congestion and travel times for 
vehicles and buses from Cambridge. There should be a study 
of widening the Turnpike to four full lanes plus shoulder from 
I-495 to Route 128. Can usually get to where he needs to go, 
provided he doesn’t travel during peak periods.  Peak periods 
should include peak shopping hours on Saturdays.

E-mail 1/13/06

Fred Moore

Rails should take precedence over multi-use trails in rail rights- 
of-way. Build light rail to everywhere within Route 128. Transit 
expansion should be favored over highway expansion. Highway 
projects make sprawl worse. Current safety improvements do 
not improve safety for bicyclists or pedestrians. Also provided 
handouts regarding transportation issues on the North Shore.

January  
TRANSREPORT

1/17/06

Ellin Reisner
Somerville/

STEP
Improve bicycle access to commuter rail stations

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Encourage transit-oriented development at Route 128 station 
in Westwood

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Reduce auto-commuter rail collisions in Beverly by examining 
options for rerouting trains to non-urban areas

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Barry M. Steinberg
Association 
for Public 

Transportation

Connect the Fairmount commuter rail line with Allston, Cam-
bridge, Chelsea, and Logan Airport

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified Install bicycle racks on buses on the North Shore
January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified Divert highway funds to mass transit projects
January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Align feeder bus schedules with corresponding commuter rail 
schedules

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06
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Unidentified
Address the problem of trip linking with suburban transit solu-
tions

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
The MPO website should be the hub of all transportation infor-
mation for the region

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Communities that pay MBTA assessments should receive 
adequate benefits of the system

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Commuter rail schedules should be revised to accommodate 
reverse commuters

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Create reliable seasonal bus service from the Red Line to South 
Shore beaches and other tourist destinations

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
The MPO should coordinate with neighboring MPOs and MPOs 
in other states on projects that affect more than one MPO region

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
The MBTA should consider hybrid diesel-electric buses for its 
fleet

January Open 
House (verbal and 
written comment)

1/17/06

Unidentified
Transit expansion must drive transit-oriented development, not 
the other way around

January Open 
House (verbal and 
written comment)

1/17/06

Unidentified
Prudential and Symphony stations on the Green Line E Branch 
should be staffed and have fare collection equipment

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified Make improvements to the current transportation system
January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified Increase Green Line capacity by establishing 3-car trains
January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified
Provide workable detours during the reconstruction of the Long-
fellow Bridge and work on Storrow Drive

January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified Connect the Back Bay to the Waterfront
January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Unidentified Make service improvements to the Green Line E Branch
January Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
1/17/06

Doug Prentiss JNEI
Route 16 Bypass Project in Milford should be included in uni-
verse of projects list

January Open 
House

1/17/06

Kristen Decas
Governor’s 

Seaport Advi-
sory Council

The land/water interface in terms of regional transportation 
should be an MPO priority. Investments should be made in Mas-
sachusetts’ seaports for the state to serve as a major hub for 
coastal shipping.

Letter
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Jeff Grace
Cambridge 

Bicyclist

The MPO should address connections of regional bicycle cor-
ridors. Make bike path segments into a regional network. See 
existing bicycle plans for input into the MPO policies. There are 
many benefits to bicycle transportation.

E-mail 1/19/06

Chris Porter

Chair, 
Metro Boston 

Chapter, 
Massachu-

setts Bicycle 
Coalition

There should be a dedicated funding source for: cities and 
towns to undertake bike/ped improvements; DCR for maintain-
ing its bike/ped infrastructure; municipalities for planning for 
and implementing bike/ped projects to support “smart growth.”   
There should be a greater commitment to accomodating 
bicyclists in transportation planning. Incentives should be given 
for communities to make their streets bicycle-friendly. There 
should be a commitment to roadway maintenance to improve 
bicycling conditions. The MPO policies should accomodate 
bicyclists as legitimate road users on all roadways. Project 
selection criteria should be consistent with existing bike plans 
for the region. Roadway projects should be evaluated for their 
level of bicycle accomodation.

Letter 1/25/06

Unidentified Extend the Green Line to West Medford
Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified
Construct an Orange Line Station at Assembly Square in 
Somerville

Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified
Construct a bike path to connect the Minuteman Commuter 
Bike Path (at Alewife) with the Somerville Community Path

Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified
Roadway improvements on Route 139 west of Route 37 in 
Holbrook

Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified Improve freight access to Fore River Shipyard
Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified Extend the Blue Line to Salem
Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified Reconstruct the I-93/Route 3 interchange (Braintree Split)
Inner Core Sub-
region Outreach

2/1/06

Unidentified

The Interstate 95/Interstate 93/Interchange study should 
consider broader impacts, especially to local roads. It should 
include almost all of Wakefield, the north half of Stoneham, 
eastern Woburn with Route 3 being the western border, eastern 
Burlington with Route 3A being the western border, southern 
Wilmington with Route 62 being the northern border, southwest-
ern part of North Reading and all of Reading

North Suburban 
Subregion  
Outreach

2/8/06

Unidentified Route 1/Route 128 Interchange area – include a wide area
North Suburban 

Subregion  
Outreach

2/8/06

Unidentified Extend the Orange Line to Route 128
North Suburban  

Subregion  
Outreach

2/8/06
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Unidentified
Hanscom Field Expansion is being considered by FAA but the 
towns are not on board

North Subur-
ban Subregion 

Outreach
2/8/06

Unidentified
A Foxborough connection should consider access to the 
Tweeter Center

North Subur-
ban Subregion 

Outreach
2/8/06

Association 
for Public 

Transportation

Extend the Blue Line to Lynn (but not beyond), using the nar-
row gauge option. Extend the Blue Line to Charles Street Sta-
tion to connect with the Red Line and potential for further west-
ward expansion. Extend the Orange Line to Readville. Restore 
Green Line service on the Arborway to Forest Hills. Institute 
light rail on Washington Street to Dudley Square utilizing the 
Tremont Street Subway, continuing through downtown Boston 
to Somerville. Extend the Green Line to Medford Hillside with a 
spur to Union Square in Somerville. An additional spur to As-
sembly Square and beyond should be considered. Construct 
an Orange Line station at Assembly Square in Somerville. Re-
build Government Center Station to have two inbound tracks 
and two outbound tracks to avoid Green Line congestion.  

Extend the Red Line northwest to Hanscom Airport/Air Force 
Base. Extend commuter rail service from Needham Junction to 
Millis. Extend commuter rail service from Waltham to Hudson. 
Construct the North South Rail Link. Construct commuter rail 
spurs from Salem to Peabody Square, Route 128, the former 
Sylvania Plant, and Danvers Square. Construct a streetcar 
along the Rose Kennedy Greenway to connect North and 
South Stations. Add an extra track on the Haverhill commuter 
rail line between Boston and Reading. Add stations along the 
Fairmount commuter rail line, which should connect to South 
Station, Back Bay, Yawkey, Allston Landing, and further west. 
Construct the Urban Ring Phase 3. Extend the Somerville 
Community Bike Path to Lechmere Station. Decrease head-
ways on commuter rail service to the North Shore. Extend the 
Stoughton commuter rail line to Easton. Institute trolley service 
between Saugus and Lynn and/or Salem and Saugus.  
 
Extend the destination envelope of the regional rail system to 
serve satellite urban areas (Lynn, Salem, Beverly, Malden, etc.). 
This should occur with or without the North South Rail Link. 
Commuter rail headways of 30 minutes or less encourage 
people to use the mode for trips other than for commuting to 
work, and therefore increase ridership. This has the potential of 
further changing land use patterns. Expanding the destination 
envelope for the commuter rail system should take priority over 
extending service to outlying areas. Light rail makes sense for 
some neighborhoods, as it is more flexible than heavy rail and 
is at a smaller scale, which fits better in some neighborhoods. 
Bus rapid transit (BRT) only works if the right-of-way is grade 
separated and riders prepay at stations. Flexibility, compatibility 
with the existing system, and expandability should be consid-
ered before transit projects are constructed. Create intermodal 
transit hubs to facilitate transferring between modes. Rail 
trails should be considered transportation facilities if they are 
plowed and are lit at night. Increase incentives for communities 
to build close to commuter rail stations. Increase opportuni-
ties for reverse-commuting on commuter rail lines. Institute a 
distance/time-based fare structure to increase equity in the 
transit system.

Invite Us Over 2/8/06
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Unidentified
Increase parking availability at commuter rail stations, especially 
Salem and Beverly stations

North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Increase commuter rail capacity – reverse commute and in-
creased frequencies

North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified Extend Route 128 north corridor to Gloucester
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified Transit options for Route 1/114 area
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Salem/Beverly/Peabody inter-suburban bus connection for off-
peak (hospital)

North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified Ferry service from Gloucester to Salem
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Lynn to Rockport to Gloucester – State Scenic Byway – funding 
for planning study

North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
State Scenic Byway from Gloucester north to Rowley (Route 
133). Pedestrian bridge over Route 128 between Red Rocks 
and Cape Ann. 

North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified Pedestrian trails in Gloucester – connection into Bay Circuit Trail
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified Border to Boston bike trail
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified Upgrade security cameras in Gloucester
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06
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Unidentified Sidewalks along Essex Avenue in Gloucester
North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Pedestrian bridge over Route 128 between Red Rocks and 
Cape Ann

North Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Construct HOV lanes on Route 128, I-495, and I-90 which are 
regulated electronically without physical barriers (but high fines)

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Route 20 between Watertown 
and Marlborough

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements along Route 85 between I-90 in 
Southborough and I-495 in Milford

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Route 126 between Route 9 
in Natick and Route 16 in Holliston

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Speen Street between I-90 
and Route 135 in Natick

MetroWest Sub-
region Transpor-
tation Task Force 

Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Route 135 between Route 126 
and Speen Street in Natick

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Route 30 between Route 126 
in Framingham and Speen Street in Natick

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Nobscot Road/Edgell Road 
between Route 20 in Sudbury and I-90 in Framingham

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06

Unidentified
Transportation improvements on Route 27 between I-90 and 
Route 135 in Natick

MetroWest Sub-
region Transporta-

tion Task Force 
Outreach

2/9/06
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Unidentified
City of Somer-

ville

Increase service on Crosstown bus routes, specifically to Union 
Square. Utilize the Grand Junction line right-of-way for the 
Urban Ring. This will serve underutilized land and spur eco-
nomic development. Extend the Green Line through Somerville 
(no endpoint specified) with a spur to Union Square. Conduct 
corridor studies in conjunction with the Green Line extension 
to ensure safe and efficient access to and travel around the 
proposed stations. Transportation improvements in Magoun 
Square. Transportation improvements in the Route 28 corridor in 
Somerville. Transportation improvements at the I-93/Mystic Av-
enue interchange. Transportation improvements on Rutherford 
Avenue that follow the design guidelines in MassHighway’s Proj-
ect Design and Development Guidebook. Lower McGrath High-
way to be at grade with surrounding neighborhood. Construct 
an Orange Line Station at Assembly Square to serve a planned 
high-density, mixed-use, transit-oriented neighborhood. Improve 
access to the inner belt from Washington Street in Somerville. 
Infrastructure and traffic design improvements at Union Square 
in Somerville. Streetscape improvements in the lower Broadway 
corridor in East Somerville. Conduct a multimodal access study 
for Assembly Square. Extend the Somerville Community Path 
from Cedar Street to Central Street and beyond. This exten-
sion should occur in conjunction with the Green Line extension. 
Improve bicycle access to and from the proposed Green Line. 
Construct a bicycle/pedestrian path over the Mystic River to 
Everett and to Charlestown, using a DCR Mystic River dam 
right-of-way.

Invite Us Over 2/13/06

Charles E. Bohannon
Parking issues at Riverside Station. Comments have been 
forwarded to the MBTA.

February  
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
2/13/06

Unidentified
Improvements to Route 1/Everett  
Street/University Avenue in Norwood/Westwood (Analog De-
vices might do a “friendly taking” for a new turning lane)

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified
Improvements to the Morse Street Bridge and the Morse Street/
Pleasant Street intersection in Norwood

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified
Route 1 signalization improvements from  
Westwood to Sharon

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified
Route 1A/Route 27 congestion mitigation in  
Walpole

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified
Reconstruct North Street in Foxborough  
between Route 1 and Route 140

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified  
Construct a southbound slipramp on I-495 to provide better 
access to the Wrentham Village Outlets

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified
I-95 South corridor partnership (95 SCOPE) has six interchange 
improvements. Three congressmen are helping to secure fund-
ing. A scope of work is at FHWA.

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Unidentified Improvements to Route 27 near Island Street in Stoughton
TRIC Subregion 

Outreach
2/15/06
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Unidentified  Improvements to Turnpike Street in Stoughton
TRIC Subregion 

Outreach
2/15/06

Unidentified  
New interchange on Route 24 to service industrial park in 
Stoughton

TRIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/15/06

Syvalia Hyman III UDC Promote light rail to improve the region’s air quality
February  

TRANSREPORT 
Insert

2/15/06

Unidentified Increase commuter rail platform capacity at South Station
SWAP Subregion 

Outreach
2/16/06

Unidentified  
Construct a circumferential commuter rail line along the Fram-
ingham-Lowell rail right-of-way from Foxborough to Lowell

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified
Logan Express bus service from SWAP subregion to Logan 
Airport

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified
Construct a commuter rail station near the I-495/I-90 inter-
change along the Worcester commuter rail line

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified
Construct park-and-ride facilities at major interchanges along 
Route 128

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified
Construct intermodal transportation facilities (park-and-ride, 
buses, etc.) at the endpoints of all transit lines, especially those 
near major highways

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified
Coordination of traffic signs and signals, parking restrictions, 
and passing zones along the Route 16 corridor between Hol-
liston and Watertown to better accommodate commuters

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified
Reserve right-of-way along I-495 for potential future transit op-
portunities

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified “Capacity improvements along Route 139 in Marshfield”
South Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified Widen Route 53 between Route 123 and Route 3A in Hanover
South Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified Conduct a study of Route 3A between Hingham and Marshfield
South Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/16/06

Unidentified Improve access from Weymouth Naval Air Station to Route 3
South Shore Sub-
region Outreach

2/16/06

John Hendrickson
Fay, Spofford, 
& Thorndike

Construct the Border to Boston Rail Trail to connect people and 
communities in the region

February  
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
2/17/06
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Ryan Park
California 
Resident

The MPO should measure the equity of potential transportation 
projects by a thorough cost-benefit analysis that includes per-
sons traveling by all modes to determine the maximum benefit 
at the least cost. The MPO should promote congestion pricing, 
parking subsidies (removing subsidies for free parking and pro-
moting market-based policies), and transit expansion (especially 
with bus rapid transit).

February  
TRANSREPORT 

Insert
2/21/06

Mary Grant
State Rep-
resentative, 

Beverly

There is an immediate need for parking garages at the rail sta-
tions in Beverly and Salem. Increase commuter rail frequency 
to accommodate trips outside the typical commuting periods. 
Consider light rail vehicles for less heavy travel times. Lower 
fares near Lynn to lure travelers who would prefer the Blue Line 
extension to Lynn. The North-South rail link should be included 
in our region’s planning.

E-mail 2/21/06

Unidentified
Construct an intermodal transportation center in the South 
Weymouth Naval Station area

South of  
Boston Forum

2/22/06

Unidentified
Route 126/Route 135 grade separation project needs to be 
done. It should also address the left turns from Route 135 to 
Route 126.

South of  
Boston Forum

2/22/06

Barry M. Steinberg
Association 
for Public 

Transportation

Extend the Blue Line from Charles/MGH Station west to serve 
neighborhoods and future development in Allston. Pursue alter-
native financing (Harvard University) to fund the expansion.

E-mail 2/22/06

Unidentified Implement E Line service improvements on the Green Line Inner Core Forum 2/23/06

Unidentified
Transit service is needed along the Route 128 and Interstate 
495 corridors

Inner Core Forum 2/23/06

Unidentified Institute full-time commuter rail service to Ruggles Station Inner Core Forum 2/23/06

Ray Jordan MassBike
Work with human services agencies to provide a bicycle, train-
ing, and riding gear to low-income workers through a Welfare to 
Work program in place of motorized transportation

Inner Core Forum 2/23/06

Unidentified
“Route 2 corridor should be extended to the MPO boundary 
through Acton and Littleton”

MAGIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/23/06

Unidentified
Need for regional transit center and parking at the Route 2/Inter-
state 495/Interchange

MAGIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/23/06

Unidentified Shuttle service to commuter rail for Stowe, Maynard, and Acton
MAGIC Subregion 

Outreach
2/23/06

Unidentified
It is important to keep the Concord Rotary and Crosby’s Corner 
in the Plan

MAGIC Subregion 
Outreach

2/23/06

Unidentified Bruce Freeman and Assabet Rail Trails are a high priority
MAGIC Subregion 

Outreach
2/23/06

Unidentified Double track on Fitchburg Line, especially through Waltham
MAGIC Subregion 

Outreach
2/23/06
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Unidentified Improve bicycle mobility in all corridors
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Improve bicycle access to transit
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Institute ferry service from Salem to Boston
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Canal Street improvements in Salem
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Make a commuter rail connection to the Blue Line
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Implementation of Salem citywide bike path design
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Implement Scenic Byway along Routes 129, 1A, 127 and 127A
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified
Integrate the recommendations from the MPO’s Downtown 
Salem Traffic study with the Bypass Road project

North of 
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified Commuter rail station improvements in Rockport
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Need for a North Shore TMA
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Construct the Border to Boston Bikeway
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified
Construct a Salem commuter rail station parking garage along 
with improved pedestrian connections

North of  
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified Boston Street capacity improvements needed
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified Public transit needed along Route 114/Route 1 corridor
North of  

Boston Forum
2/27/06

Unidentified
Improvements at North Wilmington commuter rail station,  
including additional parking capacity

North of  
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified
Reconstruct the Lowell Junction highway interchange in Ando-
ver, Wilmington, and Tewksbury

North of  
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified
Improve connector roads to Interstate 93 in Wilmington (Route 
129 and Route 62)

North of  
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified
Extend Phase II of the Silver Line from the airport to Chelsea 
commuter rail station

North of  
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified
Need to acquire right-of-way sooner rather than later before it 
becomes more expensive

North of  
Boston Forum

2/27/06

Unidentified Extend THE RIDE to door-to-door service in Acton
West of  

Boston Forum
2/28/06

Unidentified
Sudbury would like THE RIDE service (they pay into the MBTA 
but do not receive RIDE service)

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Study should be done for additional park-and-ride lots and 
capacity along major corridors, especially Interstate 495, Route 
128, Route 2, and Route 3

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06
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Unidentified
Park-and-ride should be added at the I-495/I-290/Route 85 in-
terchange and the Route 110/119 interchange. Increase parking 
capacity at South Acton Station.

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Build a transportation hub in Littleton with park-and-ride using 
the Acton and Littleton stations

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Institute HOV lanes on major highways (especially Interstate 495) 
and arterials (especially Route 9)

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified Need for a regional transit authority in MetroWest area
West of  

Boston Forum
2/28/06

Unidentified
The Bruce Freeman Rail Trail is important along the Framing-
ham-Lowell right-of-way

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
A grade-separated rail trail crossing needed on Route 2 at 
Crosby’s Corner

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Build a rail trail connecting to the commuter rail station in West 
Concord

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified Need bus and rail service to western Massachusetts
West of  

Boston Forum
2/28/06

Unidentified
Park-and-ride along with bus service from Acton and surround-
ing areas to Alewife along Route 2 corridor

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Need public transit to New Hampshire and Maine and the Cape 
from the western suburbs

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Use local daytime buses at night to bring partying teens around 
during all hours as well as disabled and elderly to meetings and 
fun

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified
Institute Logan Express service at I-495 to Logan and/or Man-
chester, NH

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified Institute Logan Express service in Concord
West of  

Boston Forum
2/28/06

Unidentified TDM needed in the Concord Rotary area
West of  

Boston Forum
2/28/06

Unidentified
Institute recreational shuttles in Concord to areas such as 
Walden Pond

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Unidentified Routes 16 and 109 are congested during the AM peak period
West of  

Boston Forum
2/28/06

Unidentified
The MPO needs to address the aging of America and the trans-
portation needs of the elderly.

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Kurt Marden
Institute commuter rail service along an existing right-of-way that 
connects outlying commuter rail stations (Newburyport, Lowell, 
Framingham, etc.)

West of  
Boston Forum

2/28/06

Beverly Strauss
Salem  

Resident
Decrease headways for Salem-to-Boston MBTA bus routes dur-
ing the peak periods.

Phone 3/1/06

William Holland
Needham 
Resident

Complete the addition of a lane on Route 128 between Ran-
dolph and Wellesley immediately. The use of the breakdown lane 
as a travel lane is extremely dangerous.

E-mail 3/2/06
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Howard Stranger
President, 
Bike to the 

Sea Inc.

Construct the Bike to the Sea path (also known as the Northern 
Strand). It will extend from Everett to Lynn along the Saugus 
Branch rail corridor.

Letter 3/3/06

Robert Stevens
Senior Plan-
ner, City of 

Quincy

The MPO should consider two projects: improve access to the 
Fore River Shipyard in Quincy along Quincy Avenue (Route 53), 
East Howard Street, and Washington Street (Route 3A) in the 
Plan to accommodate mixed-use development; reconstruct the 
Squantum Bridge/Interchange in Quincy (at Quincy Shore Drive 
and Hancock Street [Route 3A]).

E-mail 3/8/06

Darren Shaffer
Investments should focus on improving the useability of the least 
expensive mode - bus service

January  
TRANSREPORT

3/9/06

Kurt Marden

My main concern is that abandoned rail corridors are being 
turned into trails with little in-depth study of the benefits they 
can provide for alternative commuting choices for workers and 
transportation choices for elderly or low-income individuals. 
It appears to me that MPO/CTPS is ignoring the fact that a 
large percentage of commuter traffic on secondary and tertiary 
roads does not originate in the towns in which it occurs. (Also 
included a newspaper article and map.)

e-mail 3/15/06

Paul Yorkis
Improve management of Route 16 capacity (particularly the use 
of parking spaces as lanes) between Milford and Wellesley

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

3/16/06

Unidentified Expand GATRA to include Franklin, Norfolk, and Wrentham
SWAP Subregion 

Outreach
3/16/06

Unidentified
Construct slip ramps at the I-495/Route 1A interchange in 
Wrentham

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

3/16/06

Unidentified
Rename the “Route 16 Bypass” project in Milford as “Route 16 
Alternate Route”

SWAP Subregion 
Outreach

3/16/06

Unidentified Add intermodal centers at existing stations on rail lines
SWAP Subregion 

Outreach
3/16/06

Karen Wepsic
MBTA Rider 
Oversight 

Committee

Regarding the criteria used to determine whether a community 
is an environmental justice target community, communities that 
fall just short of one of the criteria should not be overlooked. 
Environmental justice communities do not receive amenity 
improvements at transit stations and stops as often as other 
communities. The MBTA should improve the on-time service for 
buses to meet the on-time record of its subway and commuter 
rail operations.

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

Unidentified
Gentrification is forcing low-income, transit-dependent residents 
from their neighborhoods. Remedying this should be addressed 
in the analysis for the Plan.

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

Wendy Landman WalkBoston

The pedestrian network should be incorporated into the model 
in terms of safety and quality. It is often left out because it often 
does not involve large, expensive projects. Many transit stations 
and bus stops are not easily accessible to pedestrians.

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

Unidentified
Transit-oriented development (TOD) should be considered in 
planning efforts, especially due to the recently announced state 
funding for TOD projects

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06
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Marilyn Wellons
Riverside 

Neighborhood 
Association

There is a need for north-south transit in the urban ring corridor
March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

Michael Chong FHWA
The MPO should tailor its certification documents to people with 
limited English proficiency

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
MPO staff should plot changes anticipated in 2030 in absolute 
change in addition to percent change

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

Ellin Reisner
Somerville/

STEP

The MPO should conduct analysis on particulate matter and 
fine particulates in addition to its current air quality analysis. The 
MPO needs to account for the aging of the population in its 
model and other planning efforts.

March Open 
House (verbal 

comment)
3/21/06

F. Dore Hunter
Selectman, 

Town of Acton

Capacity should be increased on the Fitchburg commuter rail 
line to reduce congestion on Route 2. Parking capacity should 
be increased or shuttle services should be established at the 
stations.

March Open 
House (written 

comment)
3/21/06

Richard Andre MBRRE
Institute doublestack rail clearance extending to Conley contain-
erport to start serious development of the Port of Boston

E-mail 4/23/06

Karen Wepsic
MBTA Rider 
Oversight 

Committee

Environmental justice communities are primarily served by buses 
and receive less frequent service and fewer service hours (span 
of service) than communities served by rail transit. The MPO 
and the MBTA should be proactive and determine the needs of 
environmental justice communities and identify projects to serve 
those needs.

April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06

Marilyn Wellons
Riverside 

Neighborhood 
Association

The focus on serving environmental justice communities with the 
Urban Ring seems to have disappeared. The MBTA should be 
planning for and construct Phase III with rail service to serve the 
environmental justice communities. There is less support for a 
bus version of the Urban Ring.

April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06

Unidentified Environmental justice communities do not have advocates
April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06

Unidentified
Rail service reduces air pollution most effectively; the MBTA 
should look at the health effects of the Urban Ring

April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06

Ellin Reisner
Somerville/

STEP

Given a financially constrained plan, environmental justice com-
munities must compete against each other for limited funding, 
and this is not desirable. Communities should coordinate and 
support each other. There is no good funding mechanism to 
maintain and expand the transportation system.

April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
Most people do not know about the quality of the air in their 
communities and whether it contains pollutants. The MPO 
should inform them about the quality of their air.

April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06

John Mahoney
Southwest 

Boston CDC

There is full neighborhood support for the proposed improve-
ments to the Fairmount Line. But the improvements will not be 
complete until 2011. The MBTA has to make a commitment to 
the project and complete it quickly.

April Environmen-
tal Justice Forum

4/27/06
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Barry Steinberg
Association 
for Public 

Transportation

The current stations along the Fairmount Line are “overbuilt.” 
They should be smaller and provide more frequent service with 
smaller vehicles. Smaller stations may allow the stations to be 
closer to the neighborhood trip generators.

April  
Environmental 
Justice Forum

4/27/06

Unidentified
There is not equal transportation service/infrastructure among 
all communities in the region

April  
Environmental 
Justice Forum

4/27/06

Unidentified
There are very high asthma rates in the Egleston Square area. 
Rail should be a long-term solution to transit in urban neighbor-
hoods.

April  
Environmental 
Justice Forum

4/27/06

Unidentified
Want to see results in terms of transportation improvements. 
The MPO should be clear about its investments in environmental 
justice communities.

April  
Environmental 
Justice Forum

4/27/06

Unidentified Restore trolley service (Green Line E Branch) along the Arborway
April  

Environmental 
Justice Forum

4/27/06

Richard Andre MBRRE
Freight improvements for increased capacity to and from Conley 
Terminal along existing rail lines

April  
Environmental 
Justice Forum

4/27/06

David Knudsen

All north side commuter trains spend between five and ten 
minutes both entering and leaving the North Station train yard 
(which covers at most 1.5 linear miles).  There should be a study 
of operational and physical changes that could be made to 
achieve a significant reduction (50%?) in travel times through the 
yard.  The number of minutes may seem small, but they would 
be multiplied by the total number of trips into and out of North 
Station.  Furthermore, that excruciating, creeping portion of the 
rail trips has a disproportionate psychological effect on the im-
pressions commuters form of the speed and efficiency of travel 
by public transit.  Finally, if the throughput of the yard could be 
increased, it would ease service increases and adjustments.

E-mail 5/12/06

David Knudsen

Transit service planning and capital improvement projects in 
general should place greater emphasis on speed and travel time 
in an effort to attract increased ridership.  Commuters weigh trip 
times more heavily than public transit officials believe in making 
their travel mode choices; they realize very quickly (and with 
dismay) that there are very few transit-based trips that can be 
made in the region in less than twice the amount of time of an 
auto-based trip.

E-mail 5/12/06

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
MPO should conduct a study to determine carbon monoxide 
burdens on populations within the region and look at variations 
among TAZs

January Open 
House

1/11/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP

Regarding the Assembly Square project, vehicle trips per day 
are higher than 156,000. When conducting analyses in the 
future, staff should identify shopping trips from the model since 
these trips constitute a large portion of travel trips and warrant a 
closer look.

January Open 
House

1/11/07
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Elliott Laffer
Neighborhood 
Association of 

Back Bay

DCR needs to rebuild most of the roadway capacity in Boston 
along and over the Charles River including the Storrow Drive 
underpass, BU and Longfellow Bridges and Craigie Dam 
and Bridge.  This will substantially impact vehicle capacity, 
especially between I-93 and Route 1 from the north and Back 
Bay and Longwood.  This is the time for a better connection.  
One possibility is to add Turnpike westbound off and east-
bound on ramps in the Kenmore area.  This is difficult because 
of the adjacent rail line.  One possibility would be an off ramp 
to Brookline Ave. and an on ramp from [Bowker?] overpass, 
which might need a shift of the Pike slightly north.

January Open 
House

1/11/07

Kristina Johnson City of Quincy

MPO should address language barriers in Quincy, which has a 
large Asian population.  Quincy also has an isolated environ-
mental justice area with few transit connections.  Would like to 
have more buses to downtown.

January Open 
House

1/11/07

Diane Brown Mission Hill 

There are problems for pedestrians along Huntington Avenue, 
and public transportation is not adequate for the area.  Exhaust 
fumes affect pedestrians, and the roadway is congested. The 
congestion causes problems for ambulances traveling on the 
roadway, as there is not enough space for cars to pull over to 
let ambulances pass. The MBTA’s double-length buses cause 
backups and block intersections. She would like the MPO to 
consider her comments when selecting projects in that area. 
She also remarked that the institutions in the Fenway area are 
expanding and contributing to air pollution with their own private 
buses.

January Open 
House

1/11/07

Ellin Reisner
Somerville/

STEP

Keep in mind that emissions from the transportation system 
affect the health of both environmental justice and non-environ-
mental justice populations

January Open 
House

1/11/07

Ted Funst
Beacon Hill 

Civic Associa-
tion

Consider extending rapid transit to include the Route 128 belt; 
for example, running in a loop (both directions) up Route 93 
North to Woburn, and Route 128 South to 93 North in Quincy 
with a spur down MassPike to downtown.  Possibly similar to 
Chicago’s L from downtown to O’Hare, where the train runs 
between traffic lanes where possible and underground in other 
areas.  This project would allow people to get to businesses 
without using the highways.

January Open 
House

1/11/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP

The MPO should conduct an analysis that looks at emission 
levels in environmental justice areas.  Areas such as North Sta-
tion and Sullivan Square have high levels of emissions from the 
transportation system.  This is a concern for residents and a 
factor that should be considered when planning to build housing 
in these areas.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP Supports Green Line Extension 
January Open 

House
1/11/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP Land use corridor planning should be done in Somerville
Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP

There are concerns about the future Green Line route to Union 
Square, especially depending on how Lechmere Station is 
moved. Potential routes should be carefully studied. The com-
munity is not in favor of moving Lechmere Station a further 
distance from development in the area, and residents would not 
want to have the Green Line run on elevated tracks.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07
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Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
Some agencies like DCR have transportation infrastructure 
needs that are not being addressed

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
When planning projects in environmental justice areas, the 
MPO should pay attention to pedestrian service and emphasize 
outreach

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Wig Zamore MVTF, STEP
When conducting analyses in the future, consider using car-
pooling data as an indicator of where transportation needs are 
not being met

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Rep. Denise  
Provost

MA House of 
Representa-

tives

Land use corridor planning is needed in Somerville.  Twenty-
nine percent of Somerville residents are immigrants and more 
than 60% of public school children speak a language other 
than English at home. The city could use help from the MPO to 
engage these populations and build a better community process 
around planning.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Ellin Reisner
Somerville/

STEP

The Green Line Extension should not be delayed. Many people 
are not using the buses in Somerville due to infrequent and 
unreliable service.  The bus service needs to be improved.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Karen Wepsic
MBTA Rider 
Oversight 

Committee

Expressed concern that areas such as Roxbury, Dorchester, 
and Jamaica Plain may not receive bus service improvements 
even as progress is made in some other environmental justice 
areas. Concerned that the Fairmount Line and Silver Line will 
not help the broader Roxbury and Dorchester areas. Improving 
bus service and reducing headways should be a priority.  Sup-
ports purchasing more buses and 100 Additional Buses project. 
Concerned about Lovejoy Wharf.  Concerned that non-environ-
mental justice areas seem to still be getting better service and 
that while transportation projects may not burden environmental 
justice communities, they may not benefit them either.  Also 
voiced concern about the MBTA’s finances.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Janet Curtis

Executive 
Office of 

Environmental 
Affairs

The MPO should consider ways to provide pedestrian access to 
connect the North Point area to Cambridge

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Jeff Rosenblum
Livable Streets 

Alliance

The MPO should engage more civic leaders and the grassroots 
in the public process around environmental justice issues. He 
also suggested the MPO conduct a study to see if past model-
ing predictions were on target.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Meredith Levy
Somerville 
Community 

Corp.

The Plan or an executive summary of the Plan should be avail-
able in other languages. The MPO should consider expanding 
the scope of the I-93/Mystic Avenue project to address prob-
lems for pedestrians; Route 28 in East Somerville is a pedestrian 
barrier.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Unidentified
The MPO should serve as the clearinghouse for public/agency 
interactions; the public can be confused about which agencies 
are accountable for projects and planning

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Unidentified
Projects should be prioritzed in a way that allows environmental 
justice areas to catch up to non-environmental justice areas and 
reach a better balance of service

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07
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Unidentified

By substituting projects for the SIP commitments, the MPO 
appears to be trying to get out of the current SIP commitments. 
Support for Arborway project expressed. Concern expressed 
that Arborway will not get done and suburban parking projects 
will be funded instead. 

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Unidentified

MBTA must have resources for maintaining its equipment and 
rights-of-ways. Broken buses on the streets impair traffic.  
MBTA must know where its vehicles are and whether they are 
moving.  The biggest complaints in the intensively bused  
neighborhoods relate to defective headway  
management.

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Unidentified
Supports additional stop on Fairmount Line at Columbia/Quincy 
Street

Environmental 
Justice Forum

1/16/07

Karen Wepsic
MBTA Rider 
Oversight 

Committee

Span of bus service should be included in the Plan. The MPO 
should consider holding meetings in the evening to engage 
residents of environmental justice areas who may not be able to 
attend meetings during the day.

MPO Open House 2/22/07

Karen Wepsic
MBTA Rider 
Oversight 

Committee

Concerned that location for 1,000 new parking spaces has not 
been identified and that new spaces in urban areas would be 
used by those traveling from the suburbs

MPO Open House 2/22/07

Karen Wepsic
MBTA Rider 
Oversight 

Committee

Opposed to Urban Ring. Concerned that the Commonwealth 
will not be willing to fund operating costs in long run. Believes 
Urban Ring should not be an environmental justice project as 
most of the benefits will go to residents of non-environmental 
justice areas and mostly serve commuter rail users.

MPO Open House 2/22/07

Ellin Reisner

Somerville 
Transporta-
tion Equity 
Partnership

Raised concern about limited bus service in off-peak hours and 
on weekends. Noted that 30% of Somerville households do not 
have cars. Somerville residents can not access jobs in areas 
such as Logan Airport early in the early hours since there are no 
buses running then.

MPO Open House 2/22/07

Robert Haas
Dudley Street 
Neighborhood 

Initiative

Concerned that the MPO did not factor into the Plan the growth 
and development happening around the Dudley Street area.  
Currently there are long waits for buses and he anticipates 
future gridlock in area as population increases following building 
boom. Believes that there should be better transit service to this 
environmental justice area. Residents of this area are unable to 
access jobs in the Longwood Medical Area.

MPO Open House 2/22/07

Jeff Ferris
Ferris Wheels 

Bike Shop

Suggests turning Arborway E Line into a Silver Line-like route, 
possibly with a tie-in to the Silver Line. Suggests consider-
ing other bus routes from Forest Hills Station and researching 
where users would like to travel.

MPO Open House 2/22/07
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Steve Olanoff

Chairman, 
Regional 

Transporta-
tion Advisory 

Council

RTAC offered the following recommendations/questions: 1) 
eliminate the Weymouth to Duxbury – Route 3 project; 2) elimi-
nate the $150 million Lynnfield to Woburn – Route 128 project; 
3) the Beverly to Peabody – Route 128 project’s capacity-add-
ing component should be scaled down by adding lanes only as 
far as Route 114 or Endicott Street; 4) safety improvements of 
the Malden and Revere – Route 1 project should be imple-
mented before capacity adding is considered; 5) should the 
Canton – I-95N/Dedham Street Ramp be moved forward to the 
2010 time period since a local developer will be paying for the 
ramp construction?; 6) requested an itemized list of improve-
ments planned for the Braintree Split project; 7) for Silver Line 
Phase III, RTAC recommends a $100 million proposal for a 
surface route and entrance adjacent to South Station rather 
than the $1 billion project; cost savings would be enough to 
pay for Red/Blue Line Connector; and 8) recommends that the 
Blue Line Extension to Lynn be built in the 2015 time frame and 
that the Red/Blue Line Connector be built at the same time.

E-mail 1/14/2007

Frank S. DeMasi

Vice Chair-
man, Regional 

Transporta-
tion Advisory 

Council

The MPO should illuminate the need for public policy to provide 
incentives for a more balanced intermodal freight system. Rail 
and coastal shipping components of the transportation system 
have open capacity for bulk commodities and intermodal 
freight. The continual erosion of existing trans-load facilities 
and port lands in urban centers exacerbates a dependence on 
overly congested roadways to carry freight; demand is project-
ed to increase over the next 10 years. Status quo will constrain 
the state’s future growth and competitive advantage. Suggests 
that the Regional Freight Study be completed and released for 
public comment. Believes the draft study is needed to publicly 
raise the issues of the importance of freight planning and the 
needs of the Intermodal Transportation System, and to show 
freight mobility as a significant component of Massachusetts’ 
transportation system.

E-mail 1/26/2007
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Donald K. 
Milton, M.D., 

DrPH

Professor, 
University of 
Massachusetts at 
Lowell / Lexington 
resident

In this era of global warming, promotion of the 
maximum possible use of bicycles and mass 
transportation should be a top priority. However, 
the Plan does not show specific commitments 
to the development of a network of bicycle 
paths and routes.  He noted that the Plan only 
includes two bicycle-related projects and vague 
statements about plans to build bicycle paths, 
and that it shows no funding committed to bicycle 
projects. The term “bicycle” is rarely mentioned 
in Chapter 13, although bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities are cited among eligibility categories 
for transportation funding. Chapter 5 states that 
“improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians 
are a routine aspect of roadway reconstruction 
projects and are usually funded under roadway 
maintenance,” but there is little mention of 
bicycles or bikeways among the infrastructure 
expansion projects. Chapter 6 fails to discuss a 
key aspect of bicycle parking at MBTA stations: 
security. Many cyclists are reluctant to leave a 
bicycle in an unsecured location for the duration 
of a workday.  

Only regionally significant projects 
(projects that add capacity to the system) 
and major investment projects (projects 
that cost over $25 million) are specifically 
listed in the Plan. Therefore new bicycle 
projects are not specifically listed for 
funding in the Plan. Different aspects of 
the MPO’s bicycle-planning activities are 
discussed in Chapters 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7. 
The MPO funded a Regional Bicycle Plan 
recently completed by the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council. This will be 
used by the MPO in its bicycle-planning 
work in the future. Bicycle projects can 
continue to be funded by the MPO in its 
Transportation Improvement Program in 
the future without specifically being listed 
in the MPO’s long-range transportation 
plan. The Transportation Plan references 
the MPO’s continuing commitment to 
bicyclist and pedestrian programs.

Two major components should be added to the 
Plan: 1) There should be specific requirements 
that roadway expansions include bicycle 
accommodations. The Plan should require that all 
road-widening projects (such as the plan to widen 
the Middlesex Turnpike to four lanes) specifically 
state that the project will include the addition of 
bicycle paths separated from motor vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic by curbs and concrete barriers. 
2) The Plan should include specific plans to build 
a network of bicycle trails that are included as line 
items in the “Universe of Projects” and in Chapter 
13 with estimates of costs as a commitment of 
funds.

Unidentified The Plan does not include enough transit 
projects. Only two projects (#34 and #35) are 
actually rapid transit projects. The Silver Line is a 
bus. The North-South Station Rail Link is needed. 
The MPO should follow the recommendation of 
the Citizens’ Advisory Committee on the North-
South Station Rail Link.

The transit projects included in the Plan 
are those currently in the design or study 
phase by the MBTA and/or the Executive 
Office of Transportation. The North-
South Rail Link is included in the MPO’s 
Universe of Projects list but not included 
in the recommended Plan.

Unidentified The Silver Line III should not be pursued because 
Silver Line I and II are so inadequate. Instead, the 
MPO should work toward a real replacement of 
the El and quality transport along the much used 
Washington Street route.

The Silver Line III project currently has a 
recommended rating in Federal Transit’s 
New Starts Program. With current daily 
ridership numbers of 14,700 for Silver 
Line I and 11,000 for Silver Line II, the 
MPO thinks that the Silver Line III project 
should be included in the Plan.
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Stephen H. 
Kaiser

Does not approve of the proposed set of projects 
in the Plan. He believes there is too much waste 
in transportation projects, especially highway 
reconstruction, and estimates that 50% or more 
of highway funds are wasted on projects that are 
bigger than they need to be. The MPO should 
consider efficiency of the program.  During public 
outreach, the MPO should ask for suggestions 
for money-saving, efficient projects. Supports 
including the Green Line Extension to Medford as 
a transit project.

Plan-process comments will be 
considered in the development of the 
next Plan and its revisions to the public 
involvement program. The Extension of 
the Green Line to Ball Square is included 
in the Plan. When the SIP commitments 
are finalized by EPA and DEP, the MPO 
will amend the Plan to include any 
changes to the commitments. 

Paul J. Leary Weymouth 
resident

Would like an explanation of how the proposed 
East-West Parkway at the former South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station will address or 
improve the long-range transportation needs of 
the Boston region, or any other region.

The Plan addresses mobility issues over 
a 23-year period. The proposed land 
use in 2030 in the South Weymouth area 
is expected to increase vehicle miles of 
travel along highways in the area (Route 
18, 53, 139, and 228). This project will 
help to alleviate congestion and improve 
mobility along those roadways.

Domenic E. 
D’Eramo

Millis resident Approves of the projects identified for highways 
and transit in the Plan. Would like to see a 
list of freight-related projects. Other MPOs in 
Massachusetts have lists of freight projects. 
Should stop treating freight as the forgotten 
transportation element in the Boston Region 
MPO. 

The MPO is in the process of completing 
a freight study for the region. This 
study will inform the MPO on its next 
steps to address future freight needs 
(projects or future studies required). This 
information can then be incorporated in 
the development of the next Plan and 
other studies conducted by the MPO. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the MPO 
is committed to the funding of freight 
projects in the region.

Unidentified Winthrop resident Requests consideration of an additional (Paul 
Revere–contracted) bus route out of Winthrop 
via the Revere Street exit to Beachmont MBTA 
station. (Currently there is only one route out of 
Winthrop to the Orient Heights Blue Line station.) 
A new route would shorten commutes for 
Winthrop residents who take the bus to work and 
alleviate rush-hour congestion in East Boston.

This comment will be forwarded to the 
MBTA Service Planning Department 
which continuously reviews bus routings 
and determines changes based on needs 
and ridership data. 

Unidentified Somerville needs the Green Line.  Please 
seriously consider having stops in East Somerville 
for better access to Boston.  We have so many 
rails crossing one part of the city but none of the 
benefit.

The Extension of the Green Line to Ball 
Square is included in the Plan. When the 
SIP commitments are finalized by EPA 
and DEP, the MPO will amend the Plan to 
include any changes to the commitments. 
This comment will be forwarded to 
the MBTA and the Executive Office 
of Transportation which are currently 
developing an environmental impact 
report that will consider station locations.
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Robert 
D’Amico

East Boston 
resident

Completely agrees with the MPO’s set of projects.  
Suggests that light rail would work well in the 
Revere/Malden/Saugus area where there is an 
abandoned railroad right-of-way.  Suggests that 
the MPO extend its public outreach.

Plan-process comments will be 
considered in the development of the 
next Plan and its revisions to the public 
involvement program. The light rail 
comment will be forwarded to the MBTA 
which is in the process of updating its 
Program for Mass Transportation.

Deborah 
Lockett

Belmont resident Transportation is the largest contributor of 
greenhouse gas emissions, and significant 
reductions in GHG emissions can be made if 
ways are found to reduce single-trip driving. 
She wants to better understand why people cut 
through Belmont. She made several suggestions 
and posed several questions: 1) Extend 
transportation services from Arlington/Lexington 
to Waltham/Watertown or other towns that border 
Belmont. How might this be easily accomplished? 
How might our local businesses benefit from this 
traffic?  2) The hours that commuter rail serves 
Belmont must be extended.  3) The existing bus 
routes connecting Belmont to Cambridge do not 
provide riders a way to get around Belmont. Can 
a shuttle be started to provide regular service 
within Belmont?

This comment will be considered as part 
of the Unified Planning Work Program 
process and forwarded to the MBTA’s 
Service Planning Department, which 
continuously reviews bus routings and 
determines changes based on needs and 
ridership data. It will also be forwarded 
to the MBTA for its development of the 
Program for Mass Transportation.

Katharine 
Dreier

Belmont resident Belmont needs a bus service that connects the 
three town centers.  It also needs a branch going 
to the Alewife MBTA station.

This idea will be forwarded to the MBTA 
Service Planning Department, which 
continuously reviews bus routings and 
determines changes based on needs and 
ridership data. 

Michelle 
Ciccolo

Assistant 
Administrator,  
Town of Hudson

Pleased that Route 85/Washington Street project 
is listed as stand-alone project in the draft Plan.  
Due to complexity and costs associated with 
the interchange project, Route 85 project should 
be done separately. To expedite the project, the 
Town of Hudson has committed to accepting the 
roadway back from the State and maintaining 
it in perpetuity after construction, eliminating 
maintenance cost to MassHighway. The project 
should be listed in the 2007-2010 time frame 
in the Plan. The 25% design is expected to 
be complete by June 2007 and 100% design 
during FY 2008. The Town received $40K in 
Supplemental Budget funding for design, and 
a local developer will provide preliminary design 
funds. The project is needed to address safety 
and congestion issues. Safety problems are 
evidenced by recent pedestrian fatality at crossing 
of Route 85 and Assabet River Rail Trail (project 
would include traffic light at this crossing). Area is 
hazardous; it has limited sidewalks, excessively 
wide retail drive openings, insufficient roadway 
capacity. Town is experiencing commercial and 
residential growth in this area.

The Route 85 project is included in the 
Plan in the 2011 to 2020 time frame. 
Projects that are included in the 2007-
2010 time frame are those that are 
programmed for construction in the 
current Transportation Improvement 
Program. The project rating was 
reviewed and revised based on updated 
information.
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Project rating should be updated to reflect that 
the project area is bordered by an environmental 
justice area.  TAZ data shows that many of 
these EJ households have one or no vehicles; 
addition of sidewalks will improve mobility for 
these residents.  Rating should also be adjusted 
to reflect that the roadway is the only north-south 
route connecting areas of Hudson, Bolton, Berlin 
and other points north to Marlborough, and that 
roadway is used by town’s senior transportation 
shuttle bus and other shuttles.  Eliminating 
congestion will improve air quality.  Also, project 
will improve drainage and have water quality 
benefits to streams that feed into the Assabet 
River.

Donna Jacobs Director, 
MetroWest 
Growth 
Management 
Committee

MWGMC is disappointed at the lack of mention 
of MetroWest in the draft Plan given that the area 
has major interchanges in need of improvement 
and local roads and bridges that are almost at 
failure. Collector roads are experiencing significant 
congestion all week. Interchanges of major 
arterials and I-495 are failing to support traffic, 
and this results in both safety and air quality 
issues. MWGMC’s priorities are to improve three 
major interchanges: I-90/I-495, I-495/9, and I-
290/I-495. The I-495 flyover for EMC should be 
included in the Plan. Reference to the Worcester 
commuter rail expansion is missing as is a 
reference to the fact that the Routes 135/126 
grade separation project is mitigation tied to the 
rail improvements.

I-90/I-495 and the I-495/Route 9 projects 
are included and funded in the Central 
Massachusetts MPO long-range plan. 
The I-290/I-495 interchange is included in 
JOURNEY to 2030 and has been moved 
into the 2011 to 2020 time frame. The 
Worcester rail expansion is included in 
the Universe of Projects list but not in the 
recommended plan at this time.

MWGMC is pleased that the MPO is committed 
to future funding for the Suburban Mobility/TDM, 
Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Freight Programs, 
but concerned that there is no commitment 
to a minimum level of funding. The MPO 
should commit a minimum level of funding for 
each program.  MWGMC is concerned that 
the Suburban Mobility Program is limited by 
CMAQ funding and urges the MPO to find a 
way to separate the program from CMAQ and 
establish a consistent funding level.  MWGMC 
urges the MPO to recognize the newly 
established MetroWest RTA as contributing to 
solving congestion. It would like to see more 
opportunities for transit and commuter rail 
parking, commuter rail frequency improvements, 
park & ride or park & drive, shuttles, and 
expanded bicycling and walking facilities.

The MPO discussed a minimum level of 
funding for the programs but decided 
not to include it at this time. CMAQ is the 
only federal funding category that allows 
operational funding.  The MetroWest RTA 
will be considered as part of the next 
Plan. The transit projects included in the 
Plan are those currently in the design 
or study phase by the MBTA and/or the 
Executive Office of Transportation. 
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It is imperative that the MPO begin planning for 
and identifying funding mechanisms for new 
transit expansion projects in the 2021-2030 time 
frame.  The Plan must include comprehensive 
regional freight planning, including: 1) a 
complete and timely descriptive narrative of the 
current rail freight delivery system beyond the 
regional Pan Am and Class I CSX main lines; 
2) recommendations for all modes of freight 
specific and prioritized capital projects, policies, 
and programs; 3) suggestions for further freight 
transportation planning; and 4) a catalogue of 
freight transportation characteristics and issues 
from the point of view of shippers, carriers, and 
other affected stakeholders.

The MPO is in the process of completing 
a freight study for the region. This 
study will inform the MPO on its next 
steps to address future freight needs 
(projects or future studies required). This 
information can then be incorporated 
in the development of the next Plan. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the MPO 
is committed to the funding of freight 
projects in the region. The MPO received 
a number of comments regarding the 
socioeconomic forecasts used in the 
development of the Plan. The MPO will 
review these forecasts and will make 
appropriate changes during the next 
amendment of the Plan, anticipated to 
begin within the current federal fiscal year. 

MWGMC commends the MPO for including the 
“Smart Growth Plus” in its model runs and draft 
Plan. An additional model run on the preferred 
MetroFuture scenario would be helpful to inform 
the MetroWest subregion, MAPC, and the MPO; 
MWGMC hopes the MPO will run this in the 
near future.  MWGMC strongly believes that the 
proposed allocation of funds in the draft Plan is 
insufficient to meet the region’s transportation 
maintenance and operations needs, and 
suggests the MPO have a Plan more solidly 
based in the reality of an aging and inadequate 
transportation infrastructure.  It urges the MPO to 
place more emphasis on transit and on suburban, 
bicycle, and pedestrian mobility.

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process.

Peter G. Furth Professor and 
Chair, Department 
of Civil and 
Environmental 
Engineering, 
Northeastern 
University

In the past 30 years, the U.S. has been trying to 
promote bicycling and bicycle safety, but we are 
losing ground, and bicycling for transportation 
has become a niche activity unappealing to 
many due to safety concerns associated with 
driving in traffic. Increases in traffic and roadway 
widenings make streets even more inhospitable 
to cyclists. State and regional bicycle policies 
have two fundamental shortcomings: 1) design 
standards for bicycle facilities are based on 
guiding cyclists through traffic, rather than 
separating cyclists from traffic; and 2) lack of 
attention to city- and town-owned streets, where 
most bicycling takes place.  The majority of the 
population considers cycling safe if the rider is 
separated from traffic.  Examples of facilities that 
poorly serve this mainstream population are roads 
with wide outside lanes (which promote faster 
car speeds), bicycle lanes that merge into traffic 
at intersections, and bicycle lanes positioned 
between lanes of moving traffic. 

MassHighway’s Project Development 
and Design Guidebook places emphasis 
on bicyclists and pedestrians as equal 
users of the road with needs that must 
be considered in every project. The MPO 
funded a Regional Bicycle Plan, recently 
completed by the Metropolitan Area 
Planning Council. This will be used by the 
MPO in its bicycle-planning work in the 
future. Bicycle projects can continue to be 
funded by the MPO in its Transportation 
Improvement Program in the future 
without specifically being listed in the 
MPO’s long-range transportation plan, 
JOURNEY to 2030. 
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The state should look to the example of several 
northern European nations that have bicycle 
facilities that separate cyclists from traffic and 
where bicycle use is 20 to 60 times greater 
than in the U.S. These nations invest in bicycle 
tunnels, overpasses, off-road shortcuts, and 
roadside cycle tracks (separated from traffic), and 
they slow traffic on important bicycling routes. 
The Commonwealth’s requirements for bicycle 
accommodation need to be changed to extend 
to state-funded improvements of local streets, not 
just to highways. The state has to take the lead in 
funding bicycling improvements, as municipalities 
do not have the funding to realize the vision 
of a bicycle-friendly infrastructure. Road-user 
fees, such as fuel taxes, should fund bicycle 
infrastructure improvements.

The Plan does reference the MPO’s 
continuing commitment to bicyclist and 
pedestrian programs. Your design and 
funding comments will be considered in 
the development of the next Plan and 
other studies conducted by the MPO as 
well as forwarded to the Executive Office 
of Transportation.  

Deborah 
Lockett and Ian 

Todreas

Belmont residents Belmont must establish a formal network of 
bicycle lanes that can connect with existing 
networks. The town needs a dedicated Bike 
Walk resource (or similar entity) to work with the 
town to ensure that bicycle paths are considered 
in planning for the construction of new streets. 
Belmont would like the MPO’s help to understand 
the flow, direction, and motives of pass-through 
commuters. This would help the town determine 
which towns and employers it must contact to 
reach these commuters and solve pass-through 
traffic issues. 

This comment will be considered as part 
of the Unified Planning Work Program 
process, which considers studies to 
be done by the MPO. MassHighway’s 
Project Development and Design 
Guidebook places emphasis on bicyclists 
and pedestrians as equal users of the 
road with needs that must be considered 
in every project. 

Sharon Santillo Malden resident In every one of your projects, please think about 
cyclists and pedestrians. 

MassHighway’s Project Development 
and Design Guidebook places emphasis 
on bicyclists and pedestrians as equal 
users of the road with needs that must 
be considered in every project. The 
MPO considers bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements as one of the evaluation 
criteria in its selection of projects for the 
Transportation Improvement Program.

Jack 
Heinzmann

Rockport resident Three dollar/gallon gasoline started the U.S. 
thinking about energy, but $2/gallon made us 
forget. Any attempt to reduce highway congestion 
will only postpone the inevitable gridlock. Any 
money spent on new or expanded highway 
construction is wasted money. Highway dollars 
should only go to increasing safety. Improved 
transit is the only hope for reducing congestion.

Seventy percent of the funding in this 
Plan is spent on maintenance and safety 
projects. Many of the expansion and 
major infrastructure projects listed in the 
Plan include safety improvements. Many 
of the projects listed in the Plan are at 
sites included in the top-1000 crash 
locations in Massachusetts.

Joe Bausk Sudbury resident Supports the widening of Route 85 in Hudson. 
This is a much needed project. Public 
transportation in the suburbs needs to be 
updated – trains, buses, and rail trails.

The Route 85 project is included in the 
Plan. The MPO provides funding for a 
suburban mobility program to address 
transportation needs in areas that are 
currently not served or underserved by 
transit. As discussed in Chapter 13, the 
MPO is committed to the continued 
funding of this program in the region.
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Kathleen B.  
Bartolini

Director, Planning 
and Economic 
Development, 
Town  
of Framingham

The Framingham – Route 126/135 Grade 
Separation project should be moved from the 
outer years of the Plan to the 2011-2020 time 
frame due to recent developments that make the 
earlier time frame more appropriate. The project 
is regionally significant as Route 126 includes 
the Framingham Central Business District and 
provides the most direct access to Route 9 and 
the MassPike for commuters to the south of 
Framingham. As much as 50% of traffic entering 
downtown Framingham from the east, west, and 
south heads towards Route 9 or the MassPike. 
Congestion in the corridor keeps public buses 
chronically off schedule.  Lengthy gate closings 
at the rail crossing at the intersection of Routes 
126 and 135 disrupt traffic flow.  In keeping 
with the inter-municipal agreement between 
Worcester, Framingham, and Ashland, commuter 
rail expansion to Worcester can not move forward 
without mitigating impacts at at-grade crossings. 

The MPO discussed moving this project 
into an earlier time frame but due to 
project design issues decided to keep it in 
the 2021-2030 time frame. 

A Framingham task force and its consultants have 
been developing mitigation plans for reducing 
congestion when train service increases. Further 
delays to the project will require redoing planning 
work and data collection.

Terry Fancher Executive 
Director, South 
Shore Tri-Town 
Development 
Corporation

SSTTDC believes the redevelopment of the South 
Weymouth Naval Air Station should be a high 
priority. The project is an important economic 
and environmental priority for the South Shore. 
The Commonwealth awarded a 2006 Smart 
Growth Award for the planning of SouthField, 
an environmentally sensitive mixed-use 
community zoned for 2,855 residential units and 
2 million square feet of commercial space. The 
redevelopment is projected to create 3,000 new 
permanent jobs at the former base and 2,000 
new jobs in the region. 

The South Weymouth Naval Air Station 
Access Improvements and the Route 
18 Capacity Improvements are included 
in the Plan. The funding in the Plan 
for Route 18 has been increased to 
$24,000,000.

The widening of Route 18 and the East-West 
Parkway connector (connecting Route 3 to 
Route 18 and the South Weymouth commuter 
rail station) are necessary for the successful 
redevelopment of the base. Redevelopment 
cannot legally proceed beyond the initial partial-
development phase (500 residential units and 
150,000 square feet of commercial space) 
without these two projects. The project’s DEIR 
certificate and community agreements make 
construction of the Parkway a requirement to go 
beyond the first full phase of development (1,000 
residential units).  A commitment of funding from 
the Commonwealth is necessary to keep the 
redevelopment from stalling.

The MPO has committed to include 
only the federal and state funds 
earmarked for the South Weymouth 
Naval Air Station Access Improvements 
in the recommended Plan. A total of 
$45,000,000 for the project has been 
indicated in the footnote in Table 13-3, 
with the remaining funds to be provided 
by non-MPO revenues, including funds 
from the state, local entities, and the 
developer.
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SSTTRDC is concerned that both project’s 
costs are under-estimated in the draft Plan. 
The South Weymouth Naval Air Station Access 
Improvements project is programmed too 
late in the Plan to enable the redevelopment.  
The footnote to this project, on Table 13-3, 
is incorrect, as the SSTTRDC and developer, 
though committed to contribute to the cost of the 
Parkway, have not agreed on specific financial 
arrangements.

SSTTRDC requests that Table 13-3 be amended 
as follows: 1) increase the current cost of the 
South Weymouth Naval Air Station Access 
Improvements from $23 million to $45 million 
and move the project from the 2011-2020 time 
frame into the 2007-2010 time frame; 2) increase 
the current cost of the Route 18 Capacity 
Improvements from $14 million to $24 million 
and keep the project in the 2007-2010 time 
frame; and 3) remove footnote #3 or amend it 
to read: “The total project cost of $45 million will 
be funded through a combination of federal and 
state funds currently earmarked for the project 
and other funds to be secured by local and 
developer contributions.”

Thomas J. 
Kinton, Jr.

CEO and 
Executive Director, 
Massport

Massport requests that the grade separation of 
the Silver Line under D Street in South Boston (T 
Under D project) be added to the 2011-2020 time 
frame of the Plan. The burgeoning development in 
the Waterfront District and the potential addition 
of millions of square feet of new residential and 
commercial development over the next decade 
will bring additional traffic to the district. All four 
lines of Silver Line traverse D Street – the only 
north-south connector in the district – and there 
is limited queuing space between the seven 
intersections between Northern Avenue and 
Fargo Street. Increased traffic could produce 
congestion on surface streets and the transit and 
highway systems. Gridlock on surface streets 
could close down the Silver Line, block access to 
I-90, and affect the I-90 mainline.

The MPO discussed including this project 
in the recommended Plan but decided 
against it at this time. It will be considered 
during the next amendment of the Plan, 
anticipated to begin within the current 
federal fiscal year.

The South Boston Transportation Summit, 
sponsored by EOEA in 2000, recommended the 
grade separation of the Silver Line under D Street.  
Massport performed a preliminary assessment of 
the project (project summary and map enclosed). 
There is interest among Massport, City of Boston, 
BCEC, A Better City, and MBTA in pursuing an 
earmark or SEMAC funding for the project.

Michelle 
Ciccolo

Assistant 
Administrator, 
Town of Hudson

Requests that the MPO use the state’s 
designated environmental justice neighborhoods 
for its EJ zones to promote consistency and 
fairness across the board. Hudson has an EJ 
neighborhood, and several TIP projects are either 
in this zone or adjacent to it. The rating for the 
Route 85/Washington Street project should be 
updated to reflect that the project area is in an 
environmental justice zone. 

This comment will be considered as part 
of the MPO’s Regional Equity Program 
and in the development of the next Plan.
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Ed Bates The draft Plan explains well the work that will 
be done or is planned for 2030, but is lacking 
in addressing the overall needs and deficiencies 
that will exist in 2030.  The Plan should estimate 
the shortfall in funding and discuss options for 
solving the shortfall.  There is no discussion of 
increasing Chapter 90 funds.  The Plan does 
not address the need for expanded parking at 
transit stops.  The Urban Ring will generate a 
number of new intermodal transit projects that will 
dramatically increase transit ridership. Regarding 
the MPO structure, he states that the MPO is 
non-representative of local elected officials and 
implies that the state’s votes should not so greatly 
outweigh MAPC’s vote.

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
As noted in Chapter 6, the MPO is 
committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region in 
conjunction with the MBTA’s Program for 
Mass Transportation. The MPO’s structure 
was developed through a Memorandum 
of Understanding developed by the MPO 
in 2001.

Mary E. Grant State 
Representative, 
Sixth Essex 
District, Beverly

Providing adequate parking for the Beverly Depot 
commuter rail station is of primary importance. 
The station is highly used, including by riders 
from other communities, and a garage is needed. 
Fares are a concern. The threshold is being 
reached where driving makes more economic 
sense than taking the train. To encourage more 
ridership, off-peak services must be increased. 
Light rail vehicles should be considered. 
Preserving a right-of-way for a North-South rail 
link is a priority. This project would enhance 
transportation options in the Northeast, allow for 
convenient and efficient service along the entire 
East Coast, and resolve the growing constraints 
at North and South stations.

As noted in Chapter 6, the MPO is 
committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region in 
conjunction with the MBTA’s Program 
for Mass Transportation. The North-
South Rail Link is included in the MPO’s 
Universe of Projects list but not in the 
recommended Plan. Service improvement 
comments will be forwarded to the 
MBTA’s Service Planning Department. 
They will also be forwarded to the MBTA 
for consideration in the Program for Mass 
Transportation.
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Virginia 
McIntyre

Chair, Board of 
Selectmen, Town 
of Concord

The Town of Concord urges the MPO to maintain 
the funding and construction schedule for the 
Route 2 Crosby’s Corner project and program the 
project for 2009-2011, rather than, as it is listed 
in the Plan, in the 2011-2020 time frame. Route 
2 is a major regional transportation corridor. 
Recent serious accidents and a fatality on Route 
2 in Concord highlight the need for long-term 
solutions in the corridor. Traffic is projected to 
increase in the area, and projects along Route 
128 will make the area more congested and 
dangerous. Funding for Crosby’s Corner has 
been shifted from 2004 to 2009 and should not 
be further delayed. Due to escalating construction 
costs, any further delay will put this project in 
jeopardy. The project has been a top priority 
of the Route 2 Corridor Advisory Committee. 
The 25% design was complete in 2003, and 
the 75% design will be complete in early 2007.  
MassHighway has the project scheduled for 
bidding in 2008.

The Plan includes $12.45 million of 
funding for the Route 2 Crosby’s 
Corner project in the 2007-2010 time 
frame, corresponding to the amount 
currently programed in the 2007-2010 
Transportation Improvement Program. 
The remaining funding is programmed 
in the 2011-2020 time frame, indicating 
completion of the project in that time 
frame.

Sarah Cannon-
Holden

Chair, Board of 
Selectmen, Town 
of Lincoln

The Town of Lincoln urges the MPO to maintain 
the funding and construction schedule for the 
Route 2 Crosby’s Corner project and program the 
project for 2009-2011, rather than, as it is listed in 
the Plan, in the 2011-2020 time frame. Each year 
the number and intensity of accidents increase in 
the area. A recent fatality on Route 2 in Concord 
and two recent high-profile accidents at Crosby’s 
Corner have raised the stakes for long-term 
solutions in the corridor.  Traffic is projected to 
increase in the area, and projects along Route 
128 will make the area more congested and 
dangerous. Funding for Crosby’s Corner has been 
shifted from 2004 to 2009 and should not be 
further delayed.  Due to escalating construction 
costs, any further delay will put this project in 
jeopardy. The project has been a top priority 
of the Route 2 Corridor Advisory Committee.  
The 25% design was complete in 2003, and 
the 75% design will be complete in early 2007.  
MassHighway has the project scheduled for 
bidding in 2008.

The Plan includes $12.45 million of 
funding for the Route 2 Crosby’s 
Corner project in the 2007-2010 time 
frame, corresponding to the amount 
currently programed in the 2007-2010 
Transportation Improvement Program. 
The remaining funding is programmed 
in the 2011-2020 time frame, indicating 
completion of the project in that time 
frame.

In addition to traffic and safety concerns, many 
Lincoln and Concord residents are held in limbo 
regarding the impact on their homes and property 
as right-of-way issues are debated.  Further 
delays will adversely impact their lives.  Delays 
will also have a significant impact on the recent 
approval of the New England Deaconess project 
at Crosby’s Corner.  (Service roads are part of the 
proposal for this 197-unit senior living project.) 
Safety will be an issue with the prolonged use of 
the existing roadway as a temporary entrance. 
Further delay will also impact Battle Road, a 
Scenic Byway which is already experiencing 
increasing pressure from Crosby’s Corner traffic.
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Richard Canale Chair, Minuteman 
Advisory Group 
on Interlocal  
Coordination

It is important to provide public transportation 
and supportive feeder service from the densely 
populated urban core to suburban jobs given 
the increase in job opportunities in the MAGIC 
subregion. Reducing congestion by offering 
more commuter rail parking contributes to 
the region’s attractiveness as a locus for 
economic development and enables Boston-
bound commuters increased access to shared 
transportation opportunities. This perspective 
should be included in the environmental justice 
discussion and analysis.  MAGIC wishes to see 
increasing opportunities for transit, paratransit, 
and other alternatives to single-occupant-vehicle 
travel, including transit and commuter rail parking, 
commuter rail frequency improvements, park 
& ride or park & drive, shuttles, and expanded 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

As noted in Chapter 6, the MPO is 
committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region in 
conjunction with the MBTA’s Program 
for Mass Transportation. The MPO 
provides funding for a suburban mobility 
program to address transportation needs 
in areas that are currently not served or 
underserved by transit.  As discussed in 
Chapter 13, the MPO is committed to the 
continued funding of this program in the 
region.

MAGIC supports the four major projects listed in 
the draft Plan for this subregion. It supports the 
decision to separate the Route 85 improvements 
from the I-495 Connector/Interchange project. 
Safety, bicycle and pedestrian mobility, and 
congestion issues on Route 85 warrant 
immediate attention, especially in light of 
private funding opportunities. The Concord 
Rotary and Route 2/Crosby’s Corner projects 
are the most significant of safety and mobility 
projects. Crosby’s Corner should be moved 
forward to the 2009-2011 time frame. Supports 
Middlesex Turnpike project as it is part of a 
plan that will facilitate economic development 
and incorporates mixed-use. Supports adding 
the Red Line extension to Route 128/I-95. The 
Fitchburg commuter rail project would include 
improvements in MAGIC communities. The 
improvements, new MBTA parking in the Route 2/
I-495 area, and a Red Line extension would ease 
traffic congestion along Route 2 and into Boston.

The four projects are included in the Plan. 
The Red Line Extension to Route 128 and 
a new station in the Route 2/I-495 area 
are in the Universe of Projects but not 
included as a recommended project in 
the Plan. The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of the 
Plan. The MPO will review these forecasts 
and will make appropriate changes 
during the next amendment of the Plan, 
anticipated to begin within the current 
federal fiscal year. 

Commends MPO for using “Smart Growth 
Plus” in its model runs and in the Plan.  An 
additional model run, in the near future, using the 
MetroFuture scenario would be informative. The 
projected future State transportation funding is 
insufficient to meet maintenance and operation 
needs of the current infrastructure. The proposed 
allocation for increasing highway capacity is 
too much. More emphasis should be placed on 
transit and on suburban, bicycle, and pedestrian 
mobility.

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
70% of the funding in this Plan is spent on 
maintenance and safety projects. Many 
of the expansion and major infrastructure 
projects listed in the Plan include 
maintenance and safety improvements. 
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Karen Wepsic Jamaica Plain  
resident

Suggests an origin to destination study that looks 
at whether people are making longer commutes 
to the inner core or driving more, whether the 
number of cars per household is increasing, 
whether there are increases in the amount of 
land being paved, and what can be done to 
slow these trends. The study should go beyond 
2030.  Objects to the use of the word “need” in 
the Plan as she believes that transportation is 
not a basic need for most people (only disabled 
and elderly), and that people make choices about 
whether to live close to or far away from their 
work and activities. It is not the responsibility of 
the government to support long-distance travel 
choices.

This comment will be considered as part 
of the Unified Planning Work Program 
process and forwarded to the MBTA’s 
Service Planning Department, which 
continuously reviews bus routings and 
determines changes based on demands 
and ridership data. It will also be 
forwarded to the MBTA for development 
of the Program for Mass Transportation.

Recommends the following changes/clarifications 
to the Plan: Page 2-9: Table 2-4 should include 
weekend boardings by mode. Page 3-2: MPO 
should have an environmental justice committee. 
Page 3-8: Questioned whether private shuttles 
are included in the term “private express-bus 
carriers.” Page 3-9: Weekend travel should be 
included in 2030 forecasts. Page 4-2: MPO 
should focus on improving current transportation 
system and suggest projects, not wait for a 
proponent. Page 4-4: Quality of transportation, 
not just mobility, should be included in judging 
equity. Benefits and burdens to environmental 
justice areas should be examined. Burdens 
should be catalogued and if unequally shared, 
the burdens should be addressed with 
mitigation or new project’s burdens should go to 
neighborhoods not previously impacted. Page 
4-11: Objects to use of the word “need.” (See 
above.)

The use of the word “need” will be 
considered in the development of the 
next Plan. The MPO will take your 
suggestion of weekend boardings under 
consideration in the development of the 
next Plan since automated fare collection 
will make this data more readily available. 
The EJ committee, EJ outreach, and 
quality-of-transportation comments 
and changes to the EJ analysis will be 
considered as part of the MPO’s Regional 
Equity Program and in the development 
of the next Plan. The MPO’s travel 
demand model is representative of an 
average spring weekday and does not 
include weekend travel. 

Page 5-2: Text regarding the MPO’s goal to meet 
customer expectations is a poor choice of words. 
MPO should not be in business of meeting 
customer expectations. Page 5-8: The term 
“bus transfer station” makes bus stations appear 
to have no significant importance in their own 
right. Bus stations should have amenities. Page 
6-1: The primary goal should be to make public 
transportation reliable, not only more reliable. 
Examples should be given to support the text that 
reads, “consider how an improvement in a single 
mode can make the entire system work better.” It 
should also be considered that improvement in a 
single mode could make the system work more 
poorly. Page 6-3: The MPO states it supports 
alternatives to single-occupant vehicles, but it is 
not willing to flex highway funds to transit. Page 
6-5: Quoting the percentage of job increase is 
misleading. Should look at jobs per unit area 
and define suburbs. Little in this document will 
counter the trend to have continual increase in 
VMT.

All comments on text changes will be 
considered in the development of the 
next Plan. This comment will also be 
forwarded to the MBTA for use in the 
development of the Program for Mass 
Transportation. During the development 
of this Plan, there  was no flexing of funds 
from one mode to another. The MPO 
is not opposed to the policy of flexing 
funds. However, given the funding levels 
for this Plan, the present allocation of 
funding is appropriate given the current 
financial conditions. Flexing of funds will 
be considered in the future.
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Page 6-7: Need more detailed information on 
how the MBTA will monitor bus operations using 
GPS. Contrary to the text, kiosks on Washington 
Street offer no information about Silver Line 
arrivals. Page 6-14: Should have a more detailed 
listing of parking facilities, including analysis of 
lots that fill up early and at the end of peak, and 
lots that do not fill. Page 6-17: Include figures 
for people age 65+. Page 7-4: Incidences of 
pedestrian injury should be studied to correct 
unsafe intersections and conditions. Page 8-2: 
Should read auto, bus, and bus rapid transit. 
The importance of BRT is overemphasized in 
the text. Page 9-1: The MPO should establish 
an environmental justice committee to identify 
transportation priorities for communities of 
concern. Page 9-7: Environmental justice 
outreach went primarily to organizations. An EJ 
committee would identify more inclusive ways to 
seek input. Chapter 10: The MPO should develop 
a graph showing annual increases/decreases in 
road surface and parking areas in the region. This 
could be used to project future amount of paved 
space. 

The inclusion of more detailed information 
and additional figures and graphs will be 
considered in the development of the next 
Plan. The MPO will be conducting a study 
on the top-35 bicycle/pedestrian crash 
locations.

Page 10-6: The MPO should require that carbon 
dioxide emission levels be calculated for each 
project. Page 13-3: Text states that one basis 
of selection for projects is “MPO member’s 
personal knowledge of proposed projects.” 
Unless the MPO can show a broad representation 
(including environmental justice advocates) and a 
professional view, this basis for selection appears 
political. Page 13-5: The MPO emphasizes 
decreasing single-occupant-vehicle travel, but 
does not flex highway funds to transit. Page 13-7: 
The rationale for the Russia Wharf project should 
be included. Regarding SIP projects: the Route 
39 bus on the Arborway has resulted in a serious 
decline in ridership with no increase in ridership 
on the Orange Line, and the substitution of 1,000 
new parking spaces project has no environmental 
justice component and does not identify the 
location of the new spaces. The environmental 
justice analysis is unclear.

The calculation of carbon dioxide 
emissions will be considered in the 
development of the next Plan. The text 
on page 13-3 has been revised. Russia 
Wharf is a SIP commitment of the Central 
Artery project and must be included in 
the Plan. The current SIP commitments 
are included in this Plan. When revisions 
to these SIP commitments are finalized 
by EPA and DEP, the MPO will amend 
the Plan to include any changes to the 
commitments. See the description of SIP 
projects in Chapter 13.
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Page 14-8: Environmental justice benefits of 
the Silver Line Phase III are over-emphasized. 
Adding another route from Dudley to downtown 
creates a dilemma for riders trying to determine 
how best to get downtown. The amount of 
investment required for the Urban Ring 2 project 
is not justified when other maintenance projects 
would better serve the transit infrastructure. 
Page C-15: Questions the air quality rating given 
the decrease in ridership on the Route #39 
bus route. The rating given to the Urban Ring 2 
project is questionable given that a full analysis 
of cost-effectiveness and service quality has 
not been done. Does not believe this will be an 
environmental justice project. Page D-4: It should 
be pointed out that the current Urban Ring buses, 
CT1, CT2, and CT3, do not run early in the 
morning, late at night, or on weekends. Page D-
8: There is no longer Inner Harbor commuter boat 
service from Lovejoy Wharf.

The EJ results indicate that these projects 
will improve accessibility and mobility for 
environmental justice areas.  The MBTA is 
in the process of updating its Program for 
Mass Transportation. The AQ ratings can 
be reviewed as part of that process. The 
Inner Harbor service from Lovejoy Wharf 
has been corrected.

Sherry Alpert Canton resident The I-95/I-93/Route 128 interchange project 
must be a high priority. Regarding the Route 95 
Westwood-Attleboro Corridor Study, adding a 
diamond interchange at Exit 10-Coney Street 
is critical to keep traffic from jamming Exit 11A-
Norwood to access Route 1.

The I-95/I-93/128 project is included in 
the Plan. The second comment will be 
forwarded to the Study Advisory Group.

Unidentified Supports development of bicycle trails in any part 
of the state.

The Plan references the MPO’s continuing 
commitment to bicyclist and pedestrian 
programs.

Rhoda B. 
Kanet

Hull resident Two extremely dangerous intersections need 
to be addressed: Route 3 South/Route 30 and 
Route 128 North/Route 30. Vehicles on Route 
3 heading toward the Washington Street exit in 
Braintree must cross two lanes of traffic and then 
cross a major line of incoming traffic from Route 
128 South. Vehicles exiting Route 128 North onto 
Route 30 must cross high-speed traffic exiting 
Route 90 onto 95. There is about one block for 
traffic exiting 128 to cross traffic exiting 90.

The MPO conducted a study at the 
I-93/Route 3 interchange (Braintree 
Split) and in the surrounding area. The 
recommendations from this study are 
included in the recommended Plan to 
improve traffic operations in this area. 

Increased water transportation is needed to and 
from Hull DCR Beach on weekends, daytime and 
evening. Now there is no water transportation on 
weekends and limited bus service. Tourists can 
only reach Hull beaches by car, which is highly 
polluting. Trolley service is needed between the 
new train and boat for commuters to minimize the 
use of vehicles. There needs to be one bus trip 
between Hull and Quincy.

The MBTA is in the process of updating 
its Program for Mass Transportation; 
this comment will be forwarded for 
PMT consideration as well as to the the 
MBTA Service Planning Department, 
which continuously reviews routings 
and determines changes based on 
needs and ridership data. The MPO also 
provides funding for a suburban mobility 
program to address transportation needs 
in areas that are currently not served or 
underserved by transit. The Town of Hull 
can apply for funding under this program 
for trolley service in this area.
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Alex Pirie Somerville 
resident

Supports Green Line extension to Medford 
Hillside and spur to Union Square, Orange Line 
station at Assembly Square, and redesign of 
the I-93/Route 28 interchange.  Urges the MPO 
to encourage the passage of a state bond bill 
with transit project funding as soon as possible.  
The MPO should use its data on population, 
travel intensity, and air pollution to reveal and 
more aggressively suggest mitigation for local 
disparities in environmental exposures that cause 
serious health effects. He notes that Somerville 
bears the burden of several heavily used rail and 
transit lines, bus routes, and MBTA storage/repair 
facilities that contribute to air pollution in East 
Somerville. Also concerned that the MBTA uses 
toxic herbicides on rail lines. Somerville bears 
these environmental burdens so the MBTA can 
provide transit services to other communities.

The Green Line extension to Ball Square 
and the Orange Line station at Assembly 
Square are included in the Plan. This 
comment will be considered as part 
of the Unified Planning Work Program 
process, which considers studies to be 
done by the MPO. The MPO is currently 
developing a work scope to study 
population densities in relation to carbon 
monoxide emissions.

Erika Tarlin Somerville 
resident

Supports the Green Line extension to Union 
Square and Medford, Orange Line station 
at Assembly Square, and improvements to 
the Orange Line Sullivan Square station. The 
Winter Hill area of Somerville is under-served by 
public transportation.  There is no north-south 
transportation in Somerville, and east-west buses 
have limited service in the evening. Better transit 
in this area would alleviate road congestion 
and bring economic growth to neighborhoods. 
Supports adding a bicycle path to downtown.  

The extension of the Green Line to Ball 
Square is included in the Plan. When 
the SIP commitments are finalized by 
EPA and DEP, the MPO will amend 
the Plan to include any changes to the 
commitments. The Orange Line station at 
Assembly Square is included in the Plan. 
Funding for the Somerville Community 
Bike Path is included in the MPO’s 2007 
Transportation Improvement Program. 
This comment will also be forwarded to 
the MBTA Service Planning Department.

Gino Carlucci Chair, SouthWest 
Advisory Planning 
Committee

SWAP communities are concerned about the 
financing of transportation projects and that the 
Plan may include unrealistic assumptions. The 
proportion of total transportation funds available 
for expansion or major infrastructure projects 
may be lower than stated in the Plan due to 
maintenance needs of existing roadways. SWAP 
is concerned about the inequitable allocations 
of funds, as none of the expansion or major 
infrastructure projects are located within SWAP 
communities. Also concerned that TIP projects 
might not be funded due to constraints posed 
by funding expansion or major infrastructure 
projects. 

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
In addition to projects that add capacity 
to the system, the Plan lists projects 
that cost over $25 million. Many of 
these projects address the existing 
maintenance needs and safety issues of 
the transportation system.
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SWAP would like its priority projects to move 
ahead in the TIP: Bellingham—Pulaski Blvd.; 
Foxborough, Norfolk, Wrentham—Route 115, 
Pond/Pine Street; Holliston—Norfolk Street; 
Medway—Route 109; Milford—Upper Charles 
Trail, Phase 2; Franklin—Lincoln and Main Street; 
Milford—Veterans Memorial Drive/Alternate 
Route; Wrentham—Route 1A/I-495 Slip Ramps; 
and Holliston—Upper Charles Trail.  Most of 
these projects do not fit the expansion or major 
infrastructure definitions, but SWAP would like 
clarification regarding the Wrentham—Route 
1A/I-495 Slip Ramps and the Milford—Veterans 
Memorial Drive/Alternate Route projects.

The MPO is in the process of developing 
its 2008-2011 TIP. All of the listed projects 
will be included in the Universe of Projects 
list for consideration in the TIP. The Route 
1A/I-495 slip ramp will only have to be 
included in the Plan if it adds capacity. 
It does not have to be included if it is 
only an interchange reconfiguration. The 
Milford Alternate Route project would 
have to be included because it adds a 
new road connection.

The MPO should commit to providing significant 
funding for programs such as suburban mobility, 
bicycle and pedestrian efforts, and an expansion 
of its commitment to ride-share/park-and-
ride. To fund these projects, the MPO should 
consider removing or delaying some projects 
currently in the Plan. Route 3 Add-a-Lane 
project, for instance, should be put on hold 
until impacts of Greenbush commuter rail line 
can be determined. Use of private buses, TMA 
shuttles, and carpooling, supported by park-and-
ride/rideshare facilities, should be supported. 
Safety issues should be addressed in the short 
term by establishing breakdown pull-offs and by 
reconstruction of some off- and on-ramps. 

The MPO discussed a minimum level of 
funding for the programs you listed but 
decided not to include it at this time. 
As stated in Chapter 13, the MPO is 
committed to continued funding of these 
programs. The MPO discussed the Route 
3 project and thinks it should be included 
in the Plan because analysis shows that 
congestion on the road is severe now and 
will increase significantly in the future.

The Plan should include a system-wide 
commitment to park-and-ride and ride-share 
lots as an inexpensive means of promoting 
alternatives to single-occupant-vehicle use.  
Collectively, these facility projects could be a 
major infrastructure project. A park-and-ride/ride-
share facility should be included in the design of 
the I-290/Route 85/I-495 interchange project.

As noted in Chapter 6, the MPO is 
committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region in 
conjunction with the MBTA’s Program for 
Mass Transportation. 

Additional transit should be planned for the 
region, particularly for those areas not currently 
served.  The communities of SWAP have no 
bus service. If transit is not improved, additional 
communities are likely to join other RTAs to obtain 
bus service, further increasing costs for other 
MBTA communities.

The MPO provides funding for a 
suburban mobility program to address 
transportation needs in areas that are 
currently not served or underserved by 
transit.  As discussed in Chapter 13, 
the MPO is committed to the continued 
funding of this program in the region.



A-44 JOURNEY to 2030

Name Affiliation Comment MPO Action

Brian Watson Chair, North Shore 
Task Force

NSTF registered its disappointment with the 
title of the Plan, stating that “JOURNEY to 
2030” suggests an ambitious, long-range vision 
but the title is not supported by the projects 
included.  NSTF would like a greater emphasis 
on non-automotive approaches to transportation 
problems. It is disappointed that flex funding 
across transit and highway projects is not being 
considered to support North Shore projects. 
Given funding constraints, the MPO should plan 
more comprehensively and should forcefully 
discuss and identify need for additional funding 
and possible sources. NSTF agrees with the 
Fix-It-First policy and feels it is time to focus on 
maintaining and improving existing transit and 
highway systems. It supports the fulfillment of all 
SIP commitments.

The transit projects included in the Plan 
are those currently in the design or study 
phase by the MBTA and/or the Executive 
Office of Transportation. 

NSTF is pleased that the MPO has incorporated 
Smart Growth land use practices in planning 
efforts. It recognizes the MPO’s adoption of the 
MetroFuture Smart Growth Plus land use scenario 
and states that consistency with MetroFuture 
can help the region incorporate development 
practices that will translate into better use of 
limited infrastructure dollars, higher quality of life, 
and economic competitiveness.

During the development of this Plan, there  
was no flexing of funds from one mode to 
another. The MPO is not opposed to the 
policy of flexing funds. However, given the 
funding levels for this Plan, the present 
allocation of funding is appropriate given 
the current financial conditions. Flexing of 
funds will be considered in the future.

Supports the following transit projects:  Blue 
Line to Lynn; Urban Ring, Phase 2 (connecting 
the project to existing North Shore bus routes or 
creating routes where they do not exist); adding 
100 new buses to existing routes; adding 1,000 
new park & ride spaces; and ferry expansion 
to Russia Wharf/South Station (several North 
Shore communities have explored ferry service to 
Boston).

The SIP commitments are included in 
the Plan. The Smart Growth land use 
will continued to be used until the MPO 
adopts a new land use. 

Supports the following highway projects:  Route 
128 safety improvements and addition of travel 
lanes between Beverly and Peabody; Route 
1/Route 114 Corridor Improvements; Salem 
– Bridge Street (widening Washington Street from 
Flint Street to the Washington Street Rotary); and 
Salem – Boston Street (widening to three lanes 
between Route 107 and Peabody line). Regarding 
the Boston Street project, the city is working 
with a consultant to explore how road/lane 
changes on Main Street could improve pedestrian 
experience and economic success of downtown 
Peabody. Initial recommendations have been 
developed.

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of the 
Plan. The MPO will review these forecasts 
and will make appropriate changes 
during the next amendment of the Plan, 
anticipated to begin within the current 
federal fiscal year. All of the listed projects 
are included in the Plan.
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John D. 
Keenan

State 
Representative, 
7th Essex District, 
Salem

Supports new MBTA commuter rail parking 
garage and platform in Salem. Commuter rail 
is critical to Salem, which lacks direct highway 
access, and a key commuting option for 
thousands of residents. Existing parking facilities 
are insufficient to meet demand. The station 
lot fills by 7:30 AM, and overflow parking on 
city streets creates safety and traffic hazards. 
Revival of downtown is occurring with completion 
of major bypass road project, a redesigned 
intersection at the heart of downtown, and a 
new courthouse complex forthcoming. Safe and 
accessible public transit is required. 

This project is included in the universe 
list of parking projects. There is some 
design work completed with a federal 
earmark associated with this project. It 
will be considered as one of the locations 
for the 1000-space park-and-ride SIP 
commitment projects. 

John K. 
Hendrickson, 

P.E.

Vice President, 
Fay, Spofford & 
Thorndike, LLC, 
and North Shore 
Representative, 
East Coast 
Greenway

The North Suburban Bike Paths in Wakefield and 
Lynnfield will eventually connect to the Border 
to Boston Trail via Peabody. This connection 
should be shown in the Plan to emphasize that 
this is a regional trail system, not an isolated trail.  
The East Coast Greenway is the most important 
regional trail in Massachusetts and should be 
included in the Plan with a map of the 3,000-mile 
route from Maine to Florida and the routes used 
by the East Coast Greenway outlined.

The MPO funded a Regional Bicycle Plan, 
recently completed by the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council. As part of that 
plan, this bike project has been listed as 
a long-term priority. The communities 
have obtained funding to conduct a 
recreational trail feasibility study. Once 
more information is available, this 
project can be included in the Universe 
of Projects list for the TIP. It does not 
specifically have to be included in the Plan 
before it is eligible for funding.

Edward Starr Chair, Arlington 
Transportation 
Advisory 
Committee

The Transportation Advisory Committee is 
interested in seeing a reduction in the number 
of people who drive to work (67% of Arlington’s 
workforce).  It supports the Green Line extension 
from Lechmere to Medford. In order for Arlington 
residents to use this line, the terminus must be 
extended to the Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 16) 
and Boston Avenue. This location is preferable 
to the Medford Hillside terminus as it can be 
accessed by bus, walking, and bicycling, which 
is important because there is no parking at 
either location. Supports the suggestion of the 
Medford Green Line Neighborhood Alliance to put 
a station near the Mystic Valley Parkway (Route 
16) between Boston Avenue and the Wild Oats 
grocery store.

The extension of the Green Line to Ball 
Square is included in the Plan. When the 
SIP commitments are finalized by EPA 
and DEP, the MPO will amend the Plan to 
include any changes to the commitments. 
This comment will be forwarded to 
the MBTA and the Executive Office 
of Transportation, which are currently 
developing an environmental impact 
report for the Green Line extension that 
will consider station locations.

Lisa E. Lepore, 
P.E.

Chair, Inner Core 
Committee

The ICC is concerned about the financial 
feasibility of the draft Plan and questions whether 
the funding split between maintenance and new 
projects is realistic. It suggests an elaboration on 
the Plan’s assumption that past funding trends 
will not hold true in the future. The Transportation 
Finance Commission report should inform 
the Plan. The MPO should commit to funding 
alternative transportation, including bicycle and 
pedestrian programs and TDM. ICC is concerned 
that there are no transit projects after 2020. ICC 
is pleased to see a reference to the connection 
between land use and transportation, and the 
impact of land use on congestion, but it is 
concerned that projects are the same as in last 
Plan. The Plan is unclear about how land use and 
economic development visions and policies have 
influenced projects listed in Plan. 

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
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A plan to move freight more efficiently is lacking. 
Two key issues should be addressed: 1) the 
region is likely to lose existing capacity to move 
freight by rail, and 2) the Plan precludes the 
expansion of capacity to move freight by rail. It is 
likely the Harvard University-owned rail terminus 
in Allston will be converted to “higher use” 
and freight will have to be trucked into region 
from west. The vulnerability of this piece of rail 
system should be addressed in Plan. The Plan 
should have a policy of preserving existing rail 
capacity and should discuss EOT’s proposed 
Harvard-funded study of this area. The Plan 
does not discuss importance of double-stacking 
and need to ensure bridges meet minimum 
vertical clearances for double-stacking. Air rights 
projects along Mass. Turnpike could preclude 
double-stacking.  State policy should state that 
any development over freight lines must meet 
elevation requirements for double-stacking, and 
this policy should be reflected in the Plan.

In addition to projects that add capacity 
to the system, the Plan lists projects 
that cost over $25 million. Many of 
these projects address the existing 
maintenance needs and safety issues 
of the transportation system. The transit 
projects included in the Plan are those 
currently in the design or study phase by 
the MBTA and/or the Executive Office of 
Transportation.  

Plan should include an explanation of rating 
factors in Appendix C and a summary of what 
ratings mean for each project. The 2004 Plan 
projects table should indicate which ones are 
not recommended in this Plan and include an 
explanation of changes. MPO should continue to 
expand its environmental justice indicators, such 
as transportation spending in EJ communities 
and evaluation of impact. MPO and communities 
should work together to ensure beneficial projects 
move forward while minimizing displacement. 
The land use and regional equity policies should 
reflect this. Revise the first sentence of land use 
vision to read, “Multi-modal transportation will 
serve business, civic and residential centers.” 
Under Environment Policies, first bullet should 
refer to walking and bicycle infrastructure as 
means to reduce auto reliance.

As stated in Chapter 13, the MPO is 
committed to continued funding of bicycle 
and pedestrian projects. The MPO is in 
the process of completing a freight study 
for the region. This study will inform the 
MPO on its next steps to address future 
freight needs (projects or future studies 
required). This information can then be 
incorporated in the development of the 
next Plan and other studies conducted 
by the MPO. As discussed in Chapter 13, 
the MPO is committed to the funding of 
freight projects in the region. 

As discussed in Chapter 6, it is the state’s 
policy that new bridges over rail lines, 
and those scheduled for reconstruction, 
are built with a vertical clearance to 
accommodate double-stack rail cars. The 
EJ comment will be considered as part 
of the MPO’s Regional Equity Program 
and in the development of the next Plan. 
The policies and visions comments will be 
considered in the development of the next 
Plan.                                                         
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Chris Porter Chair, MassBike, 
Metro Boston 
Chapter

MassBike supports the continuation of the 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Programs, Regional Bike 
Parking Program, expansion of bicycle access 
on MBTA buses and additional bicycle parking at 
T stations, the Regional and Statewide Bicycle 
Plans, Walkable Community Workshops, and 
the Safe Routes to School Program. Suggests 
including in Chapter 5, page 11, a statement to 
the effect, “Consider maintenance commitments 
as a criterion for funding new bicycle and 
pedestrian trail projects.” MassBike supports 
constructing new bicycle and pedestrian projects, 
but believes it is important to have a mechanism 
for funding ongoing maintenance of projects. 
Suggests adding the italicized text to Chapter 6, 
page 15: “The MPO is committed to increasing 
the available parking capacity, including bicycle 
parking, at various commuter rail and transit 
stations throughout the region.”

The listed programs are all included in 
the Plan. Comments on text changes 
will be considered in the development of 
the next Plan. The MPO is in the process 
of finalizing a bike parking inventory at 
all commuter rail, rapid transit, and ferry 
lots and some express bus lots as part 
of its Mobility Management System.  The 
Transportation Plan references the MPO’s 
continuing commitment to bicyclist and 
pedestrian programs.

Recommends eliminating the Weymouth to 
Duxbury—Route 3 South Additional Lanes 
project and instead funding transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian improvements. The project would 
support urban sprawl and decrease ridership 
and fare revenue on the Greenbush commuter 
rail line. Projects that add significant highway 
capacity should be contingent on improved 
land use regulation to prevent sprawl. Beverly to 
Peabody—Route 128 Capacity Improvements 
will promote sprawl. Asks whether safety 
problems could be addressed without adding 
lane. Recommends that the Bedford, Burlington, 
Billerica—Middlesex Turnpike Improvements 
project not be funded unless it includes adequate 
bicycle accommodation (12-foot-wide or less 
travel lanes and 4-foot bike lane), at minimum 
complying with requirements in MassHighway’s 
Design Manual. Recommends giving a higher 
priority to the Woburn—New Boston Street 
Bridge project as it will provide a north-south 
bicycle route linkage.

The MPO discussed the Route 3 
Additional Lanes project, the Route 128 
Beverly to Peabody project, and the 
Middlesex Turnpike project and decided 
they should be included in the Plan. The 
MPO discussed moving the New Boston 
Street Bridge project into an earlier time 
frame and decided to keep it in the 2021-
2030 time frame. 

Edward King Vice President 
of Government 
and Community 
Affairs, Boston 
University

BU is concerned with the area at the nexus 
of the BU Bridge, Commonwealth Avenue, 
Carleton Street, and Mountfort Street in Boston 
and Brookline, and requests that the MPO 
acknowledge in the Plan the need to identify a 
multi-modal transportation strategy to improve 
mobility and safety for pedestrians and vehicles. 
The area has significant traffic congestion and 
safety problems, and it is the only area along the 
Charles River without public access. It is also 
relevant to Urban Ring planning.

This comment will be considered as part 
of the Unified Planning Work Program 
process, which considers studies to be 
done by the MPO. 



A-48 JOURNEY to 2030

Name Affiliation Comment MPO Action

Along with its comment, BU submitted its 
proposed “River Station concept” and requested 
a meeting with CTPS to discuss the proposal. 
BU’s vision includes: the creation of a new multi-
modal transportation hub (linking to Urban Ring 
BRTs, Green Line, and commuter rail); redesign 
of roadways; a new center for commercial, retail, 
academic, and research activity; development 
of air parcels to prevent University intrusion 
into nearby neighborhoods; restoration of a 
recreational connection to the Charles River; 
and aesthetic improvements to Commonwealth 
Avenue.

Joe Beckmann Somerville 
Transportation 
Equity 
Partnership/
Progressive 
Democrats of 
Somerville/Mystic 
View Task Force

Advises that, in the transition between 
administrations, agency managers know and fulfill 
their responsibilities to meet federal guidelines 
and requirements regarding funding and planning 
documentation for projects such as the Green 
Line Extension. The current bond bill funds the 
feasibility study, but this does not meet the federal 
requirement and exposes the state and EOT to 
judicial and political liabilities involving the health 
and welfare of thousands of citizens. Failure to 
meet specific terms endangers the larger project 
and jeopardizes the state’s liability and citizens’ 
health. Timely and adequate funding should be 
committed to meet federal requirements.

The extension of the Green Line to Ball 
Square is included in the Plan. When the 
SIP commitments are finalized by EPA 
and DEP, the MPO will amend the Plan to 
include any changes to the commitments. 

Robert W. 
Healy

City Manager, City 
of Cambridge

Congratulates the MPO’s commitment to build 
general-purpose lanes only when no other 
options exist. Will this requirement be retroactive 
for projects already permitted and not yet funded 
by the MPO? What policies will the MPO use 
to judge whether the transportation demand 
measures in the project are adequate? Please 
clarify that the policy on page 4-3 is about 
managing vehicle demand. The MPO should give 
details about how it will work with agencies and 
communities to develop a greater number of, 
and more effective, TDM programs. The MPO 
should set goals or specific measure for reducing 
transportation-related carbon dioxide, which is a 
major contributor to climate change. 

The policy comments will be considered 
in the development of the next Plan. 
TDM projects do not have to be listed in 
the Plan before being funded in the TIP. 
The MPO has a process for evaluating 
projects using the MPO policies for the 
selection of projects, including TDM 
projects, to be funded in the TIP.

The description of Transportation Enhancements 
(TE) does not acknowledge that many of these 
projects form a vital part of the transportation 
system by providing needed connections to 
transit and employment centers and help reduce 
demand for vehicle miles traveled. It also does 
not address that TE spending in the state still lags 
behind many others and that additional resources 
should be allocated toward encouraging and 
developing these projects.

Comments on text changes will be 
considered in the development of the 
next Plan. The MPO is in the process of 
finalizing a bike parking inventory at all 
commuter rail, rapid transit, and ferry lots 
and some express bus lots as part of its 
Mobility Management System. 
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The newly implemented Regional Bicycle Parking 
program is a good example of a creative way 
to promote bicycle mobility. The MBTA should 
have programs to provide bicycle parking at 
all facilities. Is the Regional Bicycle Plan being 
implemented through JOURNEY to 2030? If 
so, please provide details. The plan does not 
mention that state law requires all projects 
to accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Projects that do not have such facilities and 
do not specifically have a waiver should not be 
programmed by the MPO. The plan does not 
give any statistics on bicycle/pedestrian safety, 
nor does it discuss any efforts to improve safety 
for these modes with specific programs, trials, or 
research by the MPO or agencies in these areas.

The Regional Bicycle Plan, recently 
completed will be used by the MPO in 
its bicycle-planning work in the future. 
Bicycle projects can continue to be 
funded by the MPO in its Transportation 
Improvement Program in the future 
without specifically being listed in the 
MPO’s long-range transportation plan. 
The Transportation Plan references the 
MPO’s continuing commitment to bicyclist 
and pedestrian programs. Chapter 7 
discusses the Massachusetts Highway 
Department’s Design Guide, which states 
that the roadway system should safely 
accommodate all users. The inclusion 
of statistics on bike/ped safety will be 
considered in the development of the next 
Plan. The MPO will be conducting a study 
on the top-35 bicycle/pedestrian crash 
locations.

Is concerned that the costs of maintaining the 
existing transportation system will actually be 
higher than anticipated in the draft plan and that 
the split between maintenance and new projects 
should be re-considered. The Transportation 
Finance Commission’s study on the gap between 
the needs for maintenance and operation 
compared to funding should inform the plan. 
Would like to see a commitment to funding more 
fuel-efficient and non-motorized transportation 
programs. Is concerned that there are no transit 
projects discussed after 2020. Pleased to see the 
continual reference to the connection between 
land use and transportation. Concerned that 
there is not a clear connection between policies 
in the Plan and projects in the Plan, which are 
largely the same as in the last Plan. It is unclear 
how the land use and economic development 
visions and policies have influenced the projects 
listed in the Plan.

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
In addition to projects that add capacity 
to the system, the Plan lists projects 
that cost over $25 million. Many of 
these projects address the existing 
maintenance needs and safety issues 
of the transportation system. The transit 
projects included in the Plan are those 
currently in the design or study phase by 
the MBTA and/or the Executive Office of 
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Would like to see detail on how the overall 
scores of projects were used to decide whether 
to include a project or not. Concerned that the 
Route 3 South project is included prior to the 
Greenbush commuter rail line opening when 
the effects of the new line on vehicle travel are 
unknown. Happy to see the inclusion of Urban 
Ring 2 and Central Artery transit commitments 
but is concerned that no firm financing sources 
have been identified by the state for these 
projects.

Transportation. The land use policies 
were one of the six policy topics that were 
used in reviewing and rating the projects. 
The ratings are shown in Appendix C. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the ratings 
were one of a number of inputs used in 
the selection of projects, including travel 
model results, information from studies, 
and feedback from outreach. The MPO 
discussed the Route 3 Additional Lanes 
project and decided it should be included 
in the Plan because analysis shows tha 
congestion on the road is severe now and 
will increase significantly in the future. The 
Urban Ring and SIP projects are included 
in the Plan with a commitment for funding 
from the Commonwealth.                         

Roland J. 
Herbert

Deputy Director, 
Southeastern 
Regional Planning 
& Economic 
Development 
District

(Comment addressed to Barbara G. Lucas, 
MAPC) Route 24 should be designated an 
interstate highway. The Boston MPO Regional 
Transportation Plan should recommend that 
MassHighway conduct engineering, traffic, and 
environmental studies for the roadway to meet 
modern federal design standards. SRPEDD has 
endorsed making it an Interstate Highway since 
1993. The road serves as an interstate facility, 
connecting Rhode Island to I-195, I-495, and 
I-93 (Route 128). It is not as safe as it should be 
because it does not meet modern standards, 
and as an interstate it would have to be brought 
up to modern standards. There are inadequate 
acceleration/deceleration lanes, road and 
shoulder widths, and vertical clearance. There is 
sufficient justification for MassHighway to begin 
these studies. The cost of implementing the 
improvements (involving interchange upgrades, 
bridge reconstructions, drainage, signage, 
and right-of-way) was formerly estimated at 
$20,681,000 in the MAPC region and could be 
spread out over 12 years.  

The MPO discussed the process of 
designating Route 24 as an interstate 
highway. The MPO supports the request 
for MassHighway to conduct a study; 
however, it is not included in the Plan.
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Ann Burbine Chair, South 
Shore Coalition

Inclusion of the Braintree Split project in the Plan 
is an important step in resolving this regional 
bottleneck, though it is not clear that the 
improvements will completely solve the problem 
or that the proposed funding is adequate.  
 
The South Shore Coalition does not at this time 
support the Route 3 Widening, Weymouth to 
Duxbury, project and recommends it be replaced 
with other mobility and congestion-reduction 
programs in the area. It is extremely expensive, 
yet has the lowest overall ranking for Land Use 
and Economic Development impacts of any 
project in the Plan.  It will create environmental 
impacts (wetlands and watershed resources) 
and not generate air quality or congestion (no 
change indicated between build and no-build) 
improvements. Has the Route 3 North project 
resulted in improved safety, better levels of 
service, or reduced delays; or has the widening 
simply attracted more traffic?  Other strategies 
(cited) to improve mobility and reduce congestion 
should be evaluated and implemented before 
committing to a widening, which would be 
consistent with the MPO’s policies.  

The Braintree Split project is included 
in the Plan. The MPO discussed the 
Route 3 Additional Lanes project and 
decided it should be included in the 
Plan because analysis shows that 
congestion on the road is severe now 
and will increase significantly in the 
future. The funding for this Plan includes 
a projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion to 
$19 billion over the next 20 years. 

The fiscal constraints in the Plan may be 
unrealistic, considering recent spending and 
assumptions about future funding. The Coalition 
understands that the proportion of spending on 
new projects versus maintenance and operations 
projects is double, and this may be too optimistic. 
It is also concerned that the expansion and major 
infrastructure program in the Plan may be funded 
at the expense of numerous smaller projects 
normally funded through the TIP. Would also 
like to see more emphasis (perhaps using the 
$210 million not allocated to Route 3 South) on 
suburban mobility/transit, bicycle/pedestrian, and 
TDM programs; this would result in more mobility 
and less environmental impact. The Plan should 
commit to innovative suburban transit programs.  
 
The project rankings do not explain project 
selection; policies are not tied closely enough to 
criteria. The metrics and scoring are unclear and 
inconsistent. 

The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
In addition to projects that add capacity 
to the system, the Plan lists projects 
that cost over $25 million. Many of 
these projects address the existing 
maintenance needs and safety issues 
of the transportation system. The MPO 
discussed a minimum level of funding 
for the programs but decided not to 
include it at this time. As discussed in 
Chapter 13, the ratings were one of a 
number of inputs used in the selection of 
projects, including travel model results, 
information from studies, and feedback 
from outreach.
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Deborah Kuhn Director, Allston 
Special Projects, 
Harvard University

Harvard urges EOT to post an addendum with 
the 2030 Plan when adopted that acknowledges 
the MPO’s awareness of the following issues 
and commits the MPO to publish an updated 
demographic and economic trends analysis after 
public review and comment within the next six 
months: Certain population and employment 
centers assumed for various TAZs utilized in the 
development of the Plan are underestimated; 
the model does not adequately represent “non-
home-based” trips. Wants to ensure that the 
model accounts for the numerous transit trips 
taken on shuttles currently funded by various 
educational institutions within the study corridor. 
 
Requests that at least with regard to the Urban 
Ring project, EOT perform a sensitivity analysis 
of the effects on travel demand of a range of 
employment and population growth projections 
including those submitted by MASCO, Harvard, 
BU, and MAPC.

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of 
the Plan. The MPO will review these 
forecasts and will make appropriate 
changes during the next amendment 
of the Plan, anticipated to begin 
within the current federal fiscal year. 
The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion to 
$19 billion over the next 20 years. 

Is concerned that the Plan understates the 
transportation infrastructure needs of the region; 
specifically: turnpike repairs and/or relocation, 
and critical repairs to DCR infrastructure are not 
included in the Plan; the adequacy of funding for 
MBTA capital and operating requirements is not 
critically examined; and Phase 3 of the Urban 
Ring has been eliminated from the 23-year time 
frame covered by the Plan.  
 
Requests that the Plan be re-examined upon 
the conclusion of the MAPC MetroFuture effort 
to ensure that the plan for making transportation 
infrastructure improvements is in sync with the 
needs to achieve that vision.

The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
The transit projects included in the Plan 
are those currently in the design or study 
phase by the MBTA and/or the Executive 
Office of Transportation. 

Lawrence 
Paolella and 
Margaret A. 

Ryan

Somerville 
residents

Strongly recommends the incorporation of the 
Green Line extensions recommended in the 
substitution upon approval by EPA. Would like the 
MPO to urge that Massachusetts pass a bond 
bill with real transit project funding as soon as 
possible. The Orange Line station at Assembly 
Square deserves the MPO’s support. Would 
like the Community Path to be included with 
the Green Line extensions in the RTP as it will 
improve access for pedestrians and bicyclists to 
the Green Line stations. 

The extension of the Green Line to Ball 
Square is included in the Plan. When 
the SIP commitments are finalized by 
EPA and DEP, the MPO will amend 
the Plan to include any changes to the 
commitments. The Orange Line station at 
Assembly Square is included in the Plan. 
Funding for the Somerville Community 
Bike Path is included in the MPO’s 2007 
Transportation Improvement Program.
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Stephen 
Winslow

President, Bike to 
the Sea/Member, 
East Coast 
Greenway

Believes that the development of the plan is 
skewed away from walking and bicycling. There 
are regionally significant bicycle projects that 
should be discussed in this plan, including the MA 
Central Rail Trail, the Northern Strand Trail (aka 
Bike to the Sea), and the Border-to-Boston Trail.

The listed bike projects are included in 
Chapter 2 of the Plan. Only regionally 
significant projects (projects that add 
capacity to the system) and major 
investment projects (projects that cost 
over $25 million) are specifically listed for 
funding in the Plan. Therefore new bicycle 
projects are not specifically listed for 
funding in the Plan. Bicycle projects can 
continue to be funded by the MPO in its 
Transportation Improvement Program in 
the future without specifically being listed 
in the MPO’s long-range transportation 
plan. The Transportation Plan references 
the MPO’s continuing commitment to 
bicyclist and pedestrian programs.

Kelly Brilliant Executive Director, 
The Fenway 
Alliance, Inc.

Urges the MPO to consider amending the 
Plan within one year (by July 1, 2008) with 
incorporation of the following concepts: make 
proper reference to the Urban Ring in general; 
identify the Longwood transit tunnel as an 
important element of the Urban Ring project – the 
Plan should specifically identify the Longwood 
tunnel as an early action item to provide bus 
service; incorporate key upgrades for all E Line 
service to accommodate full-time commuter rail 
service and facilitate Green Line improvements 
in order to improve access to the Fenway and 
LMA areas within the MPO region – full-time 
commuter rail service is needed at both Ruggles 
and Yawkey stations; and include the area known 
as the “Sears Rotary” for study and transportation 
overhaul. 

Only regionally significant projects 
(projects that add capacity to the 
system) and major investment projects 
(projects that cost over $25 million) 
are specifically listed in the Plan. The 
description of the Urban Ring has been 
revised to include the Longwood Tunnel 
as one of the alternatives that is being 
reviewed. The other improvements are 
listed as part of the Economic Stimulus 
Plan in Chapter 123 of the Acts of 2006 
describing economic investments in the 
Commonwealth to promote job creation, 
economic stability, and competitiveness 
in the Massachusetts economy. These 
projects do not have to be listed in the 
Plan to be funded in the TIP.

Sen. Pamela P. 
Resor

State Senator, 
Middlesex and 
Worcester District

Stresses the urgent and dramatic need for 
additional funds for transportation infrastructure 
in Massachusetts. Crosby’s Corner and the 
realignment of Route 2 are an urgent priority 
and should be moved into the 2007-2010 list. 
Concord Rotary on Route 2 should be expedited 
as quickly as possible and moved up from the 
2021-2030 list. Route 85 widening in Hudson 
should be moved into the 2007-2010 time period. 
The I-495/I-290/Route 85 Connector Interchange 
should be moved into the early part of the 2011-
2020 list. Supports the Fitchburg Commuter Rail 
project and believes it should proceed as soon as 
possible.

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
Crosby’s Corner, Concord Rotary, and 
Route 85 are all included in the Plan. 
The I-495/I-290 interchange has been 
moved into the 2011-2020 time frame. 
The Fitchburg Commuter Rail project is 
specifically funded in the Montachusett 
MPO Transportation Plan, but the Boston 
Region MPO has endorsed that project.
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Mimi Graney Executive Director, 
Union Square 
Main Streets

Union Square Main Streets strongly supports 
the Green Line Extension project.  They urge 
the incorporation of the Green Line extension 
to Union Square and through Somerville to 
Tufts University in the Plan as substituted SIP 
commitments. They ask for help in passing a 
bond bill with transit project funding to enable the 
construction of the Green Line and to effectively 
study and plan the entire Green Line extension 
corridor. 
 
Additionally, McGrath Highway between the 
Fitchburg line and Washington St. should be 
evaluated since the elevated section of this 
highway is deteriorated. Green Line Extension 
planning should be coordinated with this project. 
With regard to the redesign of Lechmere Station, 
they are concerned that there has not been 
adequate consideration of the coordinated 
alignment and integration with Route 28/McGrath 
Highway. They would like the Green Line 
extension to be integrated with the Community 
Path.

The extension of the Green Line to Ball 
Square is included in the Plan. When the 
SIP commitments are finalized by EPA 
and DEP, the MPO will amend the Plan to 
include any changes to the commitments. 
The elevated section of McGrath 
Highway is included in the Universe 
of Projects list but not included in the 
recommended list of projects in the Plan. 
Funding for the Somerville Community 
Bike Path is included in the MPO’s 2007 
Transportation Improvement Program.

Richard R. 
MacDonald

Town Manager, 
Town of Duxbury

Regional equity does not seem to apply 
since only a few projects are located south 
of Boston. Data collection on transit riders’ 
origination and destination is lacking for South 
Shore communities. Duxbury would like to 
see the MBTA provide more data as to the 
service evaluation process to help communities 
identify ridership and transit needs in reaching 
commuter rail stations, through town-wide 
surveys and/or station surveys of current riders. 
Additional parking and/or local transportation to  
commuter rail stations is needed to better serve 
communities such as Duxbury, to help persuade 
the average driver to leave his or her vehicle.  

Regional equity is a term used in the 
Plan to refer to providing equal benefits 
to low-income and minority populations. 
The MPO has included seven projects 
in the Plan to the south of Boston. The 
comment on data will be forwarded to 
the MBTA Service Planning Department, 
which continuously reviews bus routings 
and determines changes based on 
needs and ridership data. The MPO is 
committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region in 
conjunction with the MBTA’s Program for 
Mass Transportation. 

The widening of Route 3 South will be deemed 
necessary given the projected regional growth 
in the Plymouth and Cape Cod areas. Duxbury 
would like to be an active participant in any 
initial design plans for improvements to the Exit 
11/Route 14 interchange ramps. Consideration 
needs to be given to the influx of summer 
residents that seasonally increases the population 
of many coastal communities along the South 
Shore. Accessibility to regional commuter rail 
service is a consideration of many summer 
visitors and/or residents in locating a summer 
destination.  

The MPO discussed the Route 3 project 
and decided it should be included in 
the Plan because analysis shows that 
congestion on the road is severe now 
and will increase significantly in the future. 
The MPO also provides funding for a 
suburban mobility program to address 
transportation needs in areas that are 
currently not served or underserved by 
transit. The Town of Duxbury can apply 
for funding under this program to address 
the seasonal influx needs.
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Kevin Lee 
Hepner

Vice President 
of Administration 
and Finance, 
Judge Baker 
Children’s Center

Urges that the Plan be amended within one 
year (by July 1, 2008) to account for up-to-
date land use data that is more consistent with 
actual demand for improved transit service. This 
data should be based on realistic housing and 
job growth projections, particularly within the 
Longwood Medical and Academic Area (LMA). 
Reference the Urban Ring in general in order to 
allow for the advancement of critical minimum 
operating segments, such as an LMA transit 
tunnel, which is currently under study. The Plan 
should specifically identify the Longwood tunnel 
as an early action item to provide BRT service, 
and as an important element of the conversion 
of the Urban Ring from bus to light rail service 
within the time frame covered by the Plan. They 
request that the Plan specifically incorporate key 
upgrades at Ruggles and Yawkey Stations to 
accommodate full-time commuter rail service and 
facilitate Green Line improvements in order to 
improve access to the LMA from areas within the 
MPO region. They request that the area known 
as the “Sears Rotary” in Boston be included in 
the Plan. 

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of the 
Plan. The MPO will review these forecasts 
and will make appropriate changes 
during the next amendment of the Plan, 
anticipated to begin within the current 
federal fiscal year.

Peter Forman President and 
CEO, South 
Shore Chamber of 
Commerce

The South Weymouth Naval Air Station Access 
Improvement project should be viewed as a 
priority project for the South Shore region; the 
redevelopment at SouthField is a very important 
economic project for the entire South Shore 
region. A new East-West roadway must be 
identified, designed, and constructed in a 
time frame that is reasonable for the project. 
This “direct connect” from Route 3 will allow 
for greater accessibility and take pressure off 
other roadways; the project cost will need to 
be reexamined.  A full transportation program 
including road, rail, water, and air modes is 
the cornerstone of economic growth that can 
provide improved quality of life for residents and 
businesses and will be a positive factor in the 
redevelopment at SouthField. The Chamber 
has advocated for transportation improvements 
in the region such as the Old Colony Railroad 
restoration and still has as a primary focus the 
Greenbush Line, the Quincy Center Concourse, 
and the Route 18 Corridor road improvements.

The South Weymouth Naval Air Station 
Access Improvement project is included 
in the Plan. The Old Colony Railroad 
Greenbush Line, the Quincy Center 
Concourse, and the Route 18 Corridor 
road improvements are also included in 
the Plan.

Joseph A. 
Curtatone

Mayor, City of 
Somerville

In order to be redeveloped, the Brick Bottom 
and Innerbelt areas of Somerville need improved 
public access and new infrastructure as well. 
Recommends that the RTP better address and/
or propose plans to better serve environmental 
justice areas. East Somerville is an EJ area which 
needs improved bus service.

The first comment will be considered as 
part of the Unified Planning Work Program 
process, which considers studies to be 
done by the MPO.  The second comment 
will be considered as part of the MPO’s 
Regional Equity Program, and the third 
will be forwarded to the MBTA’s Service 
Planning Department.
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Sen. Karen E.  
Spilka

State Senator, 
2nd Middlesex 
and Norfolk 
District

The Plan overlooks the needs of MetroWest. Is 
very apprehensive that MetroWest is responsible 
for 9% of the state’s payroll, but is receiving 
only 6% of projected investment spending 
in the Plan. If existing businesses are to be 
retained or grown, and new businesses are to be 
established, additional resources must be made 
available to provide for increased public transit 
and the remediation of critical interchanges. 
Transportation planning for the near future 
must address both existing congestion and the 
congestion that is to come at key interchanges in 
MetroWest. The at-grade separation at the Route 
135/Route 126 intersection should be moved up 
from the 2021-2030 time frame. The I-495/I-290 
interchange should be moved up, and efforts 
should be coordinated with adjoining MPOs. 
The following projects were included in previous 
plans and should be included in this Plan: the I-
495/I-90/Route 9 area, the at-grade separation in 
downtown Ashland at Route 135, improvements 
at the Framingham intersection of Routes 126 
and 9, the Hopkinton intersection at I-495 and 
South St., and the Sherborn intersection of 
Routes 16 and 27. 

The MPO discussed moving the Route 
135/Route 126 project into an earlier time 
frame but due to project design issues 
decided to keep it in the 2021-2030 
time frame. The I-495/I-290 project was 
moved into the 2011-2020 time frame. 
The I-495/I-90/Route 9 area, the at-
grade separation in downtown Ashland 
at Route 135, the Hopkinton intersection 
at I-495 and South St., and the Sherborn 
intersection of Routes 16 and 27 are 
included in the Universe of Projects list 
but not included in the recommended list 
of projects in this Plan. Improvements at 
the Framingham intersection of Routes 
126 and 9 were included in the last Plan 
but were taken out of this Plan because 
work has already been done at that 
location.

The following projects should be contemplated: 
the Route 119 exit of I-495 in Littleton, 
widening of Route 20, portions of Route 9, and 
maintenance of the I-495 corridor. Given recent 
developments in the region’s potential to establish 
a public transit system, it is disheartening 
that the Plan provides for North Shore transit 
improvements and 100 additional buses for 
existing MBTA routes but makes no provision for 
the public transit needs in MetroWest. While the 
Plan places great emphasis on the MPO’s need 
for increased mobility, regional equity, land use 
and economic development, and smart growth 
development, it overlooks these policy objectives 
in MetroWest. In particular, the Plan fails to fund 
the Suburban Mobility/Transportation Demand 
Management program that has been so important 
to the region in recent years.

The listed projects are included in the 
Universe of Projects list but not included 
in the recommended projects in this 
Plan. The transit projects included in the 
Plan are those currently in the design 
or study phase by the MBTA and/or the 
Executive Office of Transportation. The 
MPO continues to provide funding in its 
Transportation Improvement Program for 
a suburban mobility program to address 
transportation needs in areas that are 
currently not served or underserved by 
transit. The program is discussed in the 
Plan. The MPO discussed a minimum 
level of funding for the suburban mobility 
program but decided not to include it at 
this time.

Carrie Russell Conservation Law 
Foundation

The MPO should modify the Plan: 1) Highway 
dollars should be flexed for transit projects to 
promote environmental and smart growth goals; 
funds should be available to meet mobility 
needs. 2) The Red/Blue Connector and Urban 
Ring Phase 3 projects should be included; 
the Red/Blue Connector will greatly increase 
the attractiveness, utility, and capacity of the 
MBTA system, and the MPO should commit to 
construction even after the SIP amendment; 
Urban Ring Phase 3 will have the most positive 
impact on transit ridership; it has enormous 
benefits.  

The transit projects included in the Plan 
are those currently in the design or 
study phase by the MBTA and/or the 
Executive Office of Transportation. During 
the development of this Plan, there was 
no flexing of funds from one mode to 
another. The MPO is not opposed to the 
policy of flexing funds. However, given the 
funding levels for this Plan, the present 
allocation of funding is appropriate given 
the current financial conditions. Flexing of 
funds will be considered in the future.
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3) All of the Central Artery transit commitments 
should be included; these are the other 
commitments listed in the Tunnel Ventilation 
Certification documents and in the Administrative 
Consent Order and amendments; CLF is 
concerned that identifying a transit project for 
the Arborway corridor in 2007 and implementing 
it in the Plan is not reflected. 4) The Plan should 
be amended with updated population and 
employment projections when MAPC’s ongoing 
work is completed, to better reflect growth in 
urban areas; the Plan may underestimate jobs 
and housing in the urban core (MAPC and the 
MPO are commended for work in this area); 
accurate information is needed to support 
economic development, environmental justice, 
and smart growth as well as to improve the 
federal funding competitiveness of key transit 
projects. 

The MPO discussed the Urban Ring 
3 and decided that it should not be 
included in the Plan at this time. The 
current SIP commitments are included 
in the Plan, including the Red Line/Blue 
Line Connector and the Green Line 
Arborway Restoration. They are currently 
being reevaluated by the environmental 
agencies. When the SIP commitments are 
finalized by EPA and DEP, the MPO will 
amend the Plan to include any changes 
to the commitments. The MPO received 
a number of comments regarding the 
socioeconomic forecasts used in the 
development of the Plan. The MPO will 
review these forecasts and will make 
appropriate changes during the next 
amendment of the Plan, anticipated to 
begin within the current federal fiscal year.

The Arborway transit project is an 
agreement between CLF and the EOT 
as part of negotiations between the 
two agencies. The MPO is working on 
a study in the Arborway corridor which 
can be used as input into this process. 
Other projects are included in Appendix 
D’s listing of MBTA capital investments in 
the system.  EOT is working with Rhode 
Island officials regarding rail to T.F. Green. 
An agreement has not been finalized 
on this project. The MPO will monitor 
these projects and include all updated 
information in the next amendment to 
the Plan, anticipated to begin within the 
current federal fiscal year.

Ellin Reisner President, 
Somerville 
Transportation 
Equity Partnership

There is a critical need to fund coordinated 
corridor planning for the Northwest Corridor. An 
example of why this corridor planning is critical 
is that the reconstruction/redesign of McGrath-
O’Brien (Route 28) currently under study by 
the MPO should be tied into the design and 
planning for the Green Line extensions from 
Lechmere, Rutherford Avenue (Route 99) in 
Charlestown, and the redesign of the I-93/Route 
28 interchange. Is fully supportive of the Green 
Line extension substitutions. Strongly urges the 
MPO to commit to the statement in Chapter 13 
of the RTP that notes that the MPO will revise 
the plan to include the Green Line extensions 
recommended in the substitution upon approval 
by EPA. Lechmere Station design should NOT 
proceed until the Green Line routes and a Route 
28 re-design have been fully considered.

The corridor planning comment and the 
use of data for EJ mitigation comment 
will be considered as part of the Unified 
Planning Work Program process and 
forwarded to the MBTA’s Service Planning 
Department who continuously reviews 
bus routings and determines changes 
based on needs and ridership data. They 
will also be forwarded to the MBTA for 
consideration in the development of the 
Program for Mass Transportation. The 
Green Line extension is included in the 
Plan. When the SIP commitments are 
finalized by EPA and DEP, the MPO will 
amend the Plan to include any changes 
to the commitments. 
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Strongly recommends that the Community Path 
extension which is in the scope of the MEPA 
environmental review be included as part of the 
Green Line project in the RTP. The state must 
demonstrate that there is real project funding for 
the Green Line extensions in the RTP, so strongly 
urges the MPO to ensure that a bond bill with 
real transit project funding is carried out as soon 
as possible. Strongly supports inclusion of the 
new Orange Line station at Assembly Square in 
the RTP. Recommends that the MPO broaden its 
outreach in the EJ community to educate people 
about what the MPO does, how transportation 
decisions are made, how to request that studies 
be initiated, and how the public can be involved in 
the MPO planning process. 

The MBTA and the Executive Office of 
Transportation are currently developing 
an environmental impact report for 
the Green Line extension, which will 
consider station locations and schedules. 
Funding for the Somerville Community 
Bike Path is included in the MPO’s 2007 
Transportation Improvement Program. 
The Orange Line station at Assembly 
Square is included in the Plan. The EJ 
comments will be considered as part 
of the MPO’s Regional Equity Program 
and in the development of the next Plan 
and revisions to the public involvement 
program.

The current methodology of averaging air quality 
effects for EJ areas across the region misses 
the unequal distribution of pollution and enables 
decision-making that does not meet the need 
for air quality improvements in EJ communities. 
Somerville is a burdened community.  As 
such, the MPO can and should use its data 
on population, transportation volume and air 
pollution to fully reveal and more aggressively 
address mitigation for the local disparities in 
environmental exposures causing serious health 
effects to Somerville residents and residents of 
other burdened communities.

The MPO is currently developing a work 
scope to study population densities in 
relation to carbon monoxide emissions.

Tony Fields Chairman, 
North Suburban 
Planning Council

Would like to see better integration of the PMT 
and JOURNEY to 2030 so that the regional 
transportation plan has more transit-oriented 
content as opposed to references to the PMT. 
The trails and routes section (on page 2-17) does 
not include a definition of a regional trail.  From 
the list of trails that are included, it appears that 
trails within one community qualify as regional 
trails. The Burlington Multi-Community Bicycle/
Pedestrian/Greenway Development Initiative 
should therefore be included.  Another project in 
Wakefield and Lynnfield should be added to the 
list. The inventory of bicycle parking should be 
included in the plan. The vision for Land Use and 
Economic Development should explicitly state 
that public benefits of transportation rights-of-way 
include the use of surplus or abandoned rights-
of-way for multi-use paths.

This Plan is thoroughly integrated with 
the PMT. The MPO funded a Regional 
Bicycle Plan, recently completed by the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council. 
As part of that plan the Wakefield and 
Lynnfield bike project has been listed as 
a long-term priority. The communities 
have obtained funding to conduct a 
recreational trail feasibility study. The 
Burlington Multi-Community project 
is listed as in the conceptual phase. 
Once more information is available, the 
projects can be included in the Universe 
of Projects list for the TIP. They do not 
specifically have to be included in the Plan 
before they are eligible for funding. The 
Bike Plan also discusses bicycle parking. 
The MPO is in the process of finalizing 
a bike parking inventory at all commuter 
rail, rapid transit, and ferry lots and some 
express bus lots as part of its Mobility 
Management System.
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NSPC believes the plan understates the impact 
that one spill resulting in contamination of a water 
source can have on a community. The plan must 
address the potential impacts of transportation 
projects and facilities on water quality. Two critical 
issues have been identified for the subregion and 
should be reflected in the plan: 1) The need to 
examine and revise the policies and procedures 
for using salt on highways within sensitive 
watershed areas. 2) The need to construct 
drainage systems with impoundment areas to 
contain spills of hazardous materials, to prevent 
them from polluting water supplies. 
 
NSPC supports the inclusion of the sub-
region’s roadway projects in the plan.  It would 
be helpful to add information to all project 
descriptions concerning the status of the project, 
including next steps and a proposed timeline 
for completion. Route 1/Route 129/Route 95 
(Lynnfield Square Project) should be included 
in the plan. NSPC would like to see a feasibility 
study done for the Route 128 Circumferential Bus 
Service.

Revisions of policies will be considered 
in the development of the next Plan. 
Environmental issues are identified in 
Chapter 10 as well as a discussion 
of the environmental process used 
during project development. Specific 
mitigation for projects and operations is 
provided in environmental and permitting 
documentation for a project. Information 
on the time frame for funding the project 
is included in the Plan. Next-step 
information in the descriptions will be 
considered in the development of the next 
Plan. The Route 1/129/I-95 project is part 
of the Route 128 Capacity Improvements 
from Lynnfield to Reading project and 
is in the Universe of Projects list but not 
included in the recommended Plan at 
this time. The feasibility comment will be 
considered as part of the Unified Planning 
Work Program process.

Srdjan S. 
Nedeljkovic, 

M.D.

Newton resident Comments are directed to Chapter 13 of the 
Plan. The MPO should consider reallocating 
funding from the Urban Ring 2 and the Silver Line 
III projects to a more diverse set of less expensive 
projects that serve a larger section of the MPO 
region. These two projects will not provide 
benefits commensurate with their cost.  The Silver 
Line III project should be converted to a light rail 
that extends the Washington Street line from 
Dudley to Park Street via Boylston Station. Funds 
diverted from the currently proposed Silver Line III 
project could fund the following projects: restoring 
rail in the Arborway corridor, extending light rail 
between Newton and Needham using an existing 
unused rail corridor, building an Allston-Brighton 
station on the Worcester commuter rail line, and 
making Riverside an intermodal station with more 
frequent service to South Station. 

The Silver Line III project currently has a 
recommended rating in Federal Transit’s 
New Starts Program. With current daily 
ridership numbers of 14,700 for Silver 
Line I and 11,000 for Silver Line II, the 
MPO thinks that the Silver Line III project 
should be included in the Plan. The 
MPO also thinks that the Urban Ring 2 
should be included in the Plan. The other 
projects are included in the Universe 
of Projects list but not included in the 
recommended Plan at this time. 

Other suggestions include extending Silver Line 
light rail from Dudley to Mattapan and Dorchester; 
more frequent service on the Fairmount Line; 
extending route 71 trackless trolley to Newton 
Corner with a station at Newton Corner. The 
Blue Line should be extended to Lynn and an 
Orange Line station at Assembly Square should 
be constructed. These projects would have a 
greater benefit on transit accessibility. The Plan 
should provide new transit in densely populated 
areas where high ridership will offset reliance on 
automobiles. The needs of the inner communities 
should be met before commuter rail is expanded.

The Blue Line to Lynn and the Orange 
Line station at Assembly Square are 
included in the Plan. All of the transit 
projects in the recommended Plan are 
located in densely populated regions 
of the MPO. The only commuter rail 
extension is the Greenbush Line, which is 
already under construction.
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Avi Green Cambridge 
resident

Please add the following in the short to medium 
time frames: 1) link planning for Lechmere MBTA 
station with the Green Line Extension and Route 
28 reconstruction; 2) construct the Lechmere 
station underground in the center of the street 
equidistant from East Cambridge neighborhood 
and the planned neighborhood; 3) extend the 
Green Line towards Union Square (straight up 
McGrath, then Somerville Ave.) and Medford; 
4) Green Line should be below ground and 
constructed with cut-and-cover method; 5) 
Route 28 should be an urban boulevard for all 
modes; 6) construct the Orange Line station at 
Assembly Square; 7) include the Community Path 
in the descriptions of the Green Line extensions 
(provides a direct and safe off-street route to 
Boston). Consider adding the following to long-
term time frames: 1) Red/Blue Connector; 2) 
Urban Ring with rail; 3) Silver Line with light rail; 
4) Red Line from Porter to Lexington Center via 
Mass. Ave. and Arlington; 5) extend the Union 
Square Green Line branch in a circle.

The MBTA and the Executive Office of 
Transportation are currently developing an 
environmental impact report for the Green 
Line Extension, which will consider station 
locations and schedules. The MPO is 
finalizing a study of the Route 28 corridor 
in Somerville. Funding for the Somerville 
Community Bike Path is included in the 
MPO’s 2007 Transportation Improvement 
Program. The Orange Line station at 
Assembly Square is included in the Plan. 
The Red Line/Blue Line Connector is in 
the Plan. It is currently being reevaluated 
by the environmental agencies. When the 
SIP commitments are finalized by EPA 
and DEP, the MPO will amend the Plan to 
include any changes to the commitments. 
The remaining projects are included in 
the Universe of Projects list but not in the 
recommended Plan.

Rep. Denise  
Provost

State 
Representative, 
27th Middlesex  
District

Funding for the Green Line extension and Union 
Square spur should be in the next Transportation 
Bond Bill. There also should be speedy 
implementation of the Orange Line station at 
Assembly Square (there are $15M in developers’ 
funds and a $25M earmark). The siting of the 
Lechmere station should not be finalized until the 
Union Square alignment has been set. Bicyclists 
and pedestrian services should be included in 
environmental justice evaluations. Thank you for 
reaching out to Spanish-language populations; in 
Somerville, the largest linguistic minority speaks 
Portuguese. Please conduct more analysis of 
different levels of exposure to transportation-
related air pollution and related health effects. This 
information will help develop an understanding of 
the transportation burdens borne by Somerville. 

The Green Line Extension and the 
Orange Line station at Assembly Square 
are included in the recommended Plan. 
The MBTA and the Executive Office of 
Transportation are currently developing 
an environmental impact report for the 
Green Line Extension, which will consider 
station locations and schedules. The EJ 
comments will be considered as part of 
the MPO’s Regional Equity Program and 
in the development of the next Plan.

Glenn R. 
Clancy, P.E. 

and Jay Szklut

Director and 
Planning and 
Economic 
Development  
Manager, Town of 
Belmont

Pleased to know that the Boston MPO will 
remain committed to projects such as the Trapelo 
Road/Belmont Street corridor project under the 
maintenance program. This project is part of an 
urban principal arterial from Route 128/I-95 in 
Waltham to Harvard Square in Cambridge and 
provides vehicle, bus, and bicycle access the 
Boston core from the western suburbs. There are 
many benefits that would result from the project, 
including improvements to three intersections that 
are in the Top 1000 High-Crash Locations Report, 
promoting alternative modes, and improving 
safety, mobility, and accessibility in the corridor for 
motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists, including 
persons who are transit-dependent and/or elderly. 
There is an Economic Development Plan for 
the corridor consistent with EO 418 and smart 
growth principles. 

The MPO is committed to the 
maintenance of the existing transportation 
system. This comment will be considered 
as part of the Unified Planning Work 
Program, which considers studies to be 
done by the MPO, and forwarded to the 
MBTA’s Service Planning Department, 
which continuously reviews bus routings 
and determines changes based on 
needs and ridership data. It will also be 
forwarded to the MBTA for consideration 
in development of the Program for Mass 
Transportation. 
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Land use decisions and community 
redevelopment are often constrained by 
commuter rail station locations, and the MBTA 
should examine and consider relocating some 
stations in older suburbs such as Belmont. Few 
resources are targeted to implementing suburban 
mobility plans; addressing suburb-to-suburb 
public transit needs should be undertaken 
on a region-wide basis. Expansion projects 
should include suburb-to-suburb connections 
on existing roadways and studies of possible 
light rail connections. The criteria for projects 
to be included in the Plan should be expanded: 
the definition for major projects should include 
impact/level of benefit (smaller investments in 
inner core suburbs could have a much larger 
beneficial impact on the regional system). 

The criteria for project selection will be 
considered in the development of the next 
Plan.

Richard A. 
Dimino

President and 
CEO, A Better 
City

Urges the Boston Region MPO to consider 
amending this plan within the next year to 
incorporate the analysis and findings of the 
following related plans: 
1. The chosen scenario from MAPC’s MetroFuture 
planning process 
2. The MBTA’s new Program for Mass 
Transportation 
3. The impending changes to the State 
Implementation Plan 
4. The Patrick administration’s five-year capital 
plan due in July 
Using already disputed and arguably obsolete 
data as the basis for analysis of projects seeking 
federal New Starts and Small Starts funding is not 
advisable when other regions across the country 
are seeking to make the most convincing case for 
their projects with current and accurate data.

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of 
the Plan. The MPO will review these 
forecasts and will make appropriate 
changes during the next amendment 
of the Plan, anticipated to begin within 
the current federal fiscal year. When 
the SIP commitments are finalized by 
EPA and DEP, the MPO will amend the 
Plan to include any changes to those 
commitments. The funding for this Plan 
includes a projection of revenues through 
2030 based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
The transit projects included in the Plan 
are those currently in the design or 
study phase by the MBTA and/or the 
Executive Office of Transportation. During 
the development of this Plan, there was 
no flexing of funds from one mode to 
another. The MPO is not opposed to the 
policy of flexing funds. However, given the 
funding levels for this Plan, the present 
allocation of funding is appropriate given 
the current financial conditions. Flexing of 
funds will be considered in the future.

Additionally, if policy and resource allocation 
decisions are made, then the plan should be 
modified in a manner that may lead to a revised 
selection of expansion projects or a revised 
timetable for implementation of projects. The 
MPO should consider flexing funds when priorities 
are reassessed in the future amendment to this 
Plan. It would be beneficial to reallocate funds 
to transit if these projects demonstrate a greater 
financial requirement.
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The “high priority” ratings for the Urban 
Ring Phase 2 and 3 strongly suggest that 
implementation of the Urban Ring projects should 
advance to the head of the queue for future 
funding, support, and implementation. They 
suggest that since both phases score at the 
same level of priority, they should be considered 
under the combined title of Circumferential 
Transit Improvements in the Urban Ring Corridor. 
Because they can be designed to accommodate 
dedicated bus lanes for the bus rapid transit 
service contemplated for Phase 2, the following 
project descriptions should include reference 
to the Urban Ring service, as it is already in the 
Rutherford Avenue and East Boston Haul Road 
projects, and the descriptions should cite the 
need for coordination with emerging plans for 
the Urban Ring: Telecom City Boulevard; Route 
16, Revere Beach Parkway; and I-93/Mystic Ave. 
Interchange. Ridership increase on the following 
should be anticipated with the Urban Ring in 
operation: Fairmount Line, Green Line extension, 
North Shore Transit Improvements Blue Line 
project, and the Orange Line station at Assembly 
Square.

The Urban Ring 2 project is in the Plan. 
The MPO discussed the Urban Ring 
3 and decided that it should not be 
included in the Plan at this time. The 
project description changes will be 
considered in the development of the next 
Plan.

The transportation plan should also include, as 
an enhancement to the Silver Line project, the 
proposed “T under D” underpass.

The MPO discussed including the “T 
Under D” project in the recommended 
Plan but decided against it at this time. 
It will be considered during the next 
amendment of the Plan, anticipated to 
begin witin the current federal fiscal year.

Marilyn Swartz-
Lloyd

President and 
CEO, Medical 
Academic 
and Scientific 
Community 
Organization, Inc.

Urges the Plan be amended during the next 
year (by July 1, 2008) as follows: 1) The Plan 
did not evaluate the most current land use and 
employment data during the modeling phase. 
Requests that the MPO recalibrate the model to 
account for the significantly greater projections 
for growth in the Longwood Medical Area (LMA). 
2) Reference the Urban Ring in general in order 
to allow for the advancement of critical minimum 
operating segments, such as an LMA transit 
tunnel, which is currently under study. The Plan 
should specifically identify the Longwood tunnel 
as an early-action item to provide BRT service, 
and as an important element of the conversion of 
the Urban Ring from bus to light rail service within 
the time frame covered by the Plan.

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of 
the Plan. The MPO will review these 
forecasts and will make appropriate 
changes during the next amendment of 
the Plan, anticipated to begin within the 
current federal fiscal year. Only regionally 
significant projects (projects that add 
capacity to the system) and major 
investment projects (projects that cost 
over $25 million) are specifically listed in 
the Plan.
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3) Approximately 65% of the LMA employees 
commute to the area from outside the City of 
Boston; however, the LMA is underserved by 
commuter rail service and Green Line service. 
Requests that the Plan specifically incorporate 
key upgrades at Ruggles and Yawkey Stations 
to accommodate full-time commuter rail service 
and facilitate Green Line improvements in order to 
improve access to the LMA from areas within the 
MPO region. 4) Requests that the area known as 
the “Sears Rotary” in Boston (intersection of Park 
Dr., the Fenway, Boylston St., Brookline Ave., 
and the Riverway) be included in the Plan. The 
project was recognized as regionally significant 
by the Legislature through the inclusion of funds 
in the June 2006 Economic Stimulus Bill, and is 
currently under study by the City of Boston.

The description of the Urban Ring has 
been revised to include the Longwood 
Tunnel as one of the alternatives that is 
being reviewed. The other improvements, 
including Ruggles and Yawkey Stations 
and the Sears Rotary, do not have to be 
listed in the Plan to be funded in the TIP. 

Jeffrey R. 
Levine

Director, 
Department of 
Planning and 
Community 
Development, 
Town of Brookline

Brookline is very concerned about the level of 
service on the Green Line and bus lines. Any 
future investment in the Green Line should be 
seen as an opportunity to address existing 
service deficiencies across the entire Green Line. 
Transit has benefits other than mobility for the 
transit dependent; there are air quality and land 
use benefits, as well. The MPO should adopt 
this belief and work to keep MBTA fares low 
and competitive with driving. The MPO should 
examine providing three-car trains on the Green 
Line C branch as well as comfort and reliability 
of the 66 bus. The town supports the concept 
of the Urban Ring and the alternatives (i.e., the 
tunnel elements) that move the project towards 
true “rapid transit” as quickly as possible; it is 
concerned about the impacts of bus rapid transit 
in mixed traffic. The Regional Transportation Plan 
should outline the future repair and maintenance 
strategy for the MDC roadways, including future 
funding.

This comment will be forwarded to the 
MBTA Service Planning Department, 
which continuously reviews level-of-
service data and bus routings and 
determines changes based on needs and 
ridership data. It will also be forwarded 
to the MBTA for consideration in 
development of the Program for Mass 
Transportation. The funding for this Plan 
includes a projection of revenues through 
2030 based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process.

Denise Begley Director, 
Neponset Valley 
Transportation 
Management 
Association

(Comment addressed to Barbara G. Lucas, 
MAPC) The TMA appreciates the work to develop 
the Plan; it includes many needed highway and 
transit projects. However, money is needed to 
support transportation-demand-management 
(TDM) efforts; funding to support TDM and 
suburban mobility should be specified.  They are 
a vital way to address congestion and air quality. 
The TMA’s service connects Royall Street in 
Canton to the Route 128 commuter rail station 
and the Quincy Center and Ashmont Red Line 
stations. It is important that funding be available 
for these suburban projects; they allow more 
people to use transit.

The MPO continues to provide funding 
in its Transportation Improvement 
Program for a suburban mobility program 
to address transportation needs in 
areas that are currently not served or 
underserved by transit. The program 
is discussed in the Plan. The MPO 
discussed a minimum level of funding 
for the suburban mobility program but 
decided not to include it at this time; 
however it is committed to continuing 
funding for this program in the future.
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Dennis E. 
Harrington

Planning Director, 
City of Quincy

The City appreciates the MPO’s recognition 
of the transportation issues affecting Quincy 
and the South Shore. Quincy is a significant 
component of the Boston region’s economy, and 
the transportation network in Quincy is crucial to 
the economic vitality and sustainability of the city 
and the South Shore. The City appreciates the 
inclusion of the Quincy Concourse Phase II in the 
Plan and hopes it will be included in the TIP. It will 
improve traffic flow and support development. 
The Plan does not address the DCR roadways 
(in Quincy, Quincy Shore Drive, Furnace Brook 
Parkway, and Chickatawbit Road) and their 
maintenance; the MPO should work with DCR 
on this topic. These roadways are important 
connections to natural, recreational, and historic 
resources. 

The Quincy Center Concourse II, the 
Route 3 Add-a-Lane, and the Braintree 
Split improvement projects are included 
in the Plan. The funding for this Plan 
includes a projection of revenues through 
2030 based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years 
including DCR roadways.

The MPO should work with EOT and the 
MBTA to address the long-term viability of the 
existing transit system. (Though expanding the 
public transit system is commendable and the 
Greenbush Line will reduce congestion in the 
city.) The City supports keeping the Route 3 
Add-a-Lane and the Braintree Split improvement 
projects in the Plan, as they will improve access 
to Quincy Center, the area’s businesses, and the 
Red Line stations. 

The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process.

Lisa E. Lepore Chair, Freight 
Committee, 
Regional 
Transportation 
Advisory Council

It is increasingly important that the 
Commonwealth join forces with neighboring 
states to develop a work plan to address the 
problem of freight rail’s diminishing role in 
cargo and trade. Freight rail is the only mode of 
transportation capable of providing relief to the 
impacts of the growing truck traffic. Recently 
there has been strong growth in the “multi-modal” 
freight arena, which includes rail. If our planning 
model remains in a status quo position, logistic 
experts predict exponential growth in intra- and 
interstate truck traffic; this will require more 
maintenance funding and will exacerbate air 
quality problems. A multi-modal freight planning 
study is needed to support a Multi-Modal Freight 
Policy. Freight rail port access and landside trans-
loading improvements are needed to support the 
region’s port facilities’ ability to capture growth 
in imports and commodities. Underutilization of 
key rail corridors, existing facilities, and freight 
terminals in Metropolitan Boston and seaport 
docks (Massport) is a major problem.  

The MPO is in the process of completing 
a freight study for the region. This 
study will inform the MPO on its next 
steps to address future freight needs 
(projects or future studies required). This 
information can then be incorporated in 
the development of the next Plan and 
other studies conducted by the MPO. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the MPO 
is committed to the funding of freight 
projects in the region.
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The Commonwealth will not be able to take 
advantage of its own port investments and the 
increasing Atlantic seaport trade due to limited 
freight facilities at ports and other related issues 
such as encroaching commercial development 
and channel depths.  The Plan is missing the 
following elements: a Regional Freight Plan 
describing the existing system and current and 
future needs; recommendations for policies and 
capital projects and programs; a suggestion 
for freight planning; public education of freight 
transportation characteristics and issues from 
stakeholders; a program to solicit public and 
industry input on defining regional freight needs, 
solutions, and strategies. The MPO could adopt 
practices used in other MPOs.

The solicitation-of-input comment will be 
considered in the MPO’s revisions to the 
public involvement program. 

Joanne 
Marqusee

Senior Vice 
President of 
Facilities and 
Operations, Beth 
Israel Deaconess 
Medical Center

Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center is one of 
the major academic medical centers of Boston 
and is renowned nationally and internationally for 
excellence in patient care, biomedical research, 
teaching, and community service. BIDMC 
provides significant economic benefits to the 
City of Boston and the Commonwealth and is 
one of the area’s most significant employers. 
Employees, patients, and students rely on public 
transportation to access the LMA. Infrastructure 
funding is key to growth and maintaining 
competitiveness.  BIDMC highly supports 
transportation improvements that enhance 
accessibility and economic vitality of the LMA. 
BIDMC asks the MPO to consider: 1) Amending 
the Plan within one year to account for up-to-
date land use data more consistent with actual 
demand for improved transit service. (The current 
projections underestimate the economic and 
regional transportation benefits of MBTA and 
roadway improvements to LMA.) 

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of 
the Plan. The MPO will review these 
forecasts and will make appropriate 
changes during the next amendment of 
the Plan, anticipated to begin within the 
current federal fiscal year. Only regionally 
significant projects (projects that add 
capacity to the system) and major 
investment projects (projects that cost 
over $25 million) are specifically listed in 
the Plan.

2) Identifying the Longwood transit tunnel as an 
important element of the Urban Ring project, 
as an early-action item to provide bus service 
and as supporting conversion from bus to light 
rail in the Plan’s time frame. 3) Incorporating 
key upgrades at Ruggles and Yawkey Stations 
for full-time commuter rail service and Green 
Line improvements. These improvements 
would improve access to the LMA and have a 
measurable impact for employment and service 
improvements. 4) Including the “Sears Rotary” in 
Boston in the Plan. It is regionally significant and 
has funds included in the June 2006 Economic 
Stimulus Bill.

The description of the Urban Ring has 
been revised to include the Longwood 
Tunnel as one of the alternatives that is 
being reviewed. The other improvements, 
including Ruggles and Yawkey Stations 
and the Sears Rotary, do not have to be 
listed in the Plan to be funded in the TIP. 
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Charles J. 
Cristello

Town 
Administrator, 
Town of Hingham

Hingham is very concerned about the impact 
that traffic from the redevelopment of the Naval 
Air Station will have on Abington Street, Gardner 
Street, and Exit 15 at Route 3 and Derby Street. 
The current project scope and funding are not 
adequate to provide the needed mitigation. 
Projected traffic volumes and analysis are 
presented. Specific needs for impacted streets 
are discussed: Abington Street would need 
rebuilding, and Abington and Gardner Streets 
would need sidewalks and traffic calming; the 
developer should consider Hingham’s design 
for the Derby Street interchange. Require the 
proponent to review alternate transportation 
corridors and designs regarding the Parkway and 
the Hingham Street/Route 3 interchange.

The South Weymouth Naval Air Station 
Access Improvements and the Route 
18 Improvements are included in the 
Plan. This comment will be forwarded to 
MassHighway for its review during the 
design of the project.

Anne Hawley Isabella Stewart 
Gardner Museum

Urges the MPO to include the following concepts 
in an updated Plan: Make proper reference to 
the Urban Ring in general. Identify the Longwood 
transit tunnel as an important element of the 
Urban Ring project; the Plan should specifically 
identify the Longwood tunnel as an early-action 
item to provide bus service. Incorporate key 
upgrades for all E Line service to accommodate 
full-time commuter rail service and facilitate Green 
Line improvements in order to improve access 
to the Fenway and LMA areas within the MPO 
region.  Full-time commuter rail service is needed 
at both Ruggles and Yawkey Stations. Include the 
area known as the “Sears Rotary” for study and 
transportation overhaul. 

Only regionally significant projects 
(projects that add capacity to the system) 
and major investment projects (projects 
that cost over $25 million) are specifically 
listed in the Plan. The description of the 
Urban Ring has been revised to include 
the Longwood Tunnel as one of the 
alternatives that is being reviewed. The 
other improvements, including Ruggles 
and Yawkey Stations and the Sears 
Rotary, do not have to be listed in the 
Plan to be funded in the TIP. 

Karen Molloy Somerville 
resident

Strongly recommends the incorporation of 
the SIP substitutions, with the two Green Line 
branches in Somerville. Please ensure that the 
Somerville Community Path is included in the 
description of the Green Line extensions in the 
RTP. Please ensure that Massachusetts passes a 
bond bill with real transit project funding as soon 
as possible. Strongly recommends construction 
of the new Orange Line Assembly Square MBTA 
stop. Strongly recommends the redesign of the 
I-93 Route 28 interchange. Consider coupling 
the reconstruction/redesign of McGrath-O’Brien 
(Route 28) to the design and plans for the Green 
Line. Strongly recommends that design and siting 
for the new Lechmere Station not proceed until 
the Green Line Extension routes and a Route 28 
redesign have been fully considered. 

The extension of the Green Line to 
Ball Square is included in the Plan. 
When the SIP substitutes are finalized 
by EPA and DEP, the MPO will amend 
the Plan to include any changes to the 
commitments. Funding for the Somerville 
Community Bike Path is included in the 
MPO’s 2007 Transportation Improvement 
Program. The Orange Line Assembly 
Square station is included in the Plan. 
The I-93/Mystic Avenue Interchange 
is included in the Plan. This comment 
will be forwarded to the MBTA and the 
Executive Office of Transportation, which 
are currently developing an environmental 
impact report which will consider station 
locations and scheduling.
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Ken Krause Medford resident The Plan should be revised as soon as the 
substitution projects are approved by the EPA, 
and the scope of the Green Line extension should 
be described as it appears in the December 
2006 MEPA Certificate. Station Landing should 
be mentioned under Route 16’s (Revere 
Beach Parkway) context/land use description. 
There should be pedestrian-bicycle access 
improvements planned for the Wellington Circle 
area. The Telecom City Boulevard project should 
be expanded to include pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements at Santilli Circle and to Wellington 
Station in conjunction with the Route 16 project. 
The name of this project should be changed to 
River’s Edge Boulevard. The Urban Ring should 
be evaluated and planned in coordination with 
the previously mentioned Route 16 project. The 
description of the Assembly Square Orange 
Line station should include the obligations to 
build and/or study additional bicycle/pedestrian 
accomodations to the Assembly Square 
development. I-93/Mystic Avenue interchange 
should be coordinated with the planning for the 
Urban Ring and Assembly Square Orange Line 
station.

When the SIP substitutes are finalized 
by EPA and DEP, the MPO will amend 
the Plan to include any changes to 
the commitments. The Telecom City 
Boulevard project name has been 
changed to the River’s Edge Boulevard 
project. Other project description changes 
will be considered during project design 
and in the development of the next Plan.

Richard J. 
Arena

President, 
Association 
for Public 
Transportation, 
Inc.

It is imperative that the North/South Rail Link 
(NSRL) be included in the Plan and the ROW be 
preserved immediately. BRT is not an effective 
means of transporting commuters quickly, 
effectively, and reliably in the congestion prevalent 
in the Greater Boston area. APT supports a light 
rail solution to the problems along the Silver 
Line on Washington Street that would utilize the 
existing Green Line portal near Boylston Street. 
APT is against the $700 million tunnel to connect 
the Silver Line. APT has very serious reservations 
about the current alternatives for the Urban Ring. 
First, the four alternatives should be given budget 
numbers. Second, while the project does have 
merit, APT is of the opinion that only a light or 
heavy rail solution in a dedicated ROW will offer 
the performance and utilization that is touted in 
the justification for the project.

The North/South Rail Link and light rail 
on Washington Street are included in the 
Universe of Projects list but not included 
in the recommended Plan. The Silver Line 
III project currently has a recommended 
rating in Federal Transit’s New Starts 
Program. With current daily ridership 
numbers of 14,700 for Silver Line I and 
11,000 for Silver Line II, the MPO thinks 
that the Silver Line III project should be 
included in the Plan.
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APT recommends that the Boston region look 
to other regions which have evaluated BRT and 
decided that it is not a viable solution for their 
region. The Boston region should remove BRT as 
a local preferred alternative and substitute light 
rail. For this reason, APT strongly recommends 
that the Urban Ring Phase 2 be removed from 
the Transportation Plan. It submits that the NSRL 
would be a far better choice. APT supports the 
completion of the transit mitigation commitments 
for the Big Dig, the Blue Line extension to Lynn, 
and the commuter rail project to the South Coast 
(Fall River/New Bedford) through the Stoughton 
branch. APT considers it vitally important that rail 
freight operations remain a viable option in the 
Commonwealth, and that whatever measures are 
necessary be taken to ensure that the only Class I 
freight railroad in Massachusetts, CSX, maintains 
its presence. Critical projects here are double-
stacking initiatives and ensuring that the only 
multi-modal rail yard in Boston, the Beacon Yard 
in Allston, remain operational. 

The MPO thinks that the Urban Ring 
should be included in the Plan. The 
various alternatives are being reviewed 
as part of the environmental impact 
report currently being done by the 
Executive Office of Transportation. The 
SIP commitments and the Blue Line 
Extension to Lynn are included in the 
Plan. The Fall River/New Bedford is 
funded in the Southeastern MA. MPO’s 
Plan and endorsed in the Boston Region 
MPO’s Plan. The MPO is in the process of 
completing a freight study for the region. 
This study will inform the MPO on its next 
steps to address future freight needs 
(projects or future studies required). This 
information can then be incorporated in 
the development of the next Plan and 
other studies conducted by the MPO. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the MPO 
is committed to the funding of freight 
projects in the region. This comment will 
be forwarded to the Executive Office of 
Transportation and the MBTA.                  
                                             

The Port of Boston should be given more 
prevalence and be discussed in more detail. 
There are initiatives ongoing to utilize the sea as 
another highway for freight with a program known 
as Short Sea Shipping. To fund the operating 
costs of the area’s expensive road network, there 
needs to be some outside-the-box thinking with 
respect to securing more transportation project 
funding. Other regions are using HOV/HOT (high 
occupancy toll) with success. APT would like 
to see the EOT and MBTA explore areas where 
development of valuable T properties can result in 
a predictable revenue stream for the MBTA. The 
proposed NSRL is a project that is especially well 
suited for such an initiative, with two (or three) 
magnet rail stations.

                                       

Alan Moore Somerville 
resident

Thanks the MPO and MAPC for all their hard 
work in preparing this document. More “creativity” 
is needed in raising funds. A method used 
elsewhere is statewide or regional referendums for 
tax increases for transportation. The construction 
schedule for the Green Line must be shortened 
to be closer to the original. Since the terminus 
has not been determined and it is inconsistently 
referenced in the Plan, all references should be 
simply generalized to “Green Line branch to 
Medford.” Park-and-Ride at stations should also 
address bicycle parking and improved bicycle 
access. With regard to pedestrian and bicyclist 
issues, the policies and goals listed are very good 
but there is no implementation plan.  

This comment will be forwarded to 
the MBTA and the Executive Office 
of Transportation, which are currently 
developing an environmental impact 
report for the Green Line Extension 
which will consider station locations and 
schedule. The MPO funded a Regional 
Bicycle Plan, recently completed by the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council. This 
will be used by the MPO in its bicycle-
planning work in the future. Bicycle 
projects can continue to be funded by the 
MPO in its Transportation Improvement 
Program in the future without specifically 
being listed in the MPO’s long-range 
transportation plan. The Bicycle Plan 
also discusses bicycle parking. The 
Transportation Plan references the MPO’s 
continuing commitment to bicyclist and 
pedestrian programs. 
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There is too little discussion of funding bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements and how to 
implement such facilities. Bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements should be consolidated into one or 
more “major projects” in order to acquire funding 
and prioritize this need. There should be more 
reminders that increased walking and bicycling 
help solve many of the problems listed in the 
plan for a fraction of the cost of increasing the 
capacities for auto travel. Arborway Restoration, 
Red-Blue connector, Fairmont Line, and Blue Line 
to Lynn should be described more concretely and 
get higher priority.

The MPO discussed a minimum level 
of funding for pedestrian and bicycle 
programs but decided not to include it at 
this time. The MPO is also in the process 
of finalizing a bike parking inventory at 
all commuter rail, rapid transit, and ferry 
lots and some express bus lots as part 
of its Mobility Management System. 
The MPO also completed a study in 
2005, Improving Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Access to Selected Transit Stations. The 
SIP transit commitments are currently 
being reevaluated by the environmental 
agencies. When the SIP commitments are 
finalized by EPA and DEP, the MPO will 
amend the Plan to include any changes 
to the commitments and provide more 
information. 

Alan Moore Chair, Somerville 
Bicycle 
Committee 

Park-and-ride at stations should also address 
bicycle parking and improved bicycle access. 
With regard to pedestrian and bicyclist issues, 
the policies and goals listed are very good but 
there is no implementation plan. There is too 
little discussion of funding bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements and how to implement such 
facilities. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
should be consolidated into one or more “major 
projects” in order to acquire funding and prioritize 
this need. There should be more reminders that 
increased walking and bicycling help solve many 
of the problems listed in the plan for a fraction 
of the cost of increasing the capacities for auto 
travel.

The MPO funded a Regional Bicycle Plan, 
recently completed by the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council. This will be 
used by the MPO in its bicycle-planning 
work in the future. Bicycle projects can 
continue to be funded by the MPO 
in its Transportation Improvement 
Program in the future without specifically 
being listed in the MPO’s long-range 
transportation plan. The Bicycle Plan also 
discusses bicycle parking. The MPO is 
also in the process of finalizing a bike 
parking inventory at all commuter rail, 
rapid transit, and ferry lots and some 
express bus lots as part of its Mobility 
Management System. The MPO also 
completed a study in 2005, Improving 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Access to 
Selected Transit Stations. The MPO 
discussed a minimum level of funding 
for pedestrian and bicycle programs but 
decided not to include it at this time; 
however, the MPO is committed to 
continuing funding these programs. 

Karen Wepsic Jamaica Plain 
resident

Instead of pouring a vast amount of money into 
building and running the Urban Ring, improve the 
service on the following bus routes: 47, 66, 91, 
16, 94, 96, 1, CT1, CT2, CT3, 86, 112, 8, 19.

The MPO thinks that the Urban Ring 
should be included in the Plan. This 
comment will also be forwarded to the 
MBTA Service Planning Department, 
which continuously reviews bus routings 
and determines changes based on 
demand and ridership data. 
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Jerry Van Hook Lexington resident Bicycles must replace cars for many local 
transportation needs in the future. Bicycle racks 
and lockers are needed in town centers, and 
bicycle carriers on buses and commuter rail trains 
are needed to encourage more use. Each town 
should have the facilities to support bicycling and 
mass transit, to give people alternatives to SOV 
travel. The MPO should look for ways to create 
a bicycling network – off-road and on-road bike 
lanes – where possible. Regarding the MPO’s 
public involvement program, the MPO should 
encourage bike rental operations to give tourists 
and businessmen alternatives to SOVs.

The MPO funded a Regional Bicycle Plan, 
recently completed by the Metropolitan 
Area Planning Council. This will be 
used by the MPO in its bicycle-planning 
work in the future. Bicycle projects can 
continue to be funded by the MPO in its 
Transportation Improvement Program in 
the future without specifically being listed 
in the MPO’s long-range transportation 
plan. The Transportation Plan references 
the MPO’s continuing commitment to 
bicyclist and pedestrian programs. The 
public-involvement comment will be 
considered in the MPO’s revisions to the 
public-involvement program. 

Charles Kilmer Transportation 
Program Manager, 
Old Colony 
Planning Council

(Comment addressed to Barbara G. Lucas, 
MAPC) Route 24 should be designated an 
interstate highway. The Boston MPO Regional 
Transportation Plan should recommend that 
MassHighway conduct engineering, traffic, and 
environmental studies for the roadway to meet 
modern federal design standards. OCPC has 
endorsed making it an interstate highway since 
1993. The road serves as an interstate facility, 
connecting Rhode Island to I-195, I-495, and 
I-93 (Route 128). It is not as safe as it should be 
because it does not meet modern standards, 
and as an interstate it would have to be brought 
up to modern standards. There are inadequate 
acceleration/deceleration lanes, road and 
shoulder widths, and vertical clearance. There is 
sufficient justification for MassHighway to begin 
these studies. The cost of implementing the 
improvements (involving interchange upgrades, 
bridge reconstructions, drainage, signage, 
and right-of-way) was formerly estimated at 
$20,681,000 in the MAPC region and could be 
spread out over 12 years.  

The MPO discussed the process of 
designating Route 24 as an interstate 
highway. The MPO supports the request 
for MassHighway to conduct a study; 
however, it is not included in the Plan.
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Kevin Chase LNR  Property 
Corporation

As the master developer for the redevelopment 
of the former South Weymouth Naval Air Station, 
LNR requests several changes to the Plan that 
will support benefits (economic, environmental, 
and other) of the redevelopment. SouthField, the 
new community (mixed use, transit-oriented) to 
be created by the redevelopment, is a winner of a 
Massachusetts Smart Growth Award. It will have 
extensive pedestrian and bicycle networks and 
a clean-fuel shuttle system linking to the South 
Weymouth commuter rail station. Three other 
infrastructure investments (a multi-modal center 
at the station, widening Route 18, and a new 
East-West Parkway linking Route 18 and Route 
3) are critical and will require cooperation from the 
transportation agencies. There are both state and 
federal earmarks for these projects. The Parkway 
needs a clear timetable and financing plan, or the 
first phase of development will be at risk.

The South Weymouth Naval Air Station 
Access Improvements and the Route 
18 Improvements are included in the 
Plan. The funding in the Plan for Route 
18 has been increased to $24,000,000. 
The MPO has committed to include 
only the federal and state funds 
earmarked for the South Weymouth 
Naval Air Station Access Improvements 
in the recommended Plan. A total of 
$45,000,000 for the project has been 
indicated in the footnote in Table 13-3, 
with the remaining funds to be provided 
by non-MPO revenues, including funds 
from the state, local entities, and the 
developer.

Changes to Table 13-3 should be made. 
The current costs for the Route 18 Capacity 
Improvements (Weymouth) project should 
be increased to $24 million, the most current 
cost estimate. Funding for the Base Access 
Improvements (Weymouth, Hingham, and 
Rockland) project should be increased to $45 
million, its full cost. Program both projects in the 
2007–2010 time frame. For the Base Access 
project, there is no specific agreement in place 
for potential private and local contributions. LNR 
is willing to engage in negotiations about the 
appropriate mix of sources for the $45 million 
total cost of improvements; however, footnote 
3 is premature and should either be deleted or 
amended to read, “The total project cost of $45 
million will be funded through a combination of 
federal and state funds currently earmarked for 
the project and other funds to be secured by 
local and developer contributions.” LNR is ready 
to work with the MPO to move forward with the 
Base redevelopment.

Steven H. 
Olanoff

Chair, Regional 
Transportation 
Advisory Council

The Advisory Council is reiterating its positions 
on several important topics. The Advisory 
Council has a strong commitment to transit 
expansion, both in urban and suburban areas, 
and objects to highway capacity increases. 
Freight considerations are not rising to the level 
of concern that is needed for the vitality of our 
transportation system and the economy; there 
are no freight projects in the Plan. Policies and 
plans of the MBTA, MassHighway, Massport, 
and the Seaport Advisory Council must be 
coordinated so that critical freight corridors and 
freight infrastructure are preserved and expanded 
to serve the economic needs of the state. 

The MPO is in the process of completing 
a freight study for the region. This 
study will inform the MPO on its next 
steps to address future freight needs 
(projects or future studies required). This 
information can then be incorporated in 
the development of the next Plan and 
other studies conducted by the MPO. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the MPO 
is committed to the funding of freight 
projects in the region.
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The Advisory  Council is concerned that the 
proportion of funding for state-of-good-repair 
and local projects is not adequate; opposes the 
capacity expansion of Route 3 from Weymouth 
to Duxbury; supports the Green Line extension to 
Somerville, Medford, and Union Square; opposes 
the excessive funding for Silver Line Phase III and 
supports reducing the project to portals at South 
Station; supports the design and construction of 
the Red Line/Blue Line Connector, the Blue Line 
extension to Lynn, and the inclusion of the North-
South Rail Link as an illustrative project.

The MPO discussed the Route 3 project 
and thinks that it should be included 
in the Plan because analysis shows 
that congestion on the road is severe 
now and will increase significantly in 
the future. With current daily ridership 
numbers of 14,700 for Silver Line I 
and 11,000 for Silver Line II, the MPO 
thinks that the Silver Line III project 
should be included in the Plan. The 
North-South Rail Link is included in the 
MPO’s Universe of Projects list but not 
included in the recommended Plan or as 
an illustrative project. Illustrative projects 
will be considered as part of the next 
Plan amendment, anticipated to begin 
within the current federal fiscal year. 
The other projects are included in the 
recommended Plan.

Fred Salvucci Objects to the substantial inaccuracies and 
inappropriate policy constraints in the Plan. The 
Plan should be revised and a commitment made 
to submit a revised Plan in 18 months; it should 
anticipate the challenge of climate change and 
prepare the economy for a more sustainable 
future with more walking and transit and less 
VMT, VHT, and petroleum consumption.

Recommendations:

1) Reverse the policy not to flex funds.

2) Include all the ACO 2000, the DCR network, 
and the Urban Ring 3, Congressionally identified 
priorities (Blue Line to Lynn, Fitchburg commuter 
rail, Worcester commuter rail, Longwood Tunnel, 
Fall River/New Bedford projects should be 
included).

3) Include ranges of developments (to support 
projects’ environmental documents) with a range 
of alternative land use projections.

4) Aggressively seek federal discretionary funds.

5) Suspend many highway projects for a review 
of the report of the finance commission while 
accelerating the Fix It First program for highways.

6) Commit to preparing a revised Plan (based on 
the new administration’s review of the finance 
report and on operating budget reforms) in 18 
months.

The MPO received a number of 
comments regarding the socioeconomic 
forecasts used in the development of 
the Plan. The MPO will review these 
forecasts and will make appropriate 
changes during the next amendment of 
the Plan, anticipated to begin in the fall 
of 2007. In this amendment the MPO will 
look at the socioeconomic forecasts, the 
SIP commitments and the inclusion of 
illustrative projects. The transit projects 
included in the Plan are those currently 
in the design or study phase by the 
MBTA and/or the Executive Office of 
Transportation.
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All corridor planning studies and environmental 
impact statements now underway, particularly 
the Urban Ring, use a range of values for urban 
densities that include more realistic (higher) 
projections; corrections are needed so that the 
entire planning process won’t be flawed.   
 
Regarding the projections:  
1) Employment projections in the urban area (and 
the Urban Ring corridor) are below the actual 
number for 2005, thereby understating  the 
importance of urban transit projects and travel 
demand in areas of EJ populations (this could 
delay the Urban Ring and job growth, impacting 
EJ communities) and overstating travel demand in 
suburban areas.  
2) University students are not adequately 
accounted for in the population numbers, 
resulting in an understatement of demand for 
public transportation; conversion of student 
housing to non-student will further increase 
demand. The model will only be accurate for a 
typical day in early August when school is out.

During the development of this Plan, there  
was no flexing of funds from one mode to 
another. The MPO is not opposed to the 
policy of flexing funds. However, given the 
funding levels for this Plan, the present 
allocation of funding is appropriate given 
the current financial conditions. Flexing of 
funds will be considered in the future. 

3) Special attention is needed so that 
employment and land use and the transit mode 
share are accurately projected. There will be a 
greater increase in public transit use in the Urban 
Ring alignment because of institutions’ policies to 
promote it. Caps on parking growth will support 
this trend throughout the urban core.  The CTPS 
model does not deal well with parking limits. 
 
Regarding policies:  
1) The policy not to flex funds to public 
transportation is wrong and should be reversed. 
This creates destructive competition among 
transit initiatives, not the cooperation that is 
needed; it also jeopardizes timely processing of 
federal funding. 
2) Forward Funding is a no-growth statute 
that has not worked; it doesn’t provide even a 
sustainable base for current levels of service, let 
alone the operating costs of the many proposed 
expansions of service.

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years 
including DCR roadways. 

3) The policy prioritizing Fix It First projects diverts 
capital funds to pay for deferred maintenance 
and is not investment; it facilitates continuation of 
the under-funding of maintenance by committing 
resources to complex suburban highway capacity 
expansions. 
4) The Plan should highlight the need for MBTA 
debt relief (to allow for progress on state of good 
repair and operating funds for expanded services) 
and for adequate funding of maintenance by 
MassHighway. 
5) There is no information that might facilitate a 
discussion of a pattern break or aggressive policy 
to encourage a more sustainable future (reduced 
VMT and VHT and increased transit mode share); 
comparison of alternative scenarios that are more 
transit intensive, evaluation of larger evaluation 
criteria such as climate change, land use 
strategies, or development investments would 
support this.

The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process 
and incorporate new information into 
future Plan amendments. The MPO 
discussed the Urban Ring 3 and decided 
that it should not be included in the Plan 
at this time.
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Regarding projects: 
1) Urban Ring Phase 3 and DCR bridges over the 
Charles and roadways along it should be included 
in the Plan to support possible access to federal 
funding. 
2) Many projects seem to come from a wish list 
of spot improvements, not corridor planning: 
a) Route 2 and Route 9 corridors; b) Route 
128 – Peabody to Beverly, Route 1 and 114 in 
Danvers, I-95 and I-93 in Woburn, I-93/Mystic 
Ave., Route 3 South, Middlesex Turnpike, and 
Logan car rental facility have the potential to 
encourage and exacerbate the next bottleneck 
and stimulate more auto-oriented development; 
c) the Framingham Center/Route 126 project is 
not evaluated in context of commuter rail to the 
downtown; d) a corridor plan for the Chelsea 
corridor is needed (a plan is needed for Tobin 
Bridge replacement).

The description of the Urban Ring has 
been revised to include the Longwood 
Tunnel as one of the alternatives that 
is being reviewed. ACO projects are 
included in Appendix D’s listing of MBTA 
capital investments in the system. EOT 
is working with Rhode Island officials 
regarding rail to T.F. Green. An agreement 
has not been finalized on this project. 
The MPO will monitor these projects and 
include all updated information in the next 
amendment to the Plan, anticipated to 
begin within the current federal fiscal year. 

3) Delay in implementing the remaining SIP 
transit commitments undermines the credibility 
that planning will result in action. The inaccurate 
rationale for evading the SIP commitments should 
be deleted and replaced with a retrospective of 
the projection of the Big Dig 1990 EIS. 
4) The Plan does not report on the overall review 
of the Big Dig and resulting insights into the 
level of maintenance required for Boston-area 
infrastructure. 
 
Regarding planning issues: 
1) The symbiotic role of transit in offsetting the 
congestion from the increasing role of trucks in 
freight is not adequately discussed. There is also 
no analysis of the impact of rail access to Allston.  
2) The discussion of safety and high-accident 
locations does not identify the role of excessive 
speed and the benefits of reducing speed.

The Blue Line to Lynn is included in 
the Plan. The Fall River/New Bedford 
and Fitchburg commuter rail projects 
are included in other MPOs’ Plans for 
funding and listed in the Boston Plan 
as endorsed by the MPO. The current 
SIP commitments are included in the 
Plan. When the revisions to these SIP 
commitments being proposed by EOT 
and DEP are finalized by EPA, the MPO 
will amend the Plan to include any 
changes to the commitments. 

3) There is no mention of the Finance 
Commission report or of any process to consider 
its recommendations. There is not enough finance 
information to allow serious dialogue with the 
public or the federal government. There should 
be an array of project options presented. Fiscal 
constraint strategies ignore the inflation cost 
of delay, the economic cost of deferred project 
benefits, and the costs of added auto ownership 
due to lack of transit options. 
4) Clarification of the new administration’s 
flexibility is needed; this will require a combination 
of new funding, aggressive use of flexibility, and 
pursuit of new federal funds. 
5) The Plan includes useful raw material for the 
new administration’s use in discussions with the 
public and in setting priorities.

Reference to the Finance Commission’s 
report has been included in the Plan. The 
MPO will consider these issues (a more 
sustainable future transportation system, 
corridor planning, freight’s relationship 
with transit, and speed’s relationship 
with safety) in future programs and plans 
and as topics for Unified Planning Work 
Program studies.
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Paul F. 
Matthews

Executive Director, 
Arc of Innovation

More priority and more funding must be directed 
to infrastructure in the Arc of Innovation. 
Comprehensive action is needed to ensure that 
the ongoing congestion, safety, environmental, 
and economic issues are addressed. If these 
needs are not addressed now, the economy, 
environment, residents, and employers will pay a 
steep price. 

The 495/MetroWest Corridor Partnership is 
responsible for one out of every ten payroll dollars 
in the state economy and one out of every eleven 
jobs in the state; it is home to six of the top ten 
largest publicly held companies in Massachusetts 
and will be the region in which there is the highest 
growth in eastern Massachusetts (22,000 new 
jobs by 2030).  

The MPO is currently completing an I-495 
Transit Study.

The Partnership is concerned about regional 
constraints and limitations and asks that 
constraints in the transportation infrastructure 
be aggressively addressed in order to maintain 
quality of life and economic competitiveness. 
This includes traffic congestion, increasing 
vehicle miles traveled, highway capacity, limited 
public transportation options, and failing, aged 
transportation infrastructure. A survey in the 
region has identified concerns: the region’s lack 
of public transportation services; growing traffic 
congestion; the need for improved systemwide 
maintenance. The Partnership appreciates that 
the Transportation Planning and Programming 
Committee has listed some crucial projects; 
however, these projects should be addressed in a 
more aggressive time frame. 

Two additional needs were not mentioned in the 
Plan: the I-495/I-90 Massachusetts Turnpike 
interchange in Hopkinton and Westborough 
(the intersection of two major freight corridors 
and significant commuter routes) and the I-495/
Route 9 interchange (where there is significant 
traffic congestion, with planned development to 
exacerbate the problem) – both on the boundary 
with the Central Massachusetts MPO (which 
has listed the projects in their Plan). The Boston 
Region MPO is urged to develop coordinated 
responses to these needs and secure additional 
funding. 

The I-495/I-90 and I-495/Route 9 projects 
are included and funded in the Central 
Massachusetts MPO’s long-range plan. 
The MPO will work with CMRPC in the 
development of these projects.
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Regarding projects in the Plan, the I-495/I-290 
interchange in Hudson and Marlborough regularly 
experiences congestion and safety issues, and 
the need for improvements has been recognized 
in a number of planning documents and efforts. 
The MPO should monitor the ongoing work on 
this interchange and schedule funding as soon 
as possible. The Partnership is pleased that the 
Route 85/Washington Street in Hudson project 
is in the Plan. It is Hudson’s #1 TIP priority and 
deserves funding from the MPO as soon as 
possible. The Route 135/Route 126 Interchange 
in Framingham is fourth in the Partnership’s “Top 
Ten Transportation Nightmares,” is a major traffic 
bottleneck, and includes two rotaries, three 
traffic signals, and two railroad tracks in active 
use by commuter and freight trains. Addressing 
the problems at this intersection is made more 
important in light of the expansion of commuter 
rail service under negotiation.  

The I-495/I-290 Interchange is included 
in the recommended Plan and has been 
moved into the 2011-2020 time frame. 
The Route 126/135 Interchange and the 
Route 85 project are also included in the 
recommended Plan.

Taber Keally Chair, Three 
Rivers Interlocal 
Council

The highest priority in the subregion is the 
completion of the improvements to I-93/I-95 in 
Canton. The Route 128 Add-a-Lane project will 
only speed traffic to a bottleneck intersection if 
this project is not completed.  Development at 
Westwood Station and Legacy Place adds to 
the urgency of moving forward with this project. 
The Plan should not make recommendations 
for projects that have no visible funding; this 
would be a flawed process. The Plan should 
demonstrate a clear commitment to park-and-
ride and ride-share lots as a means of promoting 
alternatives to single-occupant vehicles. Suburb-
to-suburb transportation is an issue of growing 
importance. The system does not provide 
sufficient transit for communities between Route 
128 and I-495. (If there is not a change, the 
number of communities switching to other RTAs 
will continue.) 

The I-93/I-95 Interchange project 
in Canton is included in the Plan. 
The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and 
trends and an allocation of how those 
funds will be spent over the next 23 
years. In March, the Massachusetts 
Transportation Finance Commission 
issued a report, Transportation Finances 
in Massachusetts, that estimates a 
transportation-needs gap of $15 billion 
to $19 billion over the next 20 years. 
The Patrick-Murray administration has 
committed to work with the Legislature, 
the Transportation Finance Commission, 
and other stakeholders to develop a 
proposal to address these findings 
through comprehensive reform of the 
state’s transportation-financing system. 
The MPO will participate in this process. 
As noted in Chapter 6, the MPO is 
committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region in 
conjunction with the MBTA’s Program 
for Mass Transportation.  The MPO 
provides funding for a suburban mobility 
program to address transportation needs 
in areas that are currently not served or 
underserved by transit.  As discussed in 
Chapter 13, the MPO is committed to the 
continued funding of this program in the 
region.

The MPO is urged to consider the 
recommendations of the Transportation Finance 
Commission and fix the funding gap to finance 
the long list of repairs and improvements to 
the state’s highways. The MPO is also urged 
to listen to the perspectives and analysis of the 
Transportation Investment Coalition, a group of 
Massachusetts-based planning and community 
development organizations that is in the process 
of forming with a mission to advocate for 
investment in the transportation infrastructure.  
MAPC will be participating.  
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Paul G. Yorkis Medway SWAP 
representative

The Existing Conditions chapter should focus less 
on the system and more on the exploration of 
alternative transportation modes. [Eight specific 
comments for changes/edits are then listed for 
this chapter.] The MPO should adopt a policy 
of establishing rideshare lots to address the 
current un-served and under-served population 
that do not and will not have in the foreseeable 
future access to mass transit that would serve 
their commuting requirements. Concluding that 
ridesharing is not needed or valuable based 
upon the locations cited in the draft report does 
not recognize the need for ridesharing lots in the 
495 and 128 corridors. There is a need to “look 
outside the box” in developing transportation 
and mass transit solutions for 2030, and the 
Plan “looks inside the box” for solutions. The 
stewardship of highway corridors like I-495 and 
Routes 126, 109, and 128 is not addressed.

The comments on the existing 
conditions chapter will be considered 
in the development of the next Plan. 
The regional equity chapter of this Plan 
is used to refer to providing equitable 
benefits to low-income and minority 
populations. Specific intersection projects 
do not have to be listed in the long-
range Plan. Only regionally significant 
projects (projects that add capacity to the 
system) and major investment projects 
(projects that cost over $25 million) are 
specifically listed in the Plan. Chapter 5 
discusses the intersection improvement 
program. The discussion of this program 
in the Plan allows all intersection projects 
to be funded in the Transportation 
Improvement Program without specifically 
being listed in the Plan. The MPO is 
currently completing the I-495 Transit 
Study.  As noted in Chapter 6, the MPO 
is committed to increasing park-and-ride 
at locations throughout the region. The 
comment on ridesharing at the I-495/I-
290 interchange project will be forwarded 
to MassHighway for consideration in the 
design of the project.

The definition and implementation approach 
for regional equity supports continued inequity 
between the urban areas and the suburban 
areas in terms of service as it relates to mass 
transit and in terms of improvements and 
enhancements not related to mass transit. 
The regional equity section of the Plan is 
Bostoncentric and as a result does not provide 
and does not promote regional equity. Additional 
needs include intersection improvements in 
communities outside the 128 corridor to reduce 
congestion and the construction of rideshare 
lots at major interchanges of I-495. The projects 
recommended in the Plan reflect a Bostoncentric 
view within the MPO. This view will perpetuate 
the current inequities in transportation services 
between Boston and the rest of the MPO 
region. The I-495/I-290/Route 85 project should 
include a rideshare facility. There should be more 
improvements for I-495 in the Plan, and I-495 
should be studied as a transit corridor.

Carolyn 
Manson

Brookline resident Would like to have streetcar service restored 
to the Arborway. The #39 bus is not a good 
substitute for the streetcars. The service should 
connect to Forest Hills, and parking and driving 
lanes for vehicles should be removed where 
necessary. Streetcars also have no emissions and 
do not contribute to global warming as much as 
buses.

The current SIP commitments are 
included in the Plan, including the Green 
Line Arborway Restoration. However, 
they are currently being reevaluated by 
the environmental agencies. When the 
SIP commitments are finalized by EPA 
and DEP, the MPO will amend the Plan to 
include any changes to the commitments. 
The restoration of streetcar service is not 
proposed in the reevaluation process.
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Marc Draisen Executive Director, 
Metropolitan Area 
Planning Council

This comment explains the reasons MAPC 
voted “no” on JOURNEY to 2030 and suggests 
changes in the RTP that would allow the MPO 
to produce a fiscally responsible document. The 
RTP should be changed to: 1) recognize fiscal 
constraints by noting (using the Transportation 
Finance Commission findings) the critical under-
funding of the existing transportation system; 2) 
increase funding for maintenance and operations 
of roads and bridges; this should be at least 85% 
of the highway funds and would leave funds for 
projects currently programmed in the 2007–2010 
TIP and one or two large highway projects 
per decade (with I-93/95 North – Woburn and 
Reading and I-93/95 South – Canton and 
Westwood as the highest priorities); 3) flex 
highway funding to cover the SIP commitments; 
4) specify ways to pay for critical expansion 
projects; the Plan should identify specific sources 
of funds that would enable these and critical 
highway projects (other than our priorities) to 
proceed. 

The funding for this Plan includes a 
projection of revenues through 2030 
based on current allocations and trends 
and an allocation of how those funds 
will be spent over the next 23 years. In 
addition to projects that add capacity 
to the system, the Plan lists projects 
that cost over $25 million. Many of 
these projects address the existing 
maintenance needs and safety issues of 
the transportation system.  

Transportation needs in the region are critically 
under-funded. The Transportation Finance 
Commission is expected to indicate a shortfall 
of $13 to $19 billion in funds needed just to 
maintain and operate our existing system. The 
bond bill provides only short-term relief and does 
not address larger, systemic problems in the 
transportation finance system. 
      
While the Plan may be technically “fiscally 
constrained,” it does not recognize the real 
financial shortfalls. It assumes that state and 
federal transportation funds will increase by at 
least 3% per year for the next 23 years and that 
project costs will only increase at 4%. The RTP 
allocates 29% of available funds to new highway 
projects and assumes the Commonwealth will 
provide almost $4 billion for new transit projects, 
with no transit planned beyond 2020.

During the development of the Plan, 
the MPO determined that there would 
be no flexing of funds. The MPO is not 
opposed to the policy of flexing funds. 
However, given the funding levels for this 
Plan, the present allocation of funding 
is appropriate given the current financial 
conditions. Flexing of funds will be 
considered in the future.
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Regarding highway funding: Maintenance is 
not adequately funded in the RTP, providing 
71% instead of the recommended 85% of state 
and federal funds; 15% would be more fiscally 
responsible.   
 
Regarding transit funding, funding is both too 
large and too small: the expansion project list 
is too large (assumptions on available funding 
are unrealistic); but there is no expansion in 
the 2021-2030 time-frame. MAPC supports 
transit expansion. Additional projects should be 
identified and planning should begin; the demand 
for new transit is strong. Needs should be 
identified in the Plan, and projects to meet those 
needs and revenue sources should be included. 
Realization of the MAPC MetroFuture Plan (based 
on mixed-use, TOD) will require additions to the 
transit network and funding for maintenance 
and operations. (MAPC is a member of the 
Transportation Investment Coalition, working 
to educate the public on unmet transportation 
needs and to seek adequate resources.)      

The transit projects included in the Plan 
are those currently in the design or study 
phase by the MBTA and/or the Executive 
Office of Transportation. The MPO 
discussed a minimum level of funding 
for the listed programs but decided not 
to include it at this time. As discussed in 
Chapter 13, the MPO is committed to the 
funding of the listed projects in the region.

There are not adequate funds for constructing, 
maintaining and operating the SIP commitments 
and the Blue Line to Lynn, Urban Ring Phase 
2, and the New Bedford-Fall River project, 
and it is not fiscally responsible to assume that 
these funds will be provided by the legislature 
without additional sources of revenue. The RTP 
should include a minimum funding commitment 
to Suburban Mobility/TDM, bicycle mobility, 
and pedestrian access programs that have 
demonstrated benefits for congestion, safety, 
health, and air quality and that are necessary to 
support the sustainable land use patterns that 
are a part of the MetroFuture land use plan, and 
to a freight program ($15 million for all four). This 
would demonstrate commitment even in fiscally 
constrained times. There are no freight projects in 
the Plan and no specific program to preserve and 
improve the freight infrastructure. There is a need 
for a comprehensive plan for moving freight in our 
region and a way to pay for the improvements.  

The MPO is in the process of completing 
a freight study for the region. This 
study will inform the MPO on its next 
steps to address future freight needs 
(projects or future studies required). This 
information can then be incorporated in 
the development of the next Plan and 
other studies conducted by the MPO. 
As discussed in Chapter 13, the MPO 
is committed to the funding of freight 
projects in the region.
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APPENDIX

UNIVERSE OF PROJECTS

1

One of the primary outcomes of the Regional Transportation Plan is the develop-
ment of a list of major capital expansion projects for implementation over the next 
23 years. For use in selecting these projects, the MPO created a Universe of 
Projects list identifying all possible projects. The list is in two parts, one for highway 
projects and the other for transit projects. Please note that the projects listed in 
this appendix include all projects that were considered for the recommended Plan. 
It is not a list of illustrative projects, as discussed in Chapter 13 on page 13-100.

The Highway Universe of Projects list comprises those projects included in a previ-
ously adopted Regional Transportation Plan, projects previously studied, projects 
now under study or in development, and projects included in comments received 
during the public outreach processes for the 2004–2025 Plan and this JOURNEY 
to 2030 Plan. The Transit Universe of Projects list was derived from the MBTA’s 
Program for Mass Transportation.
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COMMUNITY PROJECT current cost

Recommended Highway Projects Included in the 2004 RTP 

Bedford, Burlington and  
Billerica

Middlesex Turnpike Improvements $14,400,000

Beverly to Peabody Route 128 Capacity Improvements $145,000,000

Boston East Boston Haul Road/Chelsea Truck Route $14,000,000

Boston Route 1A/Boardman Street Grade Separation $10,000,000

Boston Rutherford Avenue $79,300,000

Boston to Newton Double-Stack Initiative $23,400,000

Canton I-93/I-95 Interchange $120,000,000

Canton I-95 Northbound/Dedham Street Ramp and Bridge $3,500,000

Concord Concord Rotary/Route 2 $40,000,000

Concord and Lincoln Route 2/Crosby’s Corner Grade Separation $31,500,000

Danvers and Peabody Route 1/Route 114 Corridor Improvements $46,800,000

Everett, Malden, and Medford Telecom City Boulevard $15,200,000

Everett, Medford, and Revere Route 16 (Revere Beach Parkway) $93,600,000

Framingham Route 126/Route 135 Grade Separation $50,000,000

Framingham Route 9/Route 126 Interchange $17,500,000

Framingham to Worcester Double-Stack Initiative $9,400,000

Lynnfield to Reading Route 128 Capacity Improvements $150,000,000

Malden and Revere Route 1 Improvements $65,000,000

Marlborough and Hudson I-495/I-290/Route 85 Connector Interchange $32,800,000

Natick to Wellesley Double-Stack Initiative $23,400,000

Newton and Needham Needham Street/Highland Avenue $7,700,000

Quincy Quincy Center Concourse, Phase 2 $7,000,000

Reading and Woburn I-93/I-95 Interchange $171,000,000

Revere Mahoney Circle Grade Separation $30,000,000

Revere Route 1/Route 16 Interchange $4,600,000

Revere Route 1A/Route 16 Connection $46,300,000

Salem Boston Street $2,300,000

Salem Bridge Street $3,500,000

Somerville I-93/Mystic Avenue Interchange $58,500,000

Weymouth, Hingham, and  
Rockland

S. Weymouth Naval Air Station Access  
Improvements

$45,000,000

Weymouth Route 18 Capacity Improvements Project $14,000,000

Weymouth to Duxbury Route 3 South Additional Lanes $210,600,000

Universe of Highway Expansion Projects for the 2030 Build Scenario



B-�Appendix B

COMMUNITY PROJECT current cost

Wilmington I-93/Ballardvale Street Interchange $20,000,000

Wilmington and Reading I-93/Route 129 Interchange Improvement Project $17,500,000

Woburn New Boston Street Bridge $2,400,000

Additional Highway Projects Not Included in the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan 

Boston Fenway Park Improvements $30,400,000

Salem Commercial Street/Tremont Street $700,000

Salem Essex Street Conversion $2,400,000

Marlborough and  
Northborough

Boundary Street/Goddard Street $2,900,000

Wellesley to Woburn I-95/Route 128 Capacity Improvements TBD

Burlington Route 3A $3,500,000

Wilmington, Tewksbury, and 
Andover

Lowell Junction $5,400,000 to $10,700,000

Projects Identified in Comments on the 2000 RTP, 2001 RTP Update, and 2004 RTP 

Arlington and Cambridge Route 2/Route 16 Interchange TBD

Ashland Route 135 Grade Separations TBD

Bedford Wiggins Avenue Extension TBD

Boston Back Bay Massachusetts Turnpike Exit TBD

Braintree I-93/Route 3 Interchange (Braintree Split) $33,300,000

Braintree Route 3/Union Street Safety Improvements TBD

Canton East-West Connector Road $8,400,000

Gloucester Gloucester Rotary TBD

Hopkinton I-495/South Street New Interchange TBD

Hudson Washington Street (Route 85) Widening $5,900,000

Medford Route 16/I-93 Connection TBD

Newton
New Ramp from I-95/Route 128 to Riverside  

MBTA Station
TBD

Sherborn Route 16/27 Improvements TBD

Somerville Depress Interstate 93 TBD

Somerville Route 28 Improvements TBD

Somerville and Dorchester Extend the Interstate 93 HOV Lane into the City TBD

Westborough Route 9/Interstate 495 Interchange TBD

Projects Identified through Planning Efforts

Lynnfield, Peabody and Saugus Route 1 Capacity Improvements TBD

Boston to Revere Route 1A Capacity Improvements TBD
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Acton to Lexington Route 2 Capacity Improvements TBD

Raynham to Randolph Route 24 Capacity Improvements TBD

Boston to Braintree
Interstate 93 (Southeast Expressway)  

Capacity Improvements
TBD

Somerville to Woburn Interstate 93 Capacity Improvements TBD

Canton to Foxborough I-95 Capacity Improvements TBD

Littleton to Wrentham I-495 Capacity Improvements TBD

Boston Conley Truck Road $20,000,000

Boston Conley Rail Service Study $100,000

Boston Charlestown Haul Road $8,000,000

Boston
Port of Boston Inner Harbor Maintenance  

Dredging Project
$50,500,000

Boston
Boston Harbor Deep Draft Navigation Improve-

ment Project
$75,000,000

Boston Rail Extension to Massport Marine Terminal $5,000,000

Boston T Under D $65,000,000

Boston Inner Harbor Ferry Vessels $2,000,000

Boston South Boston Water Transportation Terminal $3,000,000

Boston to Fitchburg Fitchburg Line Service Expansion $172,000,000

Projects from Journey to 2030 Outreach

Weston Route 30/Interstate 90 Interchange Improvements TBD

Milford Route 16 Bypass Road $5,000,000

Regionwide HOV lanes on I-495, I-95, and Route 128 TBD

Stoughton Route 24 Interchange TBD

Marshfield Route 139 Improvements $7,000,000

Hanover Route 53 Widening TBD

Somerville McGrath Highway Grade Change $2,000,000
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Service
Screened 

by PMT
Project

Blue Line X Blue–Red connector 

Blue Line X Wonderland Blue Line–commuter rail connector 

Blue Line X Extension to Lynn 

Blue Line 
Extend from Bowdoin to Copley/Back Bay and then to Riverside, 

replacing the Green Line D Branch 

Blue Line Build spur direct to airport 

Blue Line Build a spur to Winthrop 

Blue Line X Extend to Salem 

Blue Line X
Extension from Bowdoin to West Medford via Lechmere  

and Somerville 

Orange Line X Extension from Oak Grove to Reading/Route 128 

Orange Line X Extension from Forest Hills to West Roxbury/Needham 

Orange Line Extend to I-95 at both ends 

Orange Line Extend to Saugus 

Orange Line Build spur to Chelsea and Everett 

Orange Line Build a spur to Chelsea 

Orange Line X Construct Assembly Square Station

Red Line 
Extension beyond Ashmont to Mattapan in place of present  

streetcar service 

Red Line Northwest Extension: Alewife--Arlington Heights–Lexington 

Red Line Red Line loop to serve South Boston waterfront 

Red Line X Extension along Route 3 

Red Line X Extend from Alewife to Route 128 via Route 2 

Red Line 
New variation from Central Sq. Cambridge to JFK/UMass  

via Mass. Ave. 

Red Line Extend from Braintree to Randolph 

Red Line X Replace light rail service with busway on Mattapan High Speed Line 

Red Line X Extend to Weymouth via Plymouth/Kingston Line right-of-way 

Green Line Reopen Arborway–Heath St. segment 

Green Line Green Line to Brighton (Watertown Line) 

Green Line Brookline Village Connector (D Line–E Line) 

Green Line X
Green Line to Needham (branch from Riverside Line after  

Newton Highlands) 

Green Line X
Urban Ring: Construct a transit system following a circular 

route around the inner core 

Green Line Extend Riverside Line to Wellesley 

Universe of Transit Expansion Projects for the 2030 Build Scenario
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Service
Screened 

by PMT
Project

Green Line 
Connect Riverside Green Line station to  
Framingham/Worcester commuter rail 

Green Line 
Extend Green Line from Lechmere to Harvard Sq. via  

Union Sq. Somerville 

Green Line Extend Green Line from Lechmere to Saugus 

Green Line 
Convert Silver Line between World Trade Center and South Station 

to light rail and connect to Green Line at Boylston

Green Line 
Build a new branch from North Station to Boylston via  

the Waterfront and South Station 

Green Line X
Extend the proposed Medford Hillside extension from Medford 

Hillside to Davis Sq. to connect with Red Line 

Green Line Extension from Lechmere to West Medford via Somerville 

Silver Line X Build South Station–Boylston section of Silver Line 

Silver Line X
Connect Washington St. Silver Line to Boylston–World Trade  

Center Silver Line at Boylston St. 

Silver Line 
New connections to Logan Airport terminals: Provide new  

transit connections to Logan Airport 

Silver Line X
Convert Washington St. Silver Line to trackless trolley or light 

rail and extend to Mattapan via Grove Hall 

Silver Line 
Build new trackless trolley tunnel under Stuart St.  
Convert E Line to trackless trolley and connect to  

Silver Line tunnel via this new tunnel.

Silver Line Operate branch from Forest Hills to Dudley via Washington St. 

Commuter Rail Expand reverse-commute options

Commuter Rail Build new parking facility at interchange of Route 2 and I-495 

Commuter Rail X Fairmount Line improvements/Indigo Line

Commuter Rail X Extend Providence Line to T. F. Green Airport (RI) 

Commuter Rail X
Reconstruct rights-of-way and extend service from Stoughton  

to New Bedford and Fall River via Taunton 

Commuter Rail X
Reconstruct tracks and extend service from Needham Junction  

to Millis 

Commuter Rail X
Extend service from Lowell to Nashua with stop at  

North Chelmsford 

Commuter Rail X Extend service from Middleborough to Wareham

Commuter Rail X Extend service from Middleborough to Buzzards Bay or Hyannis 

Commuter Rail X Extend service from Fitchburg to Gardner 

Commuter Rail X Extend service from Forge Park to Milford 

Commuter Rail X Extend service from Salem to Peabody 

Commuter Rail Institute a new line from Worcester to Providence 
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Commuter Rail Institute a new line from Worcester to Haverhill 

Commuter Rail
Build Central Mass. (Waltham to Berlin via Weston, Wayland, Sud-

bury, and Hudson) commuter rail or busway 

Commuter Rail X Build Alewife commuter rail station 

Commuter Rail X Build Allston/Brighton commuter rail station 

Commuter Rail X
Build commuter rail station at Riverside and intermodal transfer 

facility between commuter rail and Green Line 

Commuter Rail X Build regional commuter rail station on I-495 in MetroWest area 

Commuter Rail X Build regional commuter rail station on I-495 in Littleton area 

Commuter Rail
Purchase hybrid bus-train vehicles that would have both steel 
and rubber wheels to operate on Framingham-Worcester Line

Commuter Rail X
Make improvements to the Foxborough commuter rail station to 

accommodate regular commuting trips, and open stadium parking 
facilities to park-and-ride customers

Commuter Rail Connect the Fairmount Line to the Red Line at Mattapan 

Commuter Rail X
North-south rail link: Construct a commuter rail tunnel connect-

ing the North Side and South Side networks with stops at North 
Station, South Station, and possibly an intermediate location

Commuter Rail X
Build a rail line from Framingham to Leominster via Northborough 

and Southborough 

Commuter Rail
Operate service from Worcester to North Station via Cambridge 

over the Grand Junction line, with stops at BU, MIT, and East  
Cambridge

Commuter Rail Commuter rail “Inner Ring”: Melrose to Winchester 

Commuter Rail Extend Newburyport trains to Kittery, Maine

Commuter Rail X Extend commuter rail from Haverhill to Plaistow, NH 

Commuter Rail Commuter rail from Framingham to Sudbury Center 

Commuter Rail Extend commuter rail from Worcester to Springfield 

Commuter Rail Restore Saugus Branch from Malden to Lynn via Saugus 

Commuter Rail
Operate service from Boston to Route 1 in Peabody  

(branch off of Haverhill Line at Wakefield) 

Commuter Rail X Operate to Danvers (branch from Salem) 

Commuter Rail X Add South Salem stop 

Commuter Rail X Add a new station at Millbury on Framingham/Worcester Line

Commuter Rail Add a station at Route 128 on the Needham Line 

Commuter Rail

On the Worcester commuter rail line operate rapid-transit-style 
service with Diesel Multiple Unit cars (DMUs) from Route 128 to 

South Station with new stops at Newton Corner, Faneuil, Brighton 
Center, Allston, BU Central, and Kenmore

Commuter Rail Build new spur from South Weymouth Station into old Air Base 

Commuter Rail Restore Randolph Branch 
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Service
Screened 

by PMT
Project

Commuter Rail Build a station in West Acton on Fitchburg Line 

Commuter Rail Extend proposed Greenbush line from Scituate to Marshfield 

Commuter Rail X Add a station on Fitchburg Line at Union Sq. Somerville 

Commuter Rail X Build Greenbush branch of Old Colony rail service 

Commuter Rail
New station on Fitchburg Line near Twin City Plaza  

on Cambridge/Somerville Line 

Commuter Rail
Add a station at Route 128/Mass. Pike on the  

Framingham/Worcester line 

Commuter Rail
Build a new commuter rail station on the Haverhill/Reading Line 
that would serve both Sullivan Station and the potential new  

Assembly Square Station

Commuter Rail Build a commuter rail branch to Logan Airport 

Commuter Rail
Extend commuter rail service from Cordage Park to  

Plymouth Center 

Commuter Rail Extend proposed Millis Line to Medway

Commuter Rail Institute a new commuter rail line from Lowell to New Bedford

Commuter Rail
Institute a new commuter rail line from South Acton  

to Marlborough

Commuter Rail
Operate EMU commuter rail trains from Hynes Convention  

Center to new convention center

Bus 
Better downtown bus distribution: Expand the coverage of  

downtown stops for bus routes serving downtown 

Bus 
Build Central Mass. (Waltham to Berlin via Weston, Wayland,  

Sudbury, and Hudson) commuter rail or busway 

Bus X
Implement a network of local feeder bus services to MetroWest 

commuter rail stations 

Bus X
Implement a network of local feeder bus services from South 

Shore communities to Old Colony commuter rail stations

Bus X Improve feeder bus service to Fitchburg commuter rail station 

Bus X
Urban Ring: Construct a transit system following a circular 

route around the inner core. Phase I includes new conventional 
bus routes, and Phase II includes new bus rapid transit segments.

Bus X Operate circumferential Route 128 bus service 

Bus Run feeder bus to Southborough commuter rail station 

Bus Run feeder bus to South Acton commuter rail station 

Bus 
New bus service from Framingham Exit 12 park-and-ride lot to  

T. F. Green Airport and Manchester Airport 

Bus Operate feeder buses to Mansfield commuter rail station 

Bus Build busway from Ruggles to Dudley 

Bus 
Run from Rhode Island to Fall River to connect with the  

proposed commuter rail line 
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Bus 
Run a jitney van loop from Forest Hills to Longwood Medical Area 

to Coolidge Corner 

Bus X Extend Trackless Trolley #71 from Watertown to Newton Corner 

Bus Build a bus rapid transit line along the Saugus Branch 

Bus 
Run more express buses to Boston from Scituate, Cohassett, Nor-

well, Marshfield, and Hingham 

Bus X Add 100 additional buses regionwide 

Bus Create HOV lanes on Route 128 for circumferential bus service 

Bus X
New busways to Alewife Station along heavily congested portions 

of Alewife Brook Parkway and Route 2 

Bus Build a surface busway along the Central Artery right of way 

Bus Intersuburban bus service 

Boat X Build a ferry wharf at Russia Wharf (near South Station) 

Boat Additional commuter boats through Cape Cod Canal 

Boat X
High-speed ferry service from North Shore (Lynn/Salem)  

to Boston and the airport 

Boat X Restore East Boston ferry 

Boat X
Improve ferry service from South Shore communities  

(Quincy, Hingham, Hull, Cohasset, and Scituate) to Boston.  
Improve ferry infrastructure as part of expansion.

Boat New ferry service, Assembly Sq. Mall–World Trade Center 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

New “intercept stations” along highways: Build new stations with 
parking at locations where transit lines cross major highways

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Build regional intermodal transportation centers 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Light rail from Route 495 to Burlington 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Rapid transit to Chelsea (no line specified) 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Connect Telecom City to Urban Ring 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Build light rail feeder lines to Framingham from  
Walpole, Milford, and Marlborough 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Add an outer Urban Ring from Harvard Sq. to Dudley via  
Allston and Brookline (Route 66 routing) 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Add an outer Urban Ring along Route 128

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Build light rail line from South Acton sTation to Maynard Center

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

Build light rail line in South Boston to replace #9 bus 
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Screened 
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Project

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

X
Extend Silver Line from Dudley Station to Mattapan  

and Ashmont Stations 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

X

Extend Silver Line from Boylston Station to Kenmore Station 
via new subway under Stuart Street and operate two western 
branches: one to the Longwood Medical Area and one to Oak 

Square, Brighton, via Allston Landing

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

X
Extend Silver Line from Convention Center to City Point via  

Summer Street and East Broadway 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

X Rapid transit to Chelsea (no line specified) 

Systemwide and  
Miscellaneous 

X Need for more Rideshare and park-and-ride facilities

Monorails and Bullet Trains North Station–South Station monorail 

Monorails and Bullet Trains 
Build a monorail system on a circumferential route along  

the I-495 right-of-way 

Monorails and Bullet Trains Build monorail along Saugus Branch railroad 

Monorails and Bullet Trains 
Build monorail in Needham parallel to Route 128  

along with MBTA parking garage

NonMotorized Modes Build bikeways next to commuter rail lines 

NonMotorized Modes Build bikeway from Alewife to Waltham Center 

NonMotorized Modes Extend bikepath from Somerville to Lechmere 
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APPENDIX

PROJECT RATINGS

1

Highway Project Ratings

Each highway project included in the Universe of Projects with a defined descrip-
tion was rated for its impact consistency with six of the eight Boston Region MPO 
Regional Transportation Plan policies. Ratings were given a value from –3 to 3. 

This evaluation of the projects is summarized on the following pages in five matri-
ces, each addressing a category of highway project. In the matrices, the numbers 
in parentheses that follow most of the project names refer to notes on the projects; 
the notes follow each matrix. For type of project, MI is an acronym for Major Invest-
ment (over $25 million) and AQ stands for Regionally Significant for AQ Conformity. 

Transit Project Ratings: See Page C-14
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C-� JOURNEY to 2030

Notes: Limited-Access Highway 
Projects – Interchanges

1.		  A high crash location (#5). Used daily by the 
highest number of commuters.

2. 		  A high crash location (#22).  Chronic con-
gestion AM and PM.  LOS F. Route to 
Route128 commuter rail station and used 
by feeder shuttles to station. Implements 
previous MPO study; consistent with local 
growth planning study. Much abutting land 
protected (ACEC). MBTA station access. 
Economic development district.

3. 		  A high crash location. Congestion in AM 
northbound (entering split) and PM south-
bound  (both entering and leaving split).  
Implements results of previous MPO study. * 
AQ depending on alternative chosen.

4. 		  A high crash location (#1). Design address-
es safety on the arterial local road network. 
Some elements at LOS F in AM.  At the 
intersection of 2 major regional roadways. 
Used by 3 MBTA bus routes accessing 
Orange Line rapid transit and commuter rail 
stations; will provide access to proposed 
Assembly Square station and major future 
development; rezoned to encourage high-
density/mixed use development. Somerville 
is a state economic target area.

5. 		  AM and PM LOS F (1995). High commuting 
use. Consistent with Concord long-range 
planning. High crash location.

6. 		  A high usage corridor to Boston and Logan. 
Below 70% posted speed in AM and at 
LOS E/F in PM. Revere is a state economic 
target area. Route 1A/Route 16 would 
remove traffic now going through Mahoney 
Circle.

7. 		  A high crash location (#65). Will improve 
mobility regional connections from Routes 
1A, 107, and 1. Benefits EJ community. 
Linked to other improvements in the corri-
dor. Revere is a state economic target area. 

Direct connection would relieve Mahoney 
Circle/Route 60 traffic delays.

8. 		  Questionable community support. A high 
crash location (#14). LOS D in AM and LOS 
D and F in PM.  The 18th most delayed 
intersection in the MPO region. Moves 
regional trips from local roads; benefits this 
EJ community. Revere is a state economic 
target area. Within 1/2 mile of MBTA Blue 
Line rapid transit station.

9. 		  Existing safety problems. A high crash loca-
tion (#42), including truck rollovers. Ramps 
at or near LOS F.

10. 	 Benefit for local streets and access to major 
industrial/commercial area.  Improves ac-
cess to MBTA 128 commuter rail station. 
Implements previous MPO study; consistent 
with local growth planning study. In protect-
ed area (ACEC). Provides direct connection 
with Westwood business district and MBTA 
commuter station.

11. 	 A high crash location (#99). One of 5 busi-
est radial routes to Boston; high commuting 
use.

12. 	 A high crash location (#101). Bottleneck 
at interchange. Congestion in AM and PM 
peaks, all approaches. Access to Alewife 
Red Line rapid transit station; MBTA feeder 
bus service to station.

13. A high crash location (#428). LOS D in AM 
and F in PM. Ranked 1A’s worst intersec-
tion. Air quality benefits.

14. Two high crash locations (#136 and #609).  
LOS D in PM at one ramp; LOS F in AM 
and E in PM at another (the 15th most de-
layed intersection in N. Suburban subregion 
in PM).

15. 	 A high crash location (#92). LOS F in AM 
and PM.

16. 	 A high crash location (#722).  Important 
connector.



C-�Appendix C

17. 	 A high crash location (#229). Serious con-
gestion in AM and PM. Corridors are in 
designated redevelopment districts.

18. 	 A high crash location (#188). I-495 used by 
private commuter buses, Logan Express; 
major trucking route.

19. 	 Route 16 is congested eastbound in AM 
and PM peaks. Located 1.5 miles from Or-
ange Line and 2 miles from Red Line rapid 
transit stations.

20. 	 Three high crash locations (#7 to #232). 
Congestion in AM and PM. Used by buses 
(private commuter, Logan Express, and 
MBTA express).

21. 	 A high crash location (#874). Riverside Sta-
tion Drive left turn are LOS F in AM and D in 
PM peaks. Important Green Line rapid tran-
sit and bus services (express to downtown, 
interstate, local).

22. 	 A redevelopment area is adjacent.

23. 	 LOS E and F at many locations in project 
area. Improves access to Lowell Junction 
industrial and office properties. Project to be 
funded through Merrimack Valley MPO but 
must also be listed in Boston Region MPO. 
*This project will be included and funded in 
Merrimack Valley MPO RTP.
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C-� JOURNEY to 2030

Notes: Limited-Access Highway 
Projects – Segments

1. 		  Eight high crash locations (#52 to #747). 
Oldest remaining section of 128; poor de-
sign standards and high volumes.

2. 		  Four high crash locations (#45 to #175). 
LOS E and F AM and PM peaks; break-
down lane used in peaks.

3. 		  A high crash location (#3). Congestion 
southbound AM and northbound PM peaks. 
Two redevelopment areas in project area; 
state economic target area. High crash 
location and substandard horizontal curve 
design.

4. 		  Three high crash locations (#110 to # 655).  
Very congested. AM southbound queues at 
peak.

5. 		  Six high crash locations (#11 to # 547). 
Bottleneck at Lynnfield Tunnel where road-
way is at or near capacity in PM peak.

6. 		  Six high crash locations (#55 to #671). 
Used by MBTA buses, private commuter 
buses, and Logan Express buses; provides 
access to 3 Blue Line rapid transit stations.

7. 		  Nine high crash locations (#17 to #922). 
Congestion in AM and PM peaks. HOV 
connection to Central Artery would reduce 
congestion. Used by private commuter 
buses.

8. 		  Eight high crash locations (#7 to #240).

9. 		  Five high crash locations (#20 to #432). 
Reversible HOV a benefit; connections to 
intersecting highways a problem.

10. 	 Nine high crash locations (#48 to #166). 
Congestion and volumes at or near capac-
ity in 2 sections in MPO region, AM and PM 
peaks. Bottleneck at I-93/24 northbound. 
Reversible HOV would reduce travel times; 
connections with intersecting highways a 
problem.

11. 	 Nine high crash locations (ranging from #99 
to #523). Congestion in AM and PM peaks. 
Located within 1/2 mile of 2 commuter rail 
stations.

12.		 Fifteen high crash locations (#9 to 376). 
Reversible HOV a benefit, connections to 
intersecting highways a problem.

13. 	 Five high crash locations (#22 to #515). AM 
peak congestion; at or near capacity north-
bound AM and southbound PM.  Bottleneck 
at I-93/I-95. HOV would be benefit; connec-
tions to intermediate intersections a prob-
lem.

14. 	 Thirteen high crash locations (#27 to #452). 
Traffic volumes near or at capacity in several 
limited locations in AM and PM.

15. 	 Congestion in AM southbound and PM 
northbound peaks.
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C-10 JOURNEY to 2030

Notes: Arterial Roadway Projects 
– Intersections

1. 		  A high crash location (#215). Intersection 
at LOS F in AM and PM.  Second worst in 
MetroWest subregion and 8th worst in MPO 
region. MBTA commuter rail station in the 
vicinity and LIFT buses operate in area. Is an 
identified EJ community.  Linked to down-
town redevelopment.

2. 		  Includes reconstruction of structurally defi-
cient bridge. In the Golden Triangle business 
area.

Notes: Arterial Roadway Projects  
– Segment

3. 		  Three high crash locations (#445 to #273). 
Six intersections in the top 25 most delayed 
in South Shore Coalition subregion. Pro-
vides access to South Weymouth com-
muter rail station on Plymouth Line.  Part of 
development plan for S. Weymouth Naval 
Air Station, site designated for redevelop-
ment.  Weymouth is a state economic target 
area.

4. 		  LOS E in AM and PM along Turnpike.  LOS 
F at 6 of 7 intersections. Adding sidewalks. 
Improvements in a multi-community Eco-
nomic Opportunity Area.

5. 		  Four high crash locations (#10 to #942). 
LOS E/F in AM and PM. Would improve 
access to MBTA Wellington Orange Line 
station. Important access to Telecom City 
site. Everett is a state economic target area.

6. 		  Five high crash locations (#4 to #212). Part 
of Route 28 Corridor Transportation Man-
agement Plan.

7. 		  Two Orange Line rapid transit stations 
adjacent to project. An Urban Ring Phase 
2 route. Would improve access to historic 
resources and park; improve pedestrian 
facilities; add open space. Boston is a state 
economic target area.

8. 		  One high crash location (#106). LOS E/F in 
AM and PM. MBTA bus route uses Need-
ham St. in Newton. Needham section in a 
redevelopment district; project would facili-
tate.

9. 		  Improvements in traffic flow and a bike trail 
extension.

10. 	 Route for LIFT 5 bus. Only state route in 
Ashland; connections to I-495.

11. 	 LOS E in AM and LOS E or F PM and Sat-
urday midday.

12. 	 Hudson has private bus service.

13. 	 Two high crash location (#850 and #885). 
Sidewalks and shared bicycle lane (shoul-
der) included. Development consistent with 
local master plan.

14. 	 A high crash location (#30). Part of Route 
28 Corridor Transportation Management 
Plan.

15. 	 A high crash location (#834)
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C-12 JOURNEY to 2030

Notes: Collector/Local Roadway 
Projects

1. 		  Two high crash locations (#219 and #767).  
Many high volume roadways in corridor. 
MBTA rapid transit stations, bus routes, and 
Yawkey commuter rail station on Worcester 
Line. Many major institutions in area; 52,600 
jobs.

2. 		  Five high crash locations (#142 to #985) 
Would connect 2 regional routes and pro-
vide access to mixed-use redevelopment 
site and proposed multi-modal center for 
the South Weymouth commuter rail station 
on the Plymouth Line.

3. 		  Would provide new connection and improve 
access and economic activity in downtown.

4. 		  Would provide a second access route to 
the Anderson Regional Transportation Cen-
ter on the Lowell commuter rail line and the 
Industriplex are and for emergency vehicles.

5. 		  Two high crash locations (#445 and #969). 
Would improve access to Salem commuter 
rail station including pedestrian access. 
MBTA buses serve the station.

6. 		  Would facilitate development at Telecom 
City and vicinity, a state economic target 
area.

7. 		  Would provide more reliable service to Lo-
gan on Silver Line.  In South Boston Water-
front District.

8. 		  Salem is a state economic target area.

9. 		  Would provide a new connection for Route 
20 to I-290. Will include bicycle/pedestrian 
accommodations.

10. 		 Would connect industrial park and Route 
138.

11. 	 In the vicinity of the Salem station on the 
Newburyport/Rockport commuter rail line. 
Seven MBTA bus routes serve the station.

12. 	 Would improve access to industrial area. 
MBTA bus route and Minuteman Commuter 
Bikeway in the vicinity.

13. 	 From pedestrian only to roadway. Conver-
sion to pedestrian was a SIP commitment; 
would require implementation of a substitute 
project.
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C-14 JOURNEY to 2030

Notes: Freight Projects

1. 		  Would enhance accessibility for commercial 
vehicles to Logan and Chelsea; remove this 
traffic from neighborhood streets; add pe-
destrian connection to E. Boston Greenway. 
Eliminates truck traffic bottleneck. Boston is 
a state economic target area.

2. 		  Would allow wider range of ships access to 
the Port. Massport requests this be listed in 
Plan but not funded through the MPO.

3. 		  Would allow wider range of ships access to 
the Port. Massport requests this be listed in 
Plan but not funded through the MPO.

4. 		  Rail feasibility study of providing rail access 
to Conley Terminal; an alternative to trucking.

5. 		  Would eliminate large numbers of trucks 
from roadways in area and would make Port 
more competitive.

6. 		  Enhance accessibility of commercial vehicle 
travel between the Port and interstate high-
ways. In the industrial employment center in 
South Boston.

7. 		  Would connect Mystic River Designated 
Port Area with regional highway network; 
possible option for direct rail service.

8. 		  Would improve freight rail access to Boston, 
reduce port-related truck traffic.

9. 		  Would improve freight rail access to Boston 
and reduce port-related truck traffic.

10. 	 Would improve freight rail access to Boston, 
reduce port-related truck traffic.

11. 	 Would allow more frequency of service and 
would connect to MBTA bus, rail, and Silver 
Line.

Transit Project Ratings

Evaluations of the transit expansion projects bro-
ken down by mode (rapid transit, bus and track-
less trolley, commuter rail, and boat) follow. High, 
medium, and low ratings are used.
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OVERALL RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT EVALUATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION TYPE UTILIZATION MOBILITY
COST-

EFFECTIVE
AIR 

QUALITY
SERVICE 
QUALITY

ECON./
LAND USE 
IMPACTS

ENVIRON. 
JUSTICE

TOTAL

BLUE-RED CONNECTOR LINE EXT. ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ◗

CONVERT DUDLEY/
BOYLSTON SECTION OF 
SILVER LINE TO LIGHT RAIL

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ● ● ❍

EXTEND BLUE LINE
FROM BOWDOIN
TO WEST MEDFORD

LINE EXT. ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ● ◗

EXTEND BLUE LINE
FROM LYNN TO SALEM

LINE EXT. ● ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗

EXTEND BLUE LINE FROM
WONDERLAND TO LYNN

LINE EXT. ● ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ● ● ●

EXTEND GREEN LINE
TO WEST MEDFORD

LINE EXT. ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ◗

NEW GREEN LINE
NEEDHAM BRANCH

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍

ORANGE LINE NO. EXT.
FROM OAK GROVE TO
READING/ROUTE 128

LINE EXT. ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

ORANGE LINE SO. EXT.
FROM FOREST HILLS TO
RTE. 128 VIA HYDE PARK

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍

ORANGE LINE SO. EXT.
FROM FOREST HILLS TO
W. ROXBURY/NEEDHAM

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍

RED LINE EXTENSION
TO WEYMOUTH

LINE EXT. ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ● ❍ ❍

RED LINE NW EXT. FROM
ALEWIFE TO RTE. 128

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍

RESTORE GREEN LINE
SERVICE BETWEEN
HEATH ST. & ARBORWAY

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ● ● ◗ ◗

SILVER LINE EAST EXT.
TO CITY POINT

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗

SILVER LINE PHASE III:
SOUTH STATION-
BOYLSTON CONNECTOR

LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ● ●

SILVER LINE SO. EXT. TO
ASHMONT & MATTAPAN

LINE EXT. ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ● ● ● ●

SILVER LINE WEST EXTS.
TO ALLSTON & LONG-
WOOD MEDICAL AREA

LINE EXT. ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ◗

URBAN RING PHASE 2 LINE EXT. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

URBAN RING PHASE 3 LINE EXT. ● ● ● ● ● ● ● ●

CONSTRUCT ORANGE
LINE NEW STATION AT
ASSEMBLY SQ.

NEW STATION ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ❍ ● ◗ ◗

WONDERLAND: NEW
CONNECTOR

NEW STATION ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ❍ ● ❍ ❍

HIGH PRIORITY ●      MEDIUM PRIORITY ◗      LOW PRIORITY ❍
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OVERALL COMMUTER RAILROAD PROJECT EVALUATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION TYPE
UTILIZA-

TION
MOBILITY

COST-
EFFECTIVE

AIR 
QUALITY

SERVICE 
QUALITY

ECON./
LAND USE 
IMPACTS

ENVIRON. 
JUSTICE

TOTAL

BUILD CRR SPUR FROM
FRAMINGHAM TO LEOMINSTER

LINE EXT. ● ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗

BUILD CRR SPUR FROM
SALEM TO DANVERS

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗ ●

CRR BRANCH FROM EXISTING OLD 
COLONY LINES TO GREENBUSH

NEW LINE ● ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ●

CRR TO MILLIS LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

CRR TO NEW BEDFORD/FALL 
RIVER

LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ◗ ◗ ●

EXTEND CRR FROM
PROVIDENCE TO T.F. GREEN (RI)

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
FITCHBURG TO GARDNER

LINE EXT. ❍ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
FORGE PARK TO MILFORD

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
HAVERHILL TO PLAISTOW

LINE EXT. ● ❍ ● ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM 
LOWELL TO NASHUA

LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
MIDDLEBOROUGH TO WAREHAM

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗

EXTEND PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE 
FROM WAREHAM TO HYANNIS

LINE EXT. ◗ ❍ ❍ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

NORTH-SOUTH RAIL LINK LINE EXT. ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ●

OPERATE FULL-TIME
SERVICE TO FOXBORO STA.

LINE EXT. ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

OPERATE HIGH-FREQUENCY
RIVERSIDE – SOUTH STATION CRR

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍

OPERATE HIGH-FREQUENCY RIV-
ERSIDE – JFK/UMASS CRR

LINE EXT. ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ❍

OPERATE HIGH-FREQUENCY 
READVILLE – ALLSTON LANDING 
CRR

LINE EXT. ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ● ◗

ADD STATION AT MILLBURY ON 
THE FRAMINGHAM/WORCESTER 
LINE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ● ❍ ◗

ADD A STATION AT SO. SALEM ON
ROCKPORT/NEWBURYPORT LINE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ● ● ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗

BUILD A NEW ALLSTON/
BRIGHTON CRR STATION

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍ ● ● ◗

BUILD A NEW CRR STATION ON 
THE FITCHBURG LINE AT UNION 
SQ., SOMERVILLE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ● ● ●

BUILD A REGIONAL CRR STATION 
ALONG RTE. 2 WEST OF I-495

NEW 
STATION ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

BUILD REGIONAL CRR STATION ON 
I-495 IN METROWEST

NEW 
STATION ◗ ❍ ◗ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

CONNECT FITCHBURG CRR W/ 
RED LINE AT ALEWIFE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗

FAIRMOUNT LINE IMPROVEMENTS
NEW 

STATION ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ● ● ● ●

NEW CRR STATION AT RIVERSIDE
NEW 

STATION ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗

HIGH PRIORITY ●      MEDIUM PRIORITY ◗      LOW PRIORITY ❍

OVERALL BUS/TRACKLESS TROLLEY PROJECT EVALUATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION TYPE UTILIZATION MOBILITY
COST-

EFFECTIVE
AIR

QUALITY
SERVICE
QUALITY

ENVIRON.
JUSTICE

TOTAL

BUILD NEW BUSWAYS TO
LINE EXT./ALEWIFE STATION

LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ❍ ❍ ● ● ◗ ❍ ◗

EXTEND TRACKLESS
TROLLEY LINE #71 FROM
WATERTOWN TO NEWTON
CORNER

LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍

ROUTE 128
CIRCUMFERENTIAL
BUS SERVICE

LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ◗ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

SUBURBAN COMMUTER RAIL
FEEDER
BUS SERVICES

LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ● ● ●

URBAN RING PHASE 1
LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ● ◗ ❍ ❍ ● ● ●

HIGH PRIORITY ●      MEDIUM PRIORITY ◗      LOW PRIORITY ❍
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OVERALL COMMUTER RAILROAD PROJECT EVALUATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION TYPE
UTILIZA-

TION
MOBILITY

COST-
EFFECTIVE

AIR 
QUALITY

SERVICE 
QUALITY

ECON./
LAND USE 
IMPACTS

ENVIRON. 
JUSTICE

TOTAL

BUILD CRR SPUR FROM
FRAMINGHAM TO LEOMINSTER

LINE EXT. ● ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗

BUILD CRR SPUR FROM
SALEM TO DANVERS

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗ ●

CRR BRANCH FROM EXISTING OLD 
COLONY LINES TO GREENBUSH

NEW LINE ● ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ●

CRR TO MILLIS LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

CRR TO NEW BEDFORD/FALL 
RIVER

LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ◗ ◗ ●

EXTEND CRR FROM
PROVIDENCE TO T.F. GREEN (RI)

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
FITCHBURG TO GARDNER

LINE EXT. ❍ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
FORGE PARK TO MILFORD

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
HAVERHILL TO PLAISTOW

LINE EXT. ● ❍ ● ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM 
LOWELL TO NASHUA

LINE EXT. ● ● ◗ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

EXTEND CRR FROM
MIDDLEBOROUGH TO WAREHAM

LINE EXT. ◗ ● ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗

EXTEND PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE 
FROM WAREHAM TO HYANNIS

LINE EXT. ◗ ❍ ❍ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

NORTH-SOUTH RAIL LINK LINE EXT. ● ◗ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ◗ ●

OPERATE FULL-TIME
SERVICE TO FOXBORO STA.

LINE EXT. ❍ ◗ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

OPERATE HIGH-FREQUENCY
RIVERSIDE – SOUTH STATION CRR

LINE EXT. ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍

OPERATE HIGH-FREQUENCY RIV-
ERSIDE – JFK/UMASS CRR

LINE EXT. ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ❍

OPERATE HIGH-FREQUENCY 
READVILLE – ALLSTON LANDING 
CRR

LINE EXT. ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ● ● ◗

ADD STATION AT MILLBURY ON 
THE FRAMINGHAM/WORCESTER 
LINE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ● ❍ ◗

ADD A STATION AT SO. SALEM ON
ROCKPORT/NEWBURYPORT LINE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ● ● ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗

BUILD A NEW ALLSTON/
BRIGHTON CRR STATION

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗ ❍ ● ● ◗

BUILD A NEW CRR STATION ON 
THE FITCHBURG LINE AT UNION 
SQ., SOMERVILLE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ● ● ●

BUILD A REGIONAL CRR STATION 
ALONG RTE. 2 WEST OF I-495

NEW 
STATION ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍

BUILD REGIONAL CRR STATION ON 
I-495 IN METROWEST

NEW 
STATION ◗ ❍ ◗ ● ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗

CONNECT FITCHBURG CRR W/ 
RED LINE AT ALEWIFE

NEW 
STATION ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗

FAIRMOUNT LINE IMPROVEMENTS
NEW 

STATION ◗ ● ◗ ❍ ● ● ● ●

NEW CRR STATION AT RIVERSIDE
NEW 

STATION ❍ ❍ ● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ◗

HIGH PRIORITY ●      MEDIUM PRIORITY ◗      LOW PRIORITY ❍
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OVERALL BOAT PROJECT EVALUATION

PROJECT DESCRIPTION TYPE
UTILIZA-

TION
MOBILITY

COST 
EFFECTIVE

AIR 
QUALITY

SERVICE 
QUALITY

ECON./
LAND USE 
IMPACTS

ENVIRON. 
JUSTICE

TOTAL

RUSSIA WHARF/
SOUTH STATION

LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ◗ ◗ ● ❍ ◗ ● ❍ ●

HIGH-SPEED FERRY
SERVICE FROM THE
NORTH SHORE TO BOSTON 
AND THE AIRPORT

LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗ ❍

RESTORE EAST BOSTON FERRY
LINE EXT./
NEW LINE ❍ ❍ ◗ ❍ ❍ ● ● ◗

IMPROVED FERRY
SERVICE FROM SOUTH
SHORE COMMUNITIES
(QUINCY, HINGHAM AND HULL) 
TO BOSTON

FREQUENCY
IMPROVE-

MENT
● ◗ ◗ ❍ ❍ ❍ ◗ ◗

HIGH PRIORITY ●      MEDIUM PRIORITY ◗      LOW PRIORITY ❍
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APPENDIX

PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS FOR 2000 
BASE YEAR AND 2030 NO-BUILD PROJECTS

1

2000 Base Year Projects

Highway Projects

Route 53, Phase I (Hanover): Widening of Route 53 from Route 3 to Mill Street 
(Hanover) was completed by MassHighway in 1994. This project widened Route 
53 from a two-lane to a five-lane roadway segment.

HOV Lane on I-93 (Mystic Avenue): This MassHighway project is an extension 
of the existing southbound HOV lane to the Sullivan Square (Somerville) off-ramp. 
The HOV lane is for vehicles with two or more occupants and is a total of 2.03 
miles in length. The extension was opened in September 1994.

HOV Lane on the Southeast Expressway: This six-mile HOV lane is between 
Furnace Brook Parkway (Quincy) and Freeport Street (Dorchester, Boston). The 
facility opened in November 1995. It uses contra-flow technology, in which a travel 
lane is reallocated from the off-peak side of the expressway to the peak side for 
the duration of the peak period. Originally the HOV lane was for vehicles with three 
or more persons. The required occupancy was reduced to two or more persons 
via a sticker program and then later instituted as two or more by right in 1999.

Ted Williams Tunnel: The Ted Williams Tunnel (aka the Third Harbor Tunnel) 
extends 1.6 miles of which .75 miles is under water from South Boston (Boston) to 
Logan Airport property (East Boston). It opened for commercial traffic on December 
15,1995. The approximate cost for the tunnel was $1.5 billion. 

South Boston Bypass Road (aka Haul Road): The roadway segment runs from 
the Ted Williams Tunnel (South Boston) to near the I-93/Massachusetts Avenue in-
terchange (Boston). The roadway is restricted to commercial vehicles. It was opened 
in July 1993. This roadway project is part of the Central Artery/Tunnel project. 
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Blue Hill Avenue Signal Coordination: This 
MassHighway project involved the coordination 
of signals along the Blue Hill Avenue corridor in 
Boston.

Brighton Avenue Signal Coordination: This 
MassHighway project involved the coordination 
of signals along the Brighton Avenue corridor in 
Boston.

Marrett Road Signal Coordination: This 
MassHighway project consists of reconstruct-
ing Route 2A (Marrett Road) from I-95 (Route 
128) west to beyond the Massachusetts Avenue 
extension.

Beverly Salem Bridge: Replace a drawbridge 
over the Danvers River/Beverly Harbor con-
necting the cities of Beverly and Salem with an 
elevated fixed structure. The bridge opened for 
traffic on August 2, 1996.

Route 20, Segment 1 (Marlborough): Widen 
a 1.1-mile section of Route 20 from two lanes to 
four lanes. The project extends from just west of 
Farm Road to the Raytheon traffic lights just east 
of DiCenzo Boulevard. The project includes the 
replacement of traffic signals at the intersection of 
Route 20 and Farm Road and Wilson Street, the 
installation of traffic signals at DiCenzo Boulevard 
(West), and the coordination of these two signals 
and existing signals at Hager Street and Raythe-
on Company Drive. This project opened to traffic 
in October 1999.

Leverett Circle Bridge (Charlestown): A part 
of the Central Artery/Tunnel project, these new 
ramps connect the Tobin Bridge via a paral-
lel four-lane bridge with Storrow Drive and the 
Leverett Circle area on the northwestern edge 
of downtown Boston with points north of the 
Charles River. 

I-495 Interchange (Marlborough and South-
borough): Construct an interchange to Interstate 
495 between Route 9 and Route 20. Major 
elements of the work include the construction 
of four entrance/exit ramps for I-495 with two 
bridges and a connector road from the ramps to 

Crane Meadow Road, as well as the reconstruc-
tion and signalization of Crane Meadow Road. 
This project was advertised in September 1998 
and work is ongoing.

I-93/Industriplex Interchange (Woburn): Con-
struct an interchange to Interstate 93 between 
Interstate 95 and Route 129. Major elements of 
the work include the construction of four en-
trance/exit ramps for I-93 with two bridges and 
a connector road from the ramps to Commerce 
Way, as well as the reconstruction and signal-
ization of the Commerce Way intersection. This 
project was advertised in June 1997 and was 
opened to traffic in October 2000.

Quincy Center Concourse, Phase I (Quincy): 
Construct the Quincy Center Concourse Bridge 
connecting Burgin Parkway to Parking Way. The 
work also includes the reconstruction of sections 
of Burgin Parkway, the Granite Street Connec-
tor, and Parking Way, including the installation 
of an interconnected traffic signal system. The 
2025 No-Build Scenario does not include the 
final two phases of the Quincy Center Concourse 
project—the connection of Burgin Parkway to 
Hancock Street (the Westside Link) and the con-
nection of Hancock Street to Mechanic Street/
Revere Road (the Eastside Link). This project was 
advertised in October 1998.

Route 62 and Middlesex Turnpike (Burling-
ton): Make traffic safety improvements to Route 
62 between the Route 3 overpass and Network 
Drive (formerly Kent Road) and to Middlesex 
Turnpike from Lexington Street to Terrace Hall 
Avenue and Network Drive. The improvements 
to Route 62 include the installation of a traffic 
signal and the reconstruction of two others, the 
widening of the roadway from two to four lanes, 
and the installation of a sidewalk along one side 
of the roadway. Work on Middlesex Turnpike 
includes the installation of two traffic signals and 
the reconstruction of two others, the widening of 
the roadway from two to four lanes, including an 
additional left turn lane at three separate loca-
tions, and the installation of a sidewalk along one 
side of the roadway.
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Route 9 (Wellesley): Widen Route 9 from four 
to six lanes from Willow Street to the Interstate 
95 (Route 128) northbound on-ramp. This proj-
ect was advertised in July 1999 and completed 
in 2000.

Route 138 (Canton): Widen Route 138 from 
two to four lanes from the Route 128 Interchange 
(the northern limit of the Washington Street 
Bridge) to 200 meters north of the intersection of 
Route 138 and Royal Street/Blue Hill River Road. 
This project was advertised in August 1999 and 
was open to traffic in October 2000.

Bridge Street (Salem): Widening of Bridge 
Street from Flint Street to St. Peter Street to two 
lanes in each direction, including the reconstruc-
tion of the Washington Street rotary. The benefits 
of the project include a lessening of traffic conges-
tion, operational improvements, improved access 
to the commuter rail station, and improved safety.

Transit Projects

Urban Ring Bus Service: This MBTA cross-
town bus service was begun in 1994. It consists 
of three limited-stop bus routes providing con-
nections among the Red Line, Orange Line, and 
Green Line branches. The three services are: 

•	 CT1: Central Square (Cambridge) to B.U. 
Medical Center (Boston) 

•	 CT2: Kendall Square (Cambridge) to Ruggles 
Station (Boston) via Longwood Medical Area. 
The service extension to Sullivan Square 
began in 2000. 

•	 CT3: Andrew Station (South Boston) to 
Longwood Medical Area (Boston) via Ruggles 
Station.

Worcester Commuter Rail, Partial Service: 
This MBTA commuter rail service from Fram-
ingham Station to Worcester Station, with no 
intermediate stops, began in September 1994. 
This includes four inbound trains from Worces-
ter in the morning and one in the afternoon, and 
four outbound trains from Framingham in the 
afternoon and one in the evening. This service 

includes Grafton Station, which opened in Febru-
ary 2000.

Additional Park-and-Ride Spaces: These are 
the new parking spaces added between Janu-
ary 1, 1991, and December 31, 2000. Parking 
spaces were added at commuter rail stations, 
including Needham Heights, Worcester, Lowell, 
Lynn, Readville, and West Concord.

South Station Transportation Center: This 
MBTA improvement is the intercity bus terminal 
above the commuter rail tracks and platforms at 
South Station. The facility was opened in Octo-
ber 1995. The facility serves intercity bus carri-
ers, major regional carriers, and commuter bus 
operators. The bus concourse has 23 sawtooth 
docks, four pull-through docks, and two airport 
link docks. This does not include a pedestrian 
connector between the bus station and the rail-
way station.

Amtrak Northeast Corridor Electrification: 
This Federal Railroad Administration/Amtrak 
project involves the electrification of the North-
east Corridor rail line from Boston to New Haven, 
Connecticut, the purchase of high-speed train 
sets, and expansion of Boston–New York pas-
senger-train service. Service using the electrified 
track began in 2000. High-speed Acela service 
began in December 2000.

Newburyport Commuter Rail Service: Exten-
sion of the MBTA commuter rail line from Ipswich 
Station (Ipswich) to Newburyport, a total length 
of 9.6 miles. There is an intermediate stop, with 
a new station and associated parking, at Row-
ley. The service opened in October 1998. The 
additional parking at Rowley and Newburyport 
Stations is included in the 15,931 New Parking 
Spaces project. The service includes 13 inbound 
and 13 outbound trips during the week, and 6 
inbound and 6 outbound trips on the weekend.

Old Colony Commuter Rail (two lines): This 
MBTA commuter rail service includes the restora-
tion of two of the Old Colony lines. Service runs 
from South Station to Middleborough/Lakeville, 
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with six intermediate stops, and service from 
South Station to Kingston and Cordage/Plym-
outh, with six intermediate stops. Service on the 
two lines began in September 1997. The ad-
ditional parking at the stations is included in the 
15,931 New Parking Spaces project. This proj-
ect does not include the proposed Greenbush 
branch of the Old Colony commuter rail line.

Route 128 Amtrak Station: This project jointly 
constructed by Amtrak and the MBTA will con-
sist of a new station for the Northeast Corridor 
Amtrak service and the MBTA Attleboro service. 
At full-build, the station will have an associated 
parking garage with 2,750 parking spaces (550 
reserved for Amtrak). Electrified trains (Amtrak) 
began serving the station in 2000. Full-build is 
not expected until 2005, with the completion of 
an access road to Route 128.

Hingham Ferry: The Hingham Ferry provides 
commuter boat service from the Hingham Ship-
yard to Rowes Wharf, in downtown Boston. 
Service has been provided since the late 1970s, 
and in the late 1990s, high-speed catamarans 
were introduced to the service. This project is a 
substitute for the Greenbush Line SIP commit-
ment until the line is in service.

Improved Service on the Haverhill Com-
muter Rail Line: In July 1997, increased service 
was enacted on the Haverhill commuter rail line. 
Increased service included the running of eight 
additional trains each day, including express 
trains that shorten peak-period travel time. This 
project is a substitute for the Greenbush Line SIP 
commitment until the line is in service.

Salem–Boston Express Bus: Express bus ser-
vice between Salem and Boston was introduced 
in the fall of 1997. Service is provided from the 
North Shore via Lynn Central Square and Logan 
Airport’s Terminal C, providing direct, one-seat 
service between the North Shore and the South 
Boston Piers area, the Financial District, and 
Downtown Crossing. This project is a substitute 
for the Greenbush Line SIP commitment until the 
line is in service.

2030 No-Build Projects

Highway Projects

Central Artery: The Central Artery/Tunnel project 
is the largest, most complex, and most techno-
logically challenging highway project in American 
history. The estimated cost of the project is $14 
billion, with a final completion date estimated at 
April 2005. This Massachusetts Turnpike Author-
ity project is highlighted by the construction of an 
eight to ten lane, limited-access, 1.5-mile long 
underground expressway to replace the exist-
ing elevated I-93 highway. Other components 
of the project are the Ted Williams Tunnel from 
South Boston to Logan Airport, an extension of 
I-90 from near South Station to Logan Airport 
and Route 1A in East Boston, four major highway 
interchanges, a cable-stayed bridge across the 
Charles River, and the reconstruction of an ad-
ditional 2.1-mile segment of I-93. In all the project 
is building or rebuilding 161 lane-miles of urban 
highway, about half in tunnels, in a 7.5-mile cor-
ridor. Approximate completion dates are:

•	 Ted Williams Tunnel (opened December 15, 
1995,—included in 2000 Base Case)

•	 South Boston Bypass Road (opened in 
1993—included in 2000 Base Case)

•	 Charlestown/Leverett Circle Bridge (opened 
October 7, 1999—included in 2000 Base 
Case)

•	 I-90 Extension to the Ted Williams Tunnel 
(opened in January 2003)

•	 I-93 Northbound (opened in March 2003)

•	 I-93 Southbound (opened approximately in 
April 2004)

•	 Project completion (approximately April 2005)

Massachusetts Avenue/Lafayette Square, 
(Cambridge): This project realigns the intersec-
tion of Massachusetts Avenue, Main Street, and 
Columbia Street.  The signalized intersection will be 
moved to a realigned four-way intersection opposite 
Sidney Street on the south side of the intersection.
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Cambridgeport Roadways: Street patterns in 
Cambridgeport from Massachusetts Avenue to 
Memorial Drive will be realigned, including Sidney 
Street, Waverly Street, Albany Street, and Brook-
line Street. The benefits of the project include 
the diversion of traffic away from neighborhood 
streets, traffic-flow improvements, and economic 
development opportunities.

I-95 (SB)/Dedham Street On-ramp (Canton): 
Construction of a new southbound ramp to I-95 
from Dedham Street. There is no signal at the 
on-ramp. This project will provide direct access 
to Interstate 95 (South) from Westwood’s Univer-
sity Avenue industrial area. The benefits of the 
project include a reduction in congestion and 
delays at the current access point (Blue Hill Drive) 
and improved access for commuters wishing to 
use the Route128 commuter rail station.

Route 140 (Franklin): Route 140 will be wid-
ened from one lane in each direction to two lanes 
in each direction from I-495 to Garelick Farms. 
The alignment of Route140 will also be altered 
to accommodate an improved diamond inter-
change. The length of Route 140 affected is 1.2 
miles. The benefits of the project include a less-
ening of traffic congestion, operational improve-
ments at the affected interchange, associated 
travel-time savings, and economic development 
opportunities.

Route 139 (Marshfield): This MassHighway 
project consisted of the reconstruction, widening, 
and installation of traffic signals on Route 139 
in Marshfield from the Route 3 off-ramp to the 
Pembroke town line.

Route 20, Segments 2 and 3 (Marlborough): 
From Farm Road to the Sudbury line, Route 20 
will be widened from one lane in each direction to 
two lanes. The 0.9-mile portion of Route 20 from 
Felton Street to Ames Street will also be widened 
from one lane in each direction to two lanes in 
each direction. The installation of a new signal is 
also included at the intersection of Route 20 and 
Williams Street. 

Bridge Street Bypass (Salem): Construction of 
a new road along the North River from Veteran’s 
Memorial Bridge to the vicinity of St. Peter Street 
and Bridge Street. 

Route 128 Additional Lanes (Randolph to 
Wellesley): Widening Route 128 from three 
lanes in each direction to four lanes in each 
direction from Randolph to Wellesley. The lane 
volumes for this corridor are the highest of any 
portion of Route 128. 

Route 38 (Wilmington): This MassHighway 
project consists of widening and reconstructing 
Route 38 from Route 129 (Richmond Street) to 
Middlesex Avenue. Signalization improvements 
will be made at the intersections of Route 38/
Clark Street, Route 38/Wilmington Plaza, and 
Route 38/Richmond Street.

Route 1 and Associated Improvements 
(Foxborough): As a result of a directive from the 
Massachusetts Legislature, MassHighway will 
oversee a project to improve access to the new 
CMGI Field, which is being built adjacent to Fox-
boro Stadium. Contract #1 focuses on the area 
from the intersection of Route 1 and North Street 
to the intersection of Route 1 and Pine Street, 
in the town of Foxborough. A grade-separated 
interchange is to be built at the north end of the 
stadium on Route 1. A flyover bridge/ramp will be 
built on the south side of the stadium to Route 1. 
A new access drive will be built from North Street 
into the stadium. The cost of this contract is $10 
million. Contract #2 deals with improvements 
along Route 1 between the two nearest interstate 
highways. A new slip ramp is to be constructed 
at the Route 1/Interstate 95 interchange in Sha-
ron. New sidewalks will be built on North Street 
from the access road to the Walpole town line. 
The shoulder along Route 1 in Foxborough and 
the Route 1/Interstate 495 ramps in Plainville will 
be widened. Regional and local signage improve-
ments are also part of this contract. The cost for 
Contract #2 is $4 million.

Route 3 North: The project widens Route 3 
along a 21-mile stretch from Burlington to the 
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New Hampshire border. The affected towns are 
Bedford, Billerica, Chelmsford, Westford, Tyngs-
borough, and Burlington. The highway is currently 
two lanes in each direction and will be expanded 
to three lanes. There will also be full right and left 
shoulders in each direction. All of the bridges 
along the corridor will be reconstructed to accom-
modate a potential fourth lane in each direction. 
The average daily traffic volumes for the New 
Hampshire border end of the project area were 
63,800 vehicles in 1999. On the Billerica portion 
of the project area, the average daily traffic vol-
umes were 84,000 vehicles. The MEPA approval 
process is complete. The design-build agreement 
was approved by MassHighway on August 2, 
2000. There is an approximate 42-month design/
build schedule. The cost and programming for this 
project is being carried in the Northern Middlesex 
Council of Governments Transportation Plan.

Route 53 (Hanover): Widen the one-mile sec-
tion of Route 53 between Mill Street and Rawson 
Road from two lanes to five lanes: two lanes in 
each direction and a two-way center turn lane. A 
six-foot sidewalk will be added to the west side 
of the roadway. Some driveway entrances will be 
relocated or consolidated with other driveways. 
Pond Street will be relocated and realigned, ap-
proximately 210 feet north of its current location, 
to intersect Route 53 opposite Old Washington 
Street, creating a four-way intersection. The 
existing traffic signal at the Route 53/Old Wash-
ington Street intersection will be upgraded to 
accommodate this new configuration.

Burgin Parkway (Quincy): The project creates 
new ramps at the Route 3/Burgin Parkway inter-
change. A grade separation will allow the Burgin 
Parkway southbound movement (toward Route 
3) to pass over Centre Street. Beginning on Bur-
gin Parkway just south of Penn Street, the out-
bound roadway splits. Southbound traffic staying 
left continues to the existing at-grade intersection 
at Centre Street. Traffic bearing right and con-
tinuing south along Burgin Parkway passes over 
Centre Street enroute to the Route 3/Route 128/
I-93 ramp system. The grade-separated section 

provides two travel lanes and will be constructed 
with a maximum grade of less than 7percent. A 
viaduct section will be constructed over Centre 
Street. The viaduct will merge with the existing 
viaduct carrying outbound traffic from the Quincy 
Adams MBTA station. 

Construct a new ramp from Crown Colony Drive 
at its intersection with Congress Street that carries 
traffic from Centre Street to I-93 north and Route 
128. The ramp joins the southbound flow from 
Burgin Parkway downstream of the MBTA ramp 
and the Burgin Parkway merge location. Traffic 
using this ramp will not be required to weave with 
other traffic using Burgin Parkway, which will mini-
mize traffic weaving conditions on the Route 128/
I-93 ramps. Construction of a channelized ramp 
will allow northbound Crown Colony Drive traffic to 
bypass the Crown Colony Drive/Centre Street and 
Burgin Parkway/Centre Street intersections and 
connect with southbound Burgin Parkway ramps.

Route 53/228 (Hingham and Norwell): Re-
construct the Route 53/Route 228 intersection in 
Hingham (Queen Anne’s Corner) to widen all four 
approaches to three-lane roadways, including a 
center left-turn lane. Intersection improvements 
will also be done at the High Street/Grove Street 
intersection in Norwell. A center left-turn lane will 
be added between the two intersections (ap-
proximately one-half mile).

Crosby Drive (Bedford): Reconstruction of 
Crosby Drive, widening it from one to two lanes 
in each direction with a shared center left-turn 
lane. The roadway cross-section width increases 
to 66 feet, and the total right-of-way width to 80 
feet. Each direction consists of a 14-foot out-
side travel lane and a 12-foot inside lane, with 
a 14-foot shared turning lane. The north side of 
the roadway has a 3-foot grass strip with a 5-foot 
sidewalk. The south side has a 6-foot grass strip.

Interstate 93/Ballardvale Interchange (Wil- 
mington): The construction of a new northbound 
I-93 on-ramp from Route 125 West. Route 125 
will be widened to accommodate the new ramp 
between Ballardvale Street and the interchange.
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Transit Projects

North Station Improvements: This MBTA proj-
ect includes the relocation of the aboveground 
portion of the Green Line to Lechmere Station 
to underground. The new rapid transit station 
includes a superstation platform with direct trans-
fers between the Green and Orange lines.

Blue Line Modernization: The modernization 
program to allow for six-car operation is under-
way. Modernization of stations from Wood Island 
to Wonderland is complete. Aquarium Station 
will be renovated in conjunction with the Central 
Artery/Tunnel project work. 

Additional Park-and-Ride Spaces: Included in 
the recommended plan is the addition of at least 
1,050 new surface parking spaces. At an aver-
age cost of $5,000 per space, the total cost is 
approximately $5.2 million. Additional proposed 
spaces are located at the following commuter rail 
sites within the Boston Region MPO area: Ham-
ilton, West Gloucester, North Wilmington, Wal-
pole, and Sharon. An additional 1,685 spaces 
outside of the MPO region were included in the 
travel-demand model analysis. Locations includ-
ed Mansfield, Middleborough, Halifax, and Low-
ell. These figures do not include parking associ-
ated with the Worcester or Greenbush commuter 
rail extensions. The 2,100 park-and-ride spaces 
being built by the Massachusetts Turnpike Au-
thority at Interchanges 9–16 on the Massachu-
setts Turnpike are also included.

Worcester Commuter Rail, Full Service 
including New Stations: This MBTA service 
includes intermediate stops in Westborough, 
Southborough, and Ashland. Each stop includes 
a new commuter rail station with associated 
parking. This service will replace the interim 
service provided between Framingham and 
Worcester. The stations were opened in 2002. 
The stations were proposed as a substitute for 
the Greenbush Line SIP commitment until the line 
is in service.

Silver Line Washington Street, Phase 1: The 
MBTA’s Silver Line runs along Washington Street 
from Dudley Square in Roxbury to Downtown 
Crossing in the city of Boston. The vehicles used 
on the route are 60-foot articulated compressed-
natural-gas (CNG) buses, and their low-floor de-
sign makes them accessible to people with dis-
abilities. The buses operate in mixed traffic from 
Dudley Square to Melnea Cass Boulevard, where 
they enter a reserved lane. At the Massachusetts 
Turnpike, the reserved lane ends and the vehi-
cles enter mixed traffic again. Proposed stations 
for the Silver Line include Dudley Square, Melnea 
Cass Boulevard, Lenox Street, Newton Street, 
Cathedral, and East Berkeley Street. Additionally, 
vehicles will make stops at Herald Square, New 
England Medical Center, Chinatown, and Down-
town Crossing. This project is a Central Artery/
Tunnel commitment.

Silver Line Transitway, Phase 2: This MBTA 
transitway provides service via tunnel from South 
Station (Boston) to the World Trade Center (in the 
vicinity of Viaduct Street), with an intermediate 
station stop at Courthouse Station (in the vicin-
ity of Northern Avenue and Farnsworth Street). 
Service began in 2003. It also includes a surface 
route from the D Street portal to City Point (South 
Boston).

Mattapan Refurbishment: This MBTA project 
involves refurbishing the existing PPC (Presiden-
tial Conference Committee) cars currently run-
ning on the Mattapan High-Speed Line (Boston, 
Mattapan, and Milton). There are no scheduled 
run-time or frequency improvements associated 
with this project.

Airport Intermodal Transit Connector: ($35 
million) This project would provide a new transit 
service in Boston from South Station Intermo-
dal Center to the Logan Airport terminals. There 
would be approximately eight vehicles that would 
be similar to those used in the Silver Line Transit-
way Section A, except that these vehicles have 
more luggage storage space. The service would 
use the MBTA South Boston Piers Transitway 
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tunnel from South Station to South Boston, and 
then the Ted Williams Tunnel to the five Logan 
Airport terminals. The capital portion of this 
service would be sponsored by Massport. This 
service would provide for enhanced connection 
between the Red Line and Logan Airport. There 
would continue to be AITC bus service between 
the Blue Line’s Airport Station and the Logan 
airport terminals. This project must be completed 
by June 2004 as part of the administrative con-
sent order between EOTC and the Executive 
Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA).

Industriplex Intermodal Center (Woburn): 
This is a joint agency (MassHighway, Massport, 
and MBTA) project. The Industriplex in Woburn 
provides an intermodal facility for the northern 
suburbs that combines MBTA commuter rail, 
Massport’s Logan Express shuttles, a 2,400-
space parking lot, and a station on Amtrak’s 
future service to Portland, Maine. Ground was 
broken on the Industriplex in 2000. MassHighway 
has completed a new interchange with Interstate 
93 that improves access to the facility. In addition 
to its intermodal component, Industriplex pro-
vides improved access to both I-93 and Route 
128, is adjacent to growing employment centers, 
and increases parking capacity. The increase in 
parking partially addresses the SIP commitment 
of new park-and-ride spaces. The Intermodal 
Center opened in September 2001.

New Commuter Rail Station at JFK/UMass 
Station: This station was added to the Old 
Colony commuter rail service lines and provides 
connections to the MBTA Red Line, local bus 
service, and shuttle service.  Access is also pro-
vided to UMass Boston and the JFK Library. This 
project is a substitute for the Greenbush Line SIP 
commitment until the line is in service.

Greenbush Commuter Rail Service: This 
project will restore rail service on a third branch 
of the Old Colony lines, diverging from the route 
of the Middleborough/Lakeville and Plymouth/
Kingston lines in Braintree and following a com-

bination of active and inactive rail freight routes to 
the Greenbush section of Scituate.

Capital Investments not 
Affecting the Travel Model

Green Line Vehicles – Type 8: In 2006, the 
MBTA completed the procurement with the 
receipt of 85 new Green Line vehicles from the 
manufacturer. The vehicles feature a low-floor 
design that allows mobility-impaired riders to ac-
cess them at any of the Green Line stations that 
have been designated as key stations. The Type 
8 vehicles also feature interior message displays, 
electronic exterior route indicators, and recorded 
station announcements. 

Blue Line Vehicles: The MBTA will purchase 
new six-car trainsets for the Blue Line. These 
vehicles can be used on the Blue Line once the 
reconstruction of stations has been completed. 
The Blue Line is the only of the three subway 
lines to operate only four-car trainsets during 
peak periods. Reconstruction of the existing sta-
tions involves lengthening platforms so that the 
longer trains can be accommodated. 

Low-Emission Buses: The MBTA is committed 
to the purchase of 314 compressed-natural-
gas (CNG) buses for systemwide use. The new 
vehicles are required to be purchased by 2004 
in the consent order agreed to by EOTC and the 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs in 2000 
relating to the fulfillment of Central Artery/Tunnel  
project mitigation commitments.

Dorchester Branch Modernization: The MBTA 
will reconstruct four stations on the Dorchester 
branch of the Red Line. The four stations in-
cluded in the project are Savin Hill, Field’s Corner, 
Shawmut, and Ashmont—all located within the 
Boston neighborhood of Dorchester. In addition 
to the station work, some older bridges along the 
Ashmont branch will be rehabilitated. 

Charles Street Station Modernization: This 
project involves the reconstruction of the Charles 
Street Station on the Red Line. Goals of the 
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project are to make the station accessible and 
to improve its relationship to the surrounding 
Charles Circle/Cambridge Street area.  

Bus Maintenance Facilities: The MBTA’s 
purchase of 314 new CNG buses marks the 
first time this type of vehicle will be used in the 
system. In order to service these alternative-fuel 
vehicles, the MBTA will build new facilities and 
will retrofit existing facilities to maintain the CNG 
fleet. 

Automated Fare Collection: This project in-
volves complete replacement of the MBTA’s 
current fare-collection equipment on all subway, 
trolley, trackless trolley, and bus vehicles. The 
new automated-fare-collection (AFC) equipment 
will provide several benefits to the MBTA and its 
riders. In addition to the current monthly pass 
system, riders will be able to purchase a stored 
value card (CharlieCard). The CharlieCard acts 
as a debit card, allowing passengers to use any 
mode in the system provided that the dollar value 
remaining on their card is sufficient to pay the fare. 
Value can be added to CharlieCards after they 
are purchased, either at fare collector booths or at 
automatic vending machines (AVM). They are ben-
eficial to less frequent riders because they provide 
the convenience of a pass without the investment 
in an unlimited-ride monthly pass. They also re-
duce the amount of cash transactions in the sys-
tem. AFC fare gates will be better able to provide 
accurate data on fare collection and revenue for 
the MBTA. Since AFC equipment has both read 
and write capabilities, the MBTA can use them as 
a paperless method of providing transfers. 

Green Line Accessibility: This project involves 
the completion of the Green Line’s key station 
program. The key station program will put the 
Green Line in compliance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA). Copley, Arlington, 
and Government Center Stations in the central 
subway will be made accessible. In addition, 
several key stations along the Green Line’s sur-
face routes will be made accessible through the 
construction of elevated platforms.

AMTRAK Service to Portland, Maine: In 
2001, AMTRAK reintroduced service between 
Boston and Portland, Maine. The service uses 
North Station as its Boston terminus. Other stops 
include Haverhill, Massachusetts; Exeter, Dover 
and Durham, New Hampshire; and Old Orchard 
Beach, Wells, and Saco, Maine. The travel time 
between Boston and Portland is approximately 
two and half hours. 

Orange Line Signal Improvements and Ad-
ditional Coaches: Signal improvements along 
the Orange Line to allow for an additional 18 
coaches have been completed by the MBTA. 
The additional coaches are scheduled to be in 
revenue service by December 31, 2015.

Project descriptions for the 2030 Build Projects in 
the recommended plan are included in Chapter 
13, The Recommended Transportation Plan.
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APPENDIX

REGIONAL EQUITY MEETINGS: 
ISSUE SUMMARIES AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS
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