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9. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE ENF

This section presents comments received on the Environmental Notification Form (EEA No. 15028). Section
9.2 provides the original comment documents (including letters and emails) side-barred with unique
identifying codes for each comment. Section 9.3 provides responses to each comment in a table. The
responses to comments are organized into the following categories: The Certificate of the Secretary of
EEA on the ENF; public officials, agencies, and facilities; and non-governmental organizations,
businesses, and individuals.

9.1. Secretary’s Certificate on the ENF
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The Commonweath of Massachusetts
(Executive Office of Energy and EnvironmentalAffairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

Deval L. Patrick
GOVERNOR

Tel: (617)626-1000
Fax; (617)6260181

http//www.mass.gov/envir

Timothy P. Murray
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR

Richard K. Sullivan Jr.
SECRETARY

April 19,2013

CERTIFICATE OF THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
ONTHE, , xr
ENVIRONMENTAL NOTIFICATION FORM

PROJECT NAME : South Station Expansion Project

PROJECT MUNICIPALITY : Boston

PROJECT WATERSHED : Boston Harbor

EEA NUMBER 2 15028

PROJECT PROPONENT » Massachusetts Department of Transportation

DATE NOTICED IN MONITOR ; March 20, 2013

Pursuant to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (M.G.L. ¢. 30, ss. 61-621) and
Section 11,03 of the MEPA Regulations (301 CMR 11.00), I hereby determine that this project
requires the preparation of a mandatory Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

As described in the ENF, the project consists of an expansion of Boston’s South Station
by the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT). The project is being
undertaken to allow for expansion of intercity and high-speed rail (HSR) service Into South
Station and to improve existing rail operations and service delivery at South Station provided by
the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) and the Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority (MB FA). According to MassDOT, the importance of an expanded
South Station has been extensively documented in State and regional transportation plans
including MassDOT’s Massachusetts State Rail Plan (2010) and Massachusetts Freight Plan
(2010): the Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) Paths to a Sustainable
Region, the long-range transportation plan for the metropolitan Boston region (2011); and the
MBTA'S Program for Mass. Transportation (2009).
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South Station is a critical node in both the Amtrak and MBTA rail systems (it is the sixth
busiest station in the national Amtrak system and is Boston’s busiest multimodal transit hub). It
is the terminus of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC) service and Lake Shore Limited service
from Chicago via Albany; approximately 1.36 million Amtrak passengers used South Station
facilities in 2011. It also serves as the terminus for the western and southern lines of the
MBTA’s commuter rail system and provides connections to the MBTA’s Red Line, Silver Line
and local bus routes. In 2012, there were approximately 80,600 weekday inbound and outbound
MBTA south side commuter rail boardings (including South Station and Back Bay station).
South Station’s bus terminal is also a hub for intercity, regional and local bus service with over
16,000 daily bus terminal passengers and nearly 28,000 additional weekday subway and bus
transit passengers.

According to the ENF, the project is part of an overall plan to improve intercity and
future HSR service in the NEC, as stated in Amtrak’s NEC Master Plan, its Vision for High
Speed Rail in the Northeast Corridor, and its 2012 update. Projections in the ENF indicate that
HSR ridership on the Acela Express will be nine times higher by 2040 (increasing from 3.2
million riders to 29.7 million riders) and that ridership on MBTA commuter rail lines will grow
by at least 28 percent by 2030. Amtrak’s 2030 plans call for increased service between Boston
and New York City and additional trains to operate over an “inland route” connecting Boston,
Worcester, Springfield and New Haven. South Station presently operates with a total of thirteen
tracks, all of which are fully utilized by Amtrak and the MBTA resulting in increasing
congestion and declining service reliability.! Furthermore, presently there is insufficient vehicle
layover space to meet existing and fufure South Station operational requirements. Amtrak and
the MBTA currently store trains in the South Station terminal while waiting for slots at the
existing south side layover yards. The project includes five primary elements:

* Expansion of the South Station terminal facilities by adding up to seven tracks and
platforms, construction of an approximately 215,000 square foot (sf) passenger
concourse, and reconstruction of the Cove, Broadway, and Tower 1 Interlockings at the
terminal approach;

* Acquisition and demolition of the U.S. Postal Service (USPS) General Mail Facility
located on Dorchester Avenue to provide a 16-acre site upon which to expand South
Station and restore Dorchester Avenue for public and station access;

* Creation of an extension of the Harborwalk along a reopened Dorchester Avenue that
will include pedestrian, bicycle, local transit, and vehicular improvements;

* Creation of possible future joint/private development adjacent to and/or over an expanded
South Station;

* Construction of additional rail layover space to address existing and future Amtrak and
MBTA service expansions and other planned improvements. Layover facilities are used
to store, service, inspect, and maintain trains when they are not in service.

The approximately 49-acre South Station project site is bounded by Summer Street to the
north, Dorchester Avenue and the Fort Point Channel to the east, Atlantic Avenue to the west,

I South Station currently has less than half the original track capacity that was available when the station was first opened in 1899.
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and the MBTA’s Cabot Yard to the south. The South Station project site also extends along a
portion of the NEC Main Line to the west past the Cove Interlocking and along the MBTA’s
Fairmount/OId Colony Railroad Line to the south just past the Broadway Interlocking. South
Station is located ai the junction of several Boston neighborhoods including Chinatown, the
Leather District, the Fort Point Channel, and the Seaport-Innovation District/South Boston
Waterfront.

The project also includes the construction of layover facilities at one or more sites within
the greater Boston area. After completion of a layover facility alternative analysis that evaluated
28 potential locations, throe sites for new and/or expanded layover facilities were further
considered as part of ENF. These potential layover locations include:

* The Boston Transportation Department (BTD)-owned Tow Lot located along Frontage
Road approximately one track-mile from South Station;

* Beacon Yard Park, a freight yard and intermodal terminal most recently used by CSX
Transportation, Inc. (CSX) located along Cambridge Street in the AUston section of
Boston, approximately four track-miles on the MBTA Framingham/Worcester Line from
South Station; and

* Readville Yard 2, an existing MBTA layover yard and maintenance facility located off
Wolcott Court in the Hyde Park section of Boston, approximately nine track-miles from
South Station.

MEPA Procedural History

The ENF was noticed in the March 20, 2013 Environmental Monitor, commencing the
20-day comment period. On April 1, 2013, a public MEPA Scoping Session was held at One
South Station in compliance with 301 CMR 11.06(2). Portions of the project site have
previously been subject to MEPA review as far back as 1973. As indicated in the ENF, projects
previously filed on the South Station site include:

* EEA No. 243 - South Station Urban Renewal Project;

* EEA No. 2868 - South Station Project;

EEA No. 3173 - Temporary' South Station Bus Terminal;
« EEA No. 3205 - South Station Project;

EEA No. 4049 - Tunnel Ventilation Program Phase 1 ;

EEA No. 4327 - South Station Wye Connector;

EEA No. 3205/9131 - South Station Air Rights Project: and
EEA No. 10270 - North/South Rail Link Project.

*

* ¥ X %

Of these prior filings, only three projects required the preparation of an EIR. The South
Station Air Rights Project (EEA Nos. 3205 and 9131) consists of a 1,765 million square foot
mixed-use development located on the northern end of the site above existing portions of South
Station headhouse and tracks. The project also includes a 70.000-sf horizontal 1 y expanded bus
terminal, pedestrian connections from the train station concourse and platforms te die expanded
bus terminal, and a 775-space three-level parking garage located above the bus terminal. The
EIR complied with M.G.L. Chapter 30 and the Proponent recently filed a Notice of Project
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Change (NPC) for an extension of time. The North/South Rail Link Project consists of a three-
mile tunnel linking North and South Stations and associated rail infrastructure. The DEIR for
this project was determined to adequately and properly comply with the MEPA Regulations in
July 2003. A Final EIR has not been filed for this project. I have received numerous comments
requesting that the scope of the South Station Expansion Project improvements include
underground rail tracks and platforms for the North/South Rail Link Project. I cannot mandate
the specific components of a project being forwarded by any proponent, public or private, as part
of the MEPA review process.

Jurisdiction and Permitting

This project is subject to MEPA review and requires the preparation of a mandatory EIR
because it requires State Agency Actions and exceeds several MEPA review thresholds
including:

* Provided a Chapter 91 (c. 91) License is required, expansion of an existing non-water-
dependent structure, provided the use or structure occupies one or more acres of (historic)
tidelands;

* New discharge or expansion in discharge to a sewer system of 100,000 or more GPD
(301 CMR 11.03(5)(b)(4(a));

* Generation of 3,000 or more unadjusted new additional daily trips on roadways providing
access to a single location (301 CMR 11.03(6)(a)(6)); and

* Construction of 1,000 or more new parking spaces at a single location (301 CMR

11.03(6)(a)(7)).

The project requires several permits from the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (MassDEP) including, but not limited to: a ¢.91 Waterways License
and a Sewer Connection Permit (BRP WP 74). The project also requires an Amendment to the
Fort Point Channel Downtown Waterfront Municipal Harbor Plan and a Public Benefit
Determination issued by the Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA), a
Vehicular Access Permit from MassDOT, air-rights easements or approvals from the MBTA and
State Register Review (950 CMR 71.00) and Section 106 Review (36 CFR 800) by the
Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC). An Order of Conditions will be required from the
Boston Conservation Commission, or in the case of an appeal, a Superseding Order of
Conditions from MassDEP. The project may also require an 8(m) permit from the Massachusetts
Water Resources Authority (MWRA) for potential work at Beacon Park Yard. The project
requires several federal permits/approvals including, but not limited to: approval under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Part 77 Airspace Review from the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), Modification of High Occupancy Vehicle Designation review by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Section 4(f) Review by the United States Department
of Transportation (USDOT) and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Construction General Permit from the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA), The project is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Policy and
Protocol.
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The project will receive Financial Assistance in the form of a funding from the
Commonwealth and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). Therefore, MEPA jurisdiction
is bread in scope and extends to all aspects of the project that may cause Damage to the
Environment, as defined in the MEPA regulations.

Review of the ENF

The ENF submitted by MassDOT included a completed form, a project description,
required plans and maps, the ENF distribution list, and the layover Report. The ENF focused
primarily on outlining the potential alternatives to be explored further as part of the DEIR
process, consistency with local, regional and State policy and transportation plans, and potential
impacts to wetland resource areas including filled tidelands. MassDOT acknowledged the need
for significant amounts of additional environmental study in a variety of areas including
transportation, air quality, noise and vibration, tidelands and wetlands impacts, historic
resources, solid and hazardous waste, and GHG emissions.

Alternatives Analysis - South Station Terminal

As indicated in the ENF, MassDOT has yet to identity a preferred project alternative for
either the South Station site or layover facilities; however, the ENF included schematic drawings
and a general description of several alternatives for each scenario. For the South Station terminal
four alternatives were identified:

* No Build Alternative - This alternative is the future baseline against which all the
other project alternatives will be compared. This alternative assumes that the South
Station complex, including the hcadhouse, track operations and the USPS General
Mail Facility' will all remain in their current condition. Dorchester Avenue would
remain predominantly in private use by the USPS. This alternative also assumes the
construction of the South Station Air Rights Project (EEA Nos. 3205/9131).

* Alternative 1 - Transportation Improvements Only - This alternative includes the
previously approved South Station Air Rights Project and an expansion of South
Station onto the adjacent USPS property. The USPS Genera! Mail Facility would be
demolished to make way for a 215,000-sf expansion of the existing 69,000-sf transit
concourse and 126,000 sf of office space, for a total terminal size of 410,000 sf. Up to
seven new tracks and platforms will be constructed along wiih the extension of some
existing platforms to create a total of 20 tracks, Additionally, the Cove, Broadway
and Tower 1 Interlockings at the terminal approach will be reconstructed. Dorchester
Avenue would be restored for public and station access, reconnecting it to Summer
Street as a public way with landscaping and improved pedestrian and cycling
connections (sidewalks, crosswalks, and bike lanes). This restoration would also
include construction of a long-awaited extension of the Harborwalk along a reopened
Dorchester Avenue. The project would be constructed in accordance with ¢,91
standards for non-water-dependent infrastructure facilities and City of Boston zoning
requirements. This alternative also includes the construction of additional layover
facilities at one or more sites.
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* Alternative 2 - Joint/Private Development Minimum Build — This alternative
includes all the components from Alternative 1, plus provisions for future
joint/private development of up to 850,000-sf of mixed-use space consisting of office,
retail, residential and hotel uses, with building heights up to approximately 12 stories
and up to 470 parking spaces. This alternative would be constructed in accordance
with existing State and local regulations including existing c¢.91 regulations, the Fort
Point Downtown Municipal Harbor Planning Area (the Municipal Harbor Plan
(MHP)) requirements and the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (CZM)
Program. This alternative also includes the construction of additional layover
facilities at one or more sites.

* Alternative 3 - Joint/Private Development Maximum Build - This alternative
includes all of the components from Alternative 1, plus provisions for future
joint/private development of approximately 2.5 million sf of mixed-use development
consisting of office, retail, residential and hotel uses, with building heights up to 26
stories and approximately 1,370 parking spaces. This alternative would be limited by
the Federal Aviation Administration’s (FAA’s) maximum building height limits,
pursuant to the Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS) regulations applicable to
Boston Logan International Airport. These restrictions would limit building heights
to approximately 290 feet and require an amendment to the Municipal Harbor Plan,
modifying applicable ¢.91 regulations. This alternative also includes the construction
of additional layover facilities at one or more sites.

Alternatives Analysis - Layover Facilities

The ENF also included a discussion of potential layover facility site alternatives. The
ENF described layover facility needs and summarized the formal Layover Facility Alternatives
Report (the Layover Report) prepared by MassDOT in March 2013. A complete copy of the
Layover Report was included in an appendix to the ENF. As noted previously, current layover
facility capacity deficiencies has led to sub-optimal operations and will likely not meet the needs
of proposed future ridership on Amtrak and the MBTA. The Layover Report described existing
conditions, including an inventory of the four existing Amtrak and MBTA layover areas and
types of activities conducted at each. These existing facilities include:

» Amtrak’s Southampton Street Yard - owned and operated by Amtrak, this 16-track
facility is located north of Southampton Street, between the MBTA’s Old Colony
Main Line and the Dorchester Branch. This facility is the primary train storage and
layover facility for Amtrak in Boston and the MBTA has an agreement with Amtrak
to store train consists? here during daylight hours.

» Amtrak’s Front Yard - owned by Amtrak, this five-track facility is located east of the
Widett Circle Access Road and north of the Dorchester Branch between the
Southampton Street Yard and the wet/dry loop tracks for the Amtrak train wash
building. This yard is currently used for layover of MBTA commuter train consists
on three of the tracks, while the remaining two tracks are used for Amtrak storage of
on-track, non-revenue equipment and maintenance-of-way materials.

2 A consist is a railroad term used to describe die physical makeup of a combination of locomotives and coaches coupled together and operating
as one unit.
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* MBTA’s South Side Service and Inspection Facility - owned Mid operated by the
MBTA, this facility consists of 57,000-sf of space in four buildings, including a two-
track maintenance facility and two outdoor tracks used for locomotive fueling and
servicing. The facility is located adjacent to Widett Circle, between South Station
and Southampton Street Yard,

* MBTA'’s Readville Yard 2 owned and operated by the MBTA, this 12-track lac il it y
includes a maintenance building and is the largest layover yard used by the MBTA
for their south side service. The facility is located in the Hyde Park section of Boston
adjacent to the MBTA Dorchester Branch,

The ENF summarized existing layover requirements for Amtrak during the midday and
overnight Amtrak’s layover requirements include eight consists during the midday period and
13 consists overnight. According to the ENF, all of Amtrak’s current layover needs Me
accommodated at Southampton Street Yard. The MBTA currently requires 38 consists to
support its daily South Station commuter rail operations during a typical weekday. Of these 38
consiste, 28 are in layover status during a typical midday period. The existing consists capacity
at Southampton Street Yard (8), Front Yard (3), South Side (4) and Readville Yard 2(10), leaves
the MBTA with a midday shortfall of three consists. This results in restrictive scheduling of
revenue and non-revenue trains in and out of South Station as well as the storage of trains by
Amtrak and MBTA at the South Station Terminal while waiting for slots at the existing south side
layover facilities,

The Layover Report summarized a series of assumptions that informed layover demand
forecasts for Amtrak and the MBTA in the years 2025 and 2040. These assumptions include the
usage of existing layover facilities, increased ridership demand, planned service increases in both
frequency and routes, modifications to fleet vehicle mix (such as increased train length, bi-level
coaches, and improved HSR service). The Layover Report concluded that in the year 2025
Amtrak will continue to be able to meet its overnight layover demands within its existing layover
facilities. Specific details of Amtrak’s 2040 layover needs and service and inspection
requirements (including track length and support facilities) are not yet known, but it is assumed
that Amtrak will need layover space beyond what Is currently available, The Layover Report
concluded that in the year 2025 the MBTA, with an increased fleet of 58 consists using South
Station, the layover demand will increase to 43 consiste. In 2025, it was assumed that layover
capacity will increase to 37 consists, due to the use of a four-track layover yard on an MBTA
easement at Beacon Yard, leaving the MBT A with a projected deficit of six layover slots.

Layover capacity will be reduced to 30 consist spaces by 2040 due to an assumed increase in
train consist length (requiring a minimum clear-track length of 760 feet apiece), precluding

storage at the Front Yard facility and reducing capacity at Southhampton Street Yard. Combined
with a projected increase in the number of consists to support MBTA sendee (66) and increased
midday layover demand (49), the MBTA will have a predicted shortfall of 19 layover slots in
2040. As noted in the ENF, with anticipated increased service demands for both Amtrak and the
MBTA, the lack of layover capacity will become a major constraint and limit the planned growth

in rail service at South Station,

The Layover Report included a description of how potential layover sites were identified
and a description of each alternative site. A total of 28 alternative sites w-ere initially identified
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based upon site criteria established by MassDOT deemed necessary to adequately support
railroad operations at South Station. These criteria include: direct or nearly direct access to an
existing rail line, adjacent uses compatible with the characteristics of a layover facility, avoiding
adjacency with residences, if possible, site size and configuration suitable for the storage of eight
car plus one locomotive consists, and proximity to South Station, favoring locations closer to
South Station over those farther away. MassDOT then completed a two-tier screening
assessment that included further analysis and conceptual design. The first tier screening process
was used to identify “fatal flaws” based upon three key criteria including site suitability, railroad
operations, and site access. At the conclusion of the first tier of screening, 18 of the 28 potential
sites were eliminated from further review. The second tier screening process included the
preparation of a conceptual plan for each location and a more detailed comparison of candidate
sites based on factors such as: consistency with zoning, distance from South Station, site
topography, environmental impacts, layover yard and main line operations, and capital
improvement requirements. The Layover Report described how each remaining potential
layover facility site met or conflicted with the evaluation criteria and recommended various
alternatives for dismissal or continued consideration.

As noted previously, MassDOT proposed three potential layover facilities for further
consideration and examination as part of the DEIR. The Beacon Park Yard conceptual layover
design would provide tracks parallel to the MBTA Framingham/Worcester Line to store up to 30
consists. Expansion at this site would require a renegotiation of MassDOT’s option agreement
with Harvard University on a 132-foot wide area immediately north of the existing MBTA
easement area at Beacon Park Yard to establish rights not conveyed as part of the current option.
The BTD Tow Lot conceptual layover design would provide tracks capable of storing up to 10
consists, but would require acquisition of three full parcels and a portion of an additional parcel
from the City of Boston and an easement from Amtrak. The BTD Tow Lot site would require a
rail connection to be made to the MBTA’s Dorchester Branch, but given its close distance to
South Station impacts to the Main Line would be reduced compared to other potential layover
sites. Finally, a conceptual layover facility expansion at Readville Yard 2 would create a total
storage capacity for up to 18 consists with rail access via the existing yard lead connection to the
MBTA Dorchester Branch at Dana Interlocking. Travel distance to South Station is the longest
(8.8 miles) of the three potential layover sites proposed for further evaluation.

Notably, the Layover Report concluded that no single remaining layover facility
alternative has the physical space to fulfill the entire projected 2040 layover need. The Layover
Report also determined that layover of too many trainsets approaching South Station from one
location could cause conflicting railroad operations and create a bottleneck. As outlined in the
scope below, MassDOT will be required to evaluate a combination of the three recommended
sites to assess how they can be integrated with the existing four layover sites serving South
Station.

Potential environmental impacts associated with the South Station terminal project were
presented as a “worst-case” scenario (e.g., Alternative 3, the Joint/Private Development
Maximum Build alternative) in the ENF. A maximum build out development would increase
building square footage on-site from 1,660,000 sf to 2,975,000 sf, an increase of 1,315,000 sf.
Impervious areas would remain the same at 46.5 acres of the 49-acre project site. The project
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would add a total of 750 housing units and increase the maximum building height by 185 feet to
a 290-foot maximum. Average vehicle trips per day are predicted to increase from 5,400 trips to
9,900 trips; a creation of 4,500 new vehicle trips per day. The project would also add 1,128 new
parking spaces for a site total of 1,593 parking spaces. Wastewater generation and water use
would each increase by 567,000 gallons per day (gpd) for a project total of 598,000 gpd each.
The South Station site includes the South Station Headhouse and Waiting Room, both of which
are listed in the State and National Registers of Historic Places.

The ENF also included a description of potential environmental impacts associated with
the conceptual plans prepared for the three proposed layover facilities. This included an estimate
of land alteration (either additional or removal of buildings, internal roadways, parking/paved
areas, or other altered areas), wetland resource area impacts (i.e., the types of resources that may
be impacted either permanently or temporarily with no areas/volumes provided), and regulatory
status in accordance with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP; 310 CMR 40,0000).

A portion of Ac South Station terminal site is located within the Fort Point Downtown
Waterfront Municipal Harbor Planning Area, for which Phase 1 and Phase 2 MHPs have been
approved (March 8, 2004), These MHPs establish the planning area boundaries and outline
planning principles for the Fort Point Downtown Waterfront Municipal Harbor Planning Area.
The South Station terminal site contains filled former tidelands that are subject to ¢.91 under the
authority of numerous historic licenses (310 CMR 9.00). Approximately 47 acres of the 49-acre
project site include jurisdictional filled or flowed tidelands. The proposed project includes four
acres dedicated to water-dependent uses, while the remaining 43 acres will be occupied by non-
water-dependent uses. The ENF included a summary of these existing licenses, their date of
issuance {between 1897 and 1997), and the scope of work authorized. The BTD Tow Lot and
Beacon Park Yard layover sites each contain filled tidelands, but according to the ENF, the
tidelands are geographically isolated from existing flowed tideland and meet the statutory
definition of landlocked tidelands.

The ENF identified project components that are listed either on the State or National
Registers of Historic Places or the Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets of due
Commonwealth. The South Station site includes the South Station Head House (BOS.1517)
which is listed in the State and National Registers of Historic Places (the Registers). The South
Station site is located adjacent to the Leather District Historic District (BOS.AP) and the Fort
Point Channel Historic District (BOS.CX), also listed in the Registers, The USPS General Mail
Facility/South Postal Annex is included in the Inventory of Historic and Archaeological Assets
of the Commonwealth (the Inventory). The BTD Tow Lot, Beacon Park Yard and Readville
Yard 2 potential layover sites do not contain historic buildings or structures listed in the
Registers or Inventory. The EN F included a list of historic resources listed on the Registers or
Inventory within the vicinity of South Station or the three proposed layover facility locations.
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SCOPE

General

The DEIR should follow Section 1L07 of the MEPA regulations for outline and content, C-01.1
as modified by this scope.

Project Description and Permitting

The DEIR should include a detailed description of the proposed project and describe any C-01.2
changes to the project since the filing of the ENF. The DEIR should include updated site plans C-013
for existing and post-development conditions for each potential project alternative at a legible
scale. For the South Station terminal site, these conceptual plans should clearly identify vehicle
access points, pedestrian corridors and access points, wetland resource areas and ¢.91

jurisdictional limite, foe type and location of vehicle and bicycle parking (including shared

bicycle infrastructure), and stormwater, wastewater and water supply infrastructure. The DEIR C-01.4
should describe how the proposed development scenarios and expanded station operations will
te integrated into the existing South Station building and platforms, including connections to
other modes of transit (e.g., private and MBTA buses, Red Line and Silver Line) and Main Une
commuter rail operations. For the potential layover facilities, these conceptual plans should
clearly identify proposed track placement, the types of support buildings or structures proposed,
adjacent land uses, existing on-site infrastructure (i.e., existing rail-yard operations, etc.)

storm water management infrastructure, and vehicle access points. The DEIR should identify the
types of signal, track {new sidings or double tracking to increase capacity) or interlocking
upgrades proposed as part of the project and include their location on the project’s site plans.

C-01.5

The DEIR should include a discussion of future permitting requirements associated with C-01.6
the project, identifying permitting requirements specific to each identified development scenario
and layover facility location. Additionally, while this project is not subject to the EEA C-
Environmental Justice (EJ) Policy, MassDOT has committed to evaluate the project for potential
impacts to EJ communities based on federal and State guidelines. The effects of the project
alternatives on EJ populations will be evaluated relative to their overall effects to determine
whether impacts in the No Build and Build conditions will be disproportionate or adverse on EJ
communities or populations.

01.7

Alternatives Analysis

The ENF noted that MassDOT has not currently identified a preferred alternative for the 1 8
project. The DEIR should include art expanded alternative analysis (hat builds off the
preliminary data presented in the ENF and provide additional description and data outlining foe
potential environmental impacts associated with each development scenario and layover facility.

Specifically, the DEIR should provide an alternatives analysis that provides conceptual
site layout plans, a summary of potential environmental impacts associated with each of these
alternatives, preferably in tabular format, and a supporting narrative for each of the following
alternatives for the South Station Site:

10
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* A No Build Alternative;

* Alternative 1 - Transportation Improvements Only;

* Alternative 2 — Joint/Private Development Minimum Build; and
* Alternative 3 - Joint/Private Development Maximum Build,

C-01.8

The DEIR should also include an alternative analysis that evaluates the following C-01.9
potential layover facility" locations (providing refined conceptual plans, a summary" of potential
environmental impacts and a supporting narrative identify ing the types of activities to be
conducted on-site):

* BTD Tow Lot;

* Beacon Park Yard;

* Readville Yard 2; and
* Widett Circle

This layover facility alternatives analysis should consider how each potential facility will operate C-01.10
and meet expected operational needs either individually or in conjunction with other proposed

facilities once integrated into the larger rail system (Amtrak, MBTA, freight) that connects to

South Station. The DEIR should specifically address how the location and operations at any of

the potential layover facility sites will impact Main Line sendees for Amtrak, the MBTA and

freight services due to necessary train dead-heading and midday storage requirements. The

DEIR should include a phasing plan that addresses sequencing and timing of the potential

layover facility sites based on operational need.

As part of the DEIR, I encourage MassDOT to consider additional ways to reduce C-01.11
impacts to environmental resources through design modification or the addition of features to
further mitigate potential impacts. Additional recommendations provided in fois Certificate may
result in a modified design that enhances the project's ability to avoid, minimize, or mitigate
Damage to the Environment. The DEIR should discuss steps MassDOT has taken to further
reduce the impacts of the project since the filing of the ENF, or, if certain measures are
infeasible, the DEIR should discuss why these measures will not be adopted.

Land Impacts

The DEIR should include a description of how the South Station terminal site and the
potential layover facility sites will alter existing land uses or require the relocation of existing
uses. The ENF acknowledged that all development alternatives at South Station will require the
demolition of the USPS General Mail Facility. The relocation of this facility, if pursued by the  (_91.13
USPS, may be subject to separate MEPA review contingent upon the characteristics and location
of anew facility. Since the South Station site is a predominantly altered area, direct land impacts

C-01.12

are anticipated to be limited. However, the DEIR, as discussed later in this scope, should C-01.14
describe the project’s potential impacts to jurisdictional tidelands and their associated public

benefit requirements, as well as expected public realm improvements along Dorchester Avenue.

The DEIR should discuss any potential easements or impacts to Article 97 land that may

encumber the proposed project areas within the vicinity of South Station. C-01.15

11
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More notably, land impacts associated with the proposed layover facilities appear to have
the potential to result in more substantial impacts. The DEIR should identify the location of
known easements, either existing or required for project completion, and how the terms of these
easements may impact project operations and the ability to construct suitable layover facilities.
The DEIR should also discuss how each layover alternative will impact existing uses within the
site, as applicable. In particular, the DEIR should focus on the potential current and future
impacts to the Boston Department of Public Works (DPW) facility in the BTD Tow Lot layover
facility alternative, impacts to existing commercial facilities in the Widett Circle layover facility
alternative, and vested rights to CSX and Harvard University at the Beacon Park Yard site.
MassDOT should work with the Boston DPW and City officials to assess the impacts of using
the BTD Tow Lot for layover purposes on Boston DPW operations and supporting uses and
present these findings in the DEIR. The DEIR should respond to Harvard University’s comments
regarding the layover facility analysis presented in the ENF and existing rights afforded to the
MBTA, MassDOT, CSX or Harvard University. Additionally, the DEIR should evaluate the use
of each layover site with consideration for how they may preclude reasonably anticipated future
projects by MassDOT (highway or commuter rail service), anticipated future Amtrak service,
projects identified in State and local planning documents, or development rights vested to
Harvard University

Wetlands. Waterways and Tidelands

The South Station terminal is located near wetland resource areas regulated under the
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (WPA). The DEIR should confirm the presence of either
Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (LSCSF) or 100-foot buffer zone to Coastal Bank,
characterize these wetland resource areas and estimate potential temporary or permanent impacts
associated with construction of each project alternative. A similar assessment should be
performed for each potential layover facility location, identifying regulated wetland resource
areas and potential impacts. The DEIR should describe how each project element will be
designed and constructed in a manner consistent with relevant performance standards established
in the WPA Regulations (310 CMR 10.00). The project will require a Federal Consistency
Certification because the project will receive funding from the FRA. The DEIR should include
an assessment of how the project will be designed and implemented in a manner consistent with
CZM policies.

The DEIR should include graphics that overlay key ¢.91 jurisdictional criteria (e.g.,
Historic Mean High and Mean Low Water Marks, Ordinary High Water Marks, filled tidelands,
landlocked tidelands, etc.) on top of the South Station Terminal and potential layover facility
conceptual plans. The DEIR should include information demonstrating how each project
alternative will be designed to meet the ¢.91 licensing criteria for a non-water-dependent
(transportation improvements, joint/private development) and water-dependent (Harborwalk
extension) uses. The DEIR should include conceptual design plans, graphics and a supporting
narrative that details the location of uses within the building on tidelands, facilities dedicated for
public use, and proposed building heights for each development and layover alternative. For
each of these scenarios the DEIR should also describe how the project will: maintain a capacity
for water-dependent uses, meet shoreline utilization requirements, activate Commonwealth
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Tidelands for public use, and comply with standards for non - water-d epend ent infrastructure C-01.22
facilities, The DEIR should identify areas on or adjacent to the project site that have existing (cont.)
¢,91 Licenses and identify site attributes approved in conjunction with those historic licenses. I
strongly encourage MassDOT to meet with the MassDEP Waterways program prior to preparing

the DEIR to ensure that sufficient information is provided in the DEIR to assist MassDEP in C-01.23
providing meaningful comments on the project’s ability to meet ¢,91 licensing standards.
According to the CZM comment letter, the 2004 Secretary’s Decision on Phase 2 of the C-01.24

MHP (the Phase 2 Decision) anticipated an amendment of the MHP to provide for track expansion
and additional development at the USPS site. The Phase 2 Decision included specific guidance
requiring a comprehensive master planning effort for the area south of Summer Street prior to
submitting an MHP Amendment. The master planning effort and MHP Amendment should draw*
from the Boston Redevelopment Authority’s (BRA) Watershed Activation Plan for the Fort Point
Channel area for a list of potential public benefits for development projects along the Fort Point
Channel. As noted by CZM, following this comprehensive planning process, an MHP Amendment
that implements the planning vision for the area can be submitted to the Secretary' for review
according to the procedures outlined in 301 CMR 23.06. MassDOT should work with the City of
Boston and CZM to determine how to meet the requirements set forth in

the Phase 2 Decision and successfully amend the MHP. I strongly encourage MassDOT to work
collaborative] y with the City of Boston to expedite the commencement of the Phase 2 Decision
master planning process. The DEIR should report on the status of the master planning process C-01.25
required in the Phase 2 Decision, providing details on the plan components, public outreach

efforts or other plan aspects, as available. The DEIR should include a summary of historic
master planning efforts and describe the geographic location and terms of the Phase 1 and Phase

2 MHPs for contextual purposes.

The DEIR should include the results of the potential impacts to the public realm from
wind and shadow' associated with the proposed development alternatives at the South Station
terminal site. As committed to by MassDOT in the ENF, the DEIR should include the results of ac_g1 2¢
quantitative wind analysis, including wind tunnel testing to assess potential ground-level impacts
to the pedestrian environment. This analysis should focus on potential wind impacts to new and
existing open spaces, including the pedestrian environment around the South Station terminal,
the proposed Harborwalk extension along the Fort Point Channel, and other areas of the public
malm, The DEIR should also include a shadow impact analysis, performed to meet the standards
required as part of the ¢.91 License review process, for each development alternative (including
the Transportation Only Improvements).

C-01.27

The project is a critical piece of infrastructure not only for the City of Boston and the C-01.28
surrounding region, but is key to the operation of the NEC, As a coastal city, the project has an
increased susceptibility to potential damage associated with the affects of climate change, most C-01.29
notably sea-level rise and flooding Impacts due to increase storm frequency and intensity. The
DEIR should discuss how the proposed project (South Station terminal and potential layover
facilities) will be designed, constructed and operated to reduce or avoid the risk of damage
associated with these types of events. MassDOT should assess the potential impact of sea level
rise and flooding (within the reasonable life span of the project) on public spaces, water and
wastewater infrastructure, stormwater management, track elevations and passenger platforms,
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track switching equipment, and other critical project elements. The CZM comment letter
includes recommended sea-level rise scenarios that MassDOT should use when conducting this
assessment and to assist in the selection of appropriate mitigation or adaptation strategies to
make the project more flood-resistant or flood-resilient, At a minimum, CZM has recommended
that MassDOT evaluate impacts of two feet of sea level rise. This assessment may also draw
from data included in the Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA’s) update to tire
Suffolk County flood insurance study or available updated data regarding rainfall events. The
DEIR should consider climate change adaptation strategies presented in the Massachusetts
Climate Change Adaptation Report (2011), The Boston Harbor Association™ Preparing for the
Rising Tide, or other publications issued by U.S. EPA or the National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).

C-01.29
(cont.)

The DEIR should include a discussion of how the project complies with the Public C-01.30
Benefit Determination (301 CMR 13.00) criteria established for non-water-dependent projects
located completely or partially within tidelands or landlocked tidelands. Specifically, the DEIR
should include a discussion of: the purpose and effect of the project, impact of the project on
abutters and the surrounding community, enhancement to the property, benefits to the public
trust rights in tidelands, benefits provided through previously obtained municipal permits,
community activities on the South Station site, environmental protection and preservation, and
public health, safety, and general welfare. At the conclusion of the MEPA process (i.e., in
conjunction with a Final EIR, or a Supplemental FEIR if required, I will issue a Public Benefit
Determination in compliance with the provisions of An Act Relative to Licensing Requirements

for Certain Tidelands (2007 Mass, Acts ch. 168, see.8).

Stormwater

The DEIR should discuss how development of the South Station terminal (including the C-01.31
reopening of Dorchester Avenue) as well as each layover facility' site will be designed in
compliance with MassDEP Stormwater Management Regulations and its associated Stormwater
Policy, as applicable. The DEIR should include a conceptual discussion of proposed BMPs that
may be selected in the final design phase. MassDOT should demonstrate in the DEIR that the
South Station terminal and potential layover facility conceptual designs include sufficient
measures capable of conveying and treating estimated stormwater flows generated by fire project,
including a discussion of existing stormwater infrastructure, outfall locations, and connections to
infrastructure susceptible to combined sewer overflows (CSOs). The stormwater analysis should
evaluate and compare storm-event peak flow rates Mid volumes to existing conditions based
upon conceptual designs for South Station and layover facilities. If groundwater recharge is
required or proposed, the DEIR should demonstrate that sufficient area exists on-site to
accommodate necessary recharge areas. The DEIR should include a discussion of low impact
design (LID) stormwater management techniques to be incorporated at die South Station or
layover facility sites.

The DEIR should identify and describe the location of existing storm drain systems that
will receive stormwater flows generated by the project (both South Station terminal and layover
sites). The DEIR should describe existing connections of stormwater flows to sanitary or
combined sewers that will be removed in conjunction with the project and how flows from these

C-01.32
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removed connections will be redirected to the storm drain ‘system and associated discharge points
(Fort Point Channel or otherwise). The DEIR should discuss BMPs to be implemented within C-0133
the proposed parking areas to manage and treat stormwater discharges, '

Water Supply and Wastewater

The DEIR should provide an estimate of wastewater generation and water usage, C-01.34
tabulated by use (residential, commercial, irrigation, air conditioning make-up) and location. The
DEIR should clearly state assumptions used to generate these estimates The DEIR should clarify
if the proposed layover facilities will utilize water for rail car or equipment washing or for repair
and maintenance activities. The DEIR should confirm the availability of sufficient water and C-01.35
sewer conveyance capacity for each of the project alternatives and identity if new water or sewer
mains will be necessary to construct the project’s various components. I encourage MassDOT’s
plans for exterior spares around the expanded South Station and Dorchester Avenue to include
provisions for a variety of drought-tolerant native species to limit or eliminate project demand for
irrigation.

C-01.36

The DEIR should include a description and supporting graphic characterizing the existing
wastewater system associated with the South Station terminal and the potential layover sites
from the the point of origin to the point of treatment and/or discharge. The DEIR should clarify
what infrastructure is solely for sanitary purposes and what infrastructure conveys combined
Hows (sanitary and stormwater). As noted by the MWRA, particularly in the area near South
Station, the configuration and performance of the network of sanitary, combined sewers, and
combined sewer outfalls, including the frequency and volume of CSO discharges at each outfall
are the subjects of Federal District Court mandates, NPDES permits issued to the Boston Water
and Sewer Commission (BWSC) and MWRA, and regulatory performance standards. The DEIR
should demonstrate that any proposed changes to the physical configuration, location, and/or
hydraulic performance of these sewers and outfalls will not affect compliance with Federal Court
mandates and regulatory requirements, as well as water quality conditions in Fort Point Channel.

The DEIR must also demonstrate that the project will not compromise MWRA’s or BWSC’s
ability to attain required long-term levels of CSO control. MassDOT should coordinate with the
MWRA and the BSWC to ensure that conceptual and final design plans are consistent with
applicable requirements and maximize potential benefits to the wastewater system at large. The
BWSC comment letter indicates that a plan to improve a CSO outfall pipe (BOS 065) which runs
under the USPS building. MassDOT should consider these improvements in its design plans and
coordinate with BWSC as necessary to facilitate its construction,

C-01.37

C-01.38

MassDOT will be required to offset any increases in project-related wastewater flow with C-01.39
stormwater inflow reduction, infiltration (groundwater) or sewer separation in hydraulically
related sewer systems. The DEIR should discuss how the project will comply with MassDEP's
Policy on Managing Infiltration and Inflow in MWRA Community Sewer Systems (BRP 09-01)
and with BWSC policy and regulations.
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Traffic and Transportation

The DEIR should Include a Traffic Impact and Access Study (TIAS) prepared in
accordance with EEA/MassDOT Guidelines for EIR/EIS Traffic Impact Assessments. As noted in
the ENF, this HAS will examine existing and future 2040 No Build and Build alternative
transportation conditions, The TTIAS should also to include an interim 2025 traffic assessment to
align traffic and transportation estimates with those generated by Amtrak: and MBTA as part of
their planning studies forecasting layover requirements and ridership using South Station. The
TIAS should use data and methodologies provided through collaborative efforts with the Boston
Transportation Department (BTD) and Central Transportation Planning Staff (CITS) to identify study
area intersections, mode-split data, and data forecasting. The TIAS should discuss existing and
proposed traffic volumes and conditions, anticipated trip generation rates across all modes
(vehicles, pedestrians, transit, etc.), crash rate data, level-of-serviee (LOS) operations at
signalized and unsignalized intersections, estimated parking demand, and proposed access points™
and loading operations for the South Station site.

C-01.40

The DEIR should describe anticipated modifications to the existing roadway network, C-01.41
including physical modifications to the State Highway Layout and South Station Bus Terminal
ramps, to implement each alternative at South Station or the potential layover facilities. The
DEIR should include conceptual drawings depicting these required modifications to demonstrate
their feasibility and overall integration into the roadway network and any traffic-related
mitigation measures proposed by MassDOT, The DEIR should also identify any proposed
modifications to bus terminal access by either private carriers or MBTA buses for each
development alternative. The DEIR should describe any proposed “kiss-and-ride”, shuttle bus,
or taxi stand accommodations mound the perimeter of South Station and how these areas will be
accessed and designed to avoid conflict with bus operations, pedestrians and bicyclists. Finally, ~_g1 43
the DEIR should confirm that sufficient location exists for expanded Hubway facilities at the
South Station terminal site under each development scenario,

C-01.42

The DEIR should evaluate and describe how reopening Dorchester Avenue to public C-01.44
access will potentially impact various modes of transit, including private vehicle, truck and bus
traffic, pedestrians, and bicycles, The DEIR should describe how a reopened Dorchester Avenue
may be used to reroute MBTA buses to provide more direct bus connections to downtown. Hie
DEIR should include a refined conceptual plan that depicts the extent and types of proposed
improvements to Dorchester Avenue, proposed connections to the Harborwalk, and broader
pedestrian and bicycle connections through and around South Station to the adjacent
neighborhoods (i.e.. Fort Point Channel, Seaport District, South Boston, Chinatown, Leather
District, etc.). These connections are critical to enhancing South Station’s operations as a multi-
modal transit facility as well as integrating public improvement areas into the broader urban
fabric of downtown Boston and connections to the waterfront. Hie conceptual design for C-01.45
Dorchester Avenue (or any other street improvements) should comply with the City of Boston’s
Complete Street Initiative, which requires the incorporation of ‘green infrastructure” into street
designs.

As noted in several comment letters, expansion of rail services at South Station will lead C-01.46
to increased ridership on other modes of transit service that use South Station. The DEIR should
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include an analysis of how the predicted increases in rail ridership and changes to operations will C-01.46
impact existing and future capacity on MBTA subway and bus routes. The DEIR should also (cont.)
evaluate how ridership increases will affect station (entrances and exits, escalators, interior

waiting areas, etc,) and platform capacities For MBTA operations both within South Station and

at key stations within the downtown core of the MBTA subway system (..e., Park Street,

Downtown Crossing, State Street and Government Center). MassDOT should consider the C-01.47
comments received from WalkBoston with design recommendations to accommodate increased
pedestrian volumes within and around South Station when advancing design plans. The DEIR C-01.48

should discuss the current planning (State and federal) and funding status for the North/South
Rad Link project. The DEIR should describe how the proposed South Station Expansion Project
will be designed to not preclude future construction of the North/South Rail Link project,

The DEIR should confirm that additional traffic associated with potential layover C-01.49
facilities will be negligible in volume. While traffic volumes may be limited, the DEIR should
describe how vehicle access will be made to each potential layover site and if new driveways
will be required to facilitate access.

[ anticipate that MassDOT will be required to enter into a Transportation and Access Plan C-01.50
Agreement (TAPA) with the City of Boston which will outline the proposed traffic and
transportation mitigation measures associated with the project contingent upon which
development scenario is advanced. Furthermore, the project will likely require a Highway
Access Permit from MassDOT - Highway Division and therefore associated Section 61 Findings
will identify additional requirements related to traffic-related project mitigation requirements.

The DEIR should include proposed traffic mitigation measures to offset unavoidable impacts
associated with the project including, but not limited to, intersection improvements, pedestrian
and bicycle facilities upgrades, and implementation of a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) program. As recommended by MassDEP, the DEIR should describe all reasonable
opportunities for trip reduction and management tailored to the specific needs of employees and
patrons with particular emphasis on transit connections and pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure
amenities. MassDOT should review' the recommended TDM measures presented in the
MassDEP comment letter and explain which measures are proposed for adoption in conjunction

w ith the project, or If recommendations are infeasible, explain their reason for dismissal from
consideration.

The DEIR should provide additional analysis justifying the number of proposed parking
spaces for each development alternative at South Station. MassDOT must demonstrate in the
DEIR that the number of parking spaces have been reduced to the maximum extent practicable
based upon estimated demand. The DEIR should describe how an effective parking management
plan, shared parking, or fee-struetures may be used to achieve this reduction in structured
parking.

C-01.51

Air Quality
The DEIR should include the résulte of a noise and vibration impact analysis performed C-01.52

in accordance with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Guidance Manual for both the
South Station site and the proposed layover facility locations. MassDOT will conduct a noise
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and vibration monitoring program to establish ambient background noise levels within the South C-01.52
Station project area and proposed layover facility locations to develop the project criteria noise (cont.)
limits using FTA guidelines. The DEIR should present the results of the noise and vibration

modeling for each design year build alternative and propose abatement measures to mitigate

anticipated noise or vibration impacts that may exceed the FTA or other applicable criteria. The C-01.53
project must comply with applicable anti-idling regulations. Additionally, the MBTA should

implement noise and operational best management practices (BMPs) equal to or more stringent

than those currently utilized at other layover facilities along the commuter rail. The MBTA

should ensure that a forum for citizen complaint is implemented as a BMP in the operational plan

for any proposed layover facility and at South Station. I expect that the MBTA will provide

documentation of these BMPs, and contractual obligations associated with the operator of the

railroad in the DEIR. Specific consideration should be given to the hours of operation at each

layover facility, potential idling times of locomotives and proximity to sensitive receptors. The

DEIR should include a feasibility assessment of potential mitigation measures, a phasing plan for

their implementation, and identification of responsible parties for their construction and

maintenance. The DEIR should include a discussion of locomotive technologies, including the C-01.54
potential upgrades of either Amtrak or MBTA equipment (including MBTA’s bus fleet that

operate via South Station) within the project’s design year that may provide additional air quality

benefits to the region or layover and station facilities on a localized level. This discussion should

also include the electrification of rail lines and the use of plug-in facilities at layover yards and

the potential air quality benefits thereof.

The DEIR should include an air quality analysis consisting of a regional emissions C-01.55
inventory for criteria pollutants (volatile organic compounds (VOCs), oxides of nitrogen (NO,),
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SO, ), and particulate matter (PMio/PM,.s). These
emissions inventories should include daily and annual emissions from the diesel locomotives and
motor vehicles on roadways in the air quality study area for the existing and 2040 No Build,
Build, and Build with Mitigation alternatives. Similar to the traffic studies, the air quality study

should include an interim year analysis of 2025 to correspond with ridership data. MassDOT C-01.56
should work with MassDEP prior to the preparation of the DEIR to establish the appropriate
extent of the study area and modeling methodology. I encourage MassDOT to expand the C-01.57

pollutants analyzed to include air toxics, diesel PM and ultrafine particulates.

The DEIR should also include a localized microscale assessment of CO hotspot, or
intersection analysis, using the U.S EPA’s CAL3QHC model for South Station Terminal and the
four potential layover sites. MassDOT indicates that the South Station project is of “local air
quality concern” and will therefore conduct a PM quantitative hotspot analysis as part of the
DEIR using the U.S. EPA’s December 2010 guidelines to assess emissions from diesel trains and
motor vehicles within the study area. The DEIR should discuss measures to limit vehicle idling C-01.59
time in compliance with the Massachusetts Idling regulation (310 CMR 7.11). The DEIR should C-01.60
discuss possible mitigation measures to offset potential air quality impacts pending the results of '
the air quality analysis.

C-01.58
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The DEIR should include a GHG analysis prepared in compliance with the MEPA
Greenhouse Gas Policy and Protocol (“the Policy"*). The Policy requires projects to quantify
carbon dioxide (Ctfy) emissions and identify measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate such
emissions. The analysis quantifies the direct and indirect CO2 emissions associated with the
project's energy use (stationary sources) and transportation-related emissions {mobile sources).
Since MassDOT has not selected a preferred joint/private-bui Id or layo ver facility alternative, the
DEIR should assess GHG emissions associated with each alternative to allow for a comparison
of potential GHG impacts. The GHG analysis should evaluate CO: emissions for two scenarios
as required by the Policy including 1) a Base Case and 2) a Build with Improvements Condition.
In the case of the joint/private-build alternatives, the Build with Improvements alternative should
include energy efficiency design measures in order to meet the Stretch Energy Code (Stretch
Code), while the Base Case should he consistent with the applicable State Building Code in
effect at the time the ENF was filed.> MassDOT should meet with staff from the MEPA office,
the Department of Energy Resources (DOER) Mid MassDEP prior to performing the GHG
analysis to confirm modeling assumptions and methodology.

The City of Boston has adopted the Stretch Code subsequent to its designation as a Green
Community under the provisions of the Green Communities Act of2008. Therefore, the project
will be required to meet the applicable version of the Stretch Code in effect at the time of
construction. The Stretch Code increases the energy efficiency code requirements for new
construction (both residential and commercial) and for major residential renovations or additions
in municipalities that adopt it. Projects may meet the Stretch Code requirement of 20-percent
better energy efficiency than the State’s base energy code by either meeting the standard of 20-
percent better than ASHRAE 90.1-2007, or by using a prescriptive energy code. The DEIR
should demonstrate that the project can be designed to meet the Stretch Code requirements. As
applicable, project elements will also be required to be Leadership in Energy' and Environmental
Design (LEED) certifiable in accordance with Article 37 of the Boston Zoning Code.

Direct stationary source CO* emissions include those emissions from the facility itself,
such as boilers, heaters, and internal combustion engines. Indirect stationary source CQi
emissions are derived from the consumption of electricity, heat or other cooling from off-slte
sources, such as electrical utility or district heating and cooling systems. Mobile CO2 emissions
include those emissions associated with vehicle use by employees, vendors, customers and
others, and in the case of this project, diesel trains. The Policy requires proponents to use energy
modeling software to quantify projected energy usage from stationary sources and energy
consumption aid mobile source modeling software to predict transportation-related emissions.
The DEIR should clearly state the types of modeling software used and emissions factors applied
to GHG calculations.

The GHG analysis should clearly demonstrate consistency with the objectives of MEPA
review, one of which is to document the means by which MassDOT plans to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate Damage to the Environment to the maximum extent feasible. The DEIR should state

31 note that the Massachusetts State Building Code is slated for revision m mid-2013. 1 strongly encourage MassDOT to use the updated code
when preparing the <SHO analysis.
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modeling assumptions and explicitly note which GHG reduction measures have been modeled C-01.66
and those that cannot be modeled due to the constraints of the modeling software. The DEIR (cont.)
should include the modeling printout for each alternative and emission tables that compare Base

Case emissions in tons with the Build with Improvements Condition showing the anticipated

reduction in tons and percentage by emissions source (direct, indirect and transportation), The

DEIR should include a cleat and complete listing of modeling inputs (e.g., R-values, U-values,

efficiencies, lighting power density, etc.) for items such as equipment, walls, ceilings, windows,

lighting, HVAC units, etc. for both the Base Case and Build with Improvements Condition. The

DEIR should describe additional GHG reduction measures expected to provide further benefits,

but are not currently quantifiable (e.g., building orientation, building commissioning, use of an

energy management system, Energy Star equipment, and water conservation and wastewater

reduction measures, etc.). The DEIR should also identify TDM measures proposed for each of

the alternatives and the corresponding emission reductions expect®!. Other tables and graphs

may also be included to convey the GHG emissions and potential reductions associated with

various mitigation measures as necessary.

The DEIR should use of the United States Energy Information Administration (EIA) C-01.67
Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) Energy Use Index (EUI) values as
a benchmark for the EUI resulting from modeling both the Base Case and Build with
Improvements scenarios. While not required per the GHG Policy, but required as part of Stretch
Code compliance, I encourage MassDOT to calculate the EUI and then compare the modeled
building”s EUI to those averages presented in the CBECS. This exercise is a helpful tool to
understand the comparative improvements achieved for the proposed project and identifying
potential modeling errors.

The DEIR should include a draft Tenant Manual designed to influence future tenantsin  _1 g8
the mixed-use space to fit-out and operate their spaces with sustainable and energy efficient
designs and operating practices to reduce overall energy demand and GHG emissions. It remains
unclear if the future occupation of die mixed use space will be owner-occupied, leased, or sold to
future tenants for fit-out. However, it is assumed that future developer or tenants will require
City of Boston building permits for their construction or fit-out, and will be required to comply
with the Stretch Code adopted by the City. MassDOT should identify potential strategies that
could be adopted as part of the jolufe'private development agreement to ensure that the GHG
reduction goals modeled as part of the DEIR are met. These strategies may also form the basis
for all third party lease agreements associated with the project. These strategies may include, but
should not be limited to: identification of the core and shell features that are provided that allow tenant
choices in energy-related fit-out (i.e., chilled water distribution capabilities, individual electric
metering, the energy management systems (EMS) and other building features); requiring or
encouraging tenants to adopt appropriate sustainable design, energy efficiency, water use,
water pollution control, and TDM commitments to the extent feasible as part of their respective
lease agreements.

The GHG analysis should also include a renewable energy evaluation considering the use
of wind power, solar or photovoltaic (PV) panels, geothermal power, or the purchase of green
power. The DEIR should include a separate analysis to determine if PV systems (either ground-
mounted or building-mounted) to off-set electric demand or for hot water heating purposes are

C-01.69

C-01.70
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feasible in association with this project. This feasibility analysis should use online DOER and C-01.70
Massachusetts Clean Energy Center (CEO) resources to calculate potential project cost, payback (cont.)
periods and returns on investment, MassDOT should consider both first-party and third-party

ownership/lease scenarios. The DEIR should state assumptions with regard to available area for

PV equipment, efficiencies, etc, If feasible, I encourage MassDOT to commit to the use of PV.

systems at their facilities. At a minimum, buildings should be “solar ready” to facilitate future

installation of PV systems. If PV is not financially feasible, I request that the Proponent commit

to revisit the PV financial analysis on a tegular timetable and to implement PV when the

financial outcomes meet specified objectives.

Because the project will generate in excess of 500,000 gpd of wastewater, the GHG C-01.71
analysis must assess the GHG emissions associated with the conveyance and treatment of
project-related wastewater. MassDOT should review the GHG Policy and data available on the
MEPA webpage for guidance on how to complete this calculation.

Finally, I encourage the Proponent to also consider the qualitative GHG reduction C-01.72
benefits that could be gained through commitments to preferred parking for hybrid vehicles and
electric vehicle charging stations. More information on the opportunities associated with electric
vehicle infrastructure can be found at the following websites:
http://www.afdc, energy.gov/afdoTuels/eleotrici tv, html and
http:/www.oregon.aov/ODOT/HtVT/OIPP/docs/EVDeployGuidelines3-L.pdf. EEA staff can
also provide additional information on the implementation of electric vehicle charging
infrastructure initiatives in Massachusetts.

The DEIR should Include an assessment of GHG emissions generated by mobile sources
using data gathered as pari of the mesoseale analysis. The DEIR should clearly state modeling
assumptions, particularly regarding diesel train operations, potential idling times at South Station
or layover facilities. For vehicular traffic, the DEIR should use traffic volume, delay and speed
data along with emissions factors (as described in the Policy) for a No-Build existing condition, a
future (2025 and 2040) Build condition and a future (2025 and 2040) Build with Mitigation
condition. The DEIR should describe mitigation measures implemented as part of the future
Build with Mitigation condition modeling. These measures may include, but should not be
limited to, improvements to roadway operations, physical roadway infrastructure upgrades,
implementation of a TDM program, railroad operations improvements and use of COi reduction
technologies.

C-01.73

Historic Resources

The DEIR should include the results of any consultations conducted with the MHC in C-01.74
accordance with State Register Review (950 CMR 71.00) and Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (36 CFR Part 800), While the ENF included a summary of C-01.75
historic resources potentially affected by the project the DEIR should expand this summary to
identify potential historic or archaeological resources listed on the Registers or Inventory located
on the site of, and within the vicinity of, the Widett Circle layover facility alternative. The DEIR
should also identify the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the project for both historic and
archaeological resources Mid identify and evaluate historic and archaeological resources therein.

C-01.76
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Reconnaissance surveys for historic or archaeological resources within each designated APE ¢.qi 76
should he prepared in a manner consistent with that described in the ENF and in consultation (cont )
with MHC.

As noted in the MHC comment letter, the DEIR should take into account the potential C-01.77

visual, atmospheric, and physical effects (shadow and wind) that the proposed development
alternatives may have on surrounding historic properties, The DEIR must also consider the
effect of the proposed demolition of the USPS General Mail Facility mid the potential physical
effects of construction-related vibration and methodology on the South Station Head House.
Studies should also be performed to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed layover C-01.89
facilities alternatives on nearby historic properties.

¢ o178,

Impacts associated with the project may be unavoidable, MassDOT should work with C-01.80
MHC and interested parties, such as the Boston Landmarks Commission, to develop appropriate
mitigation measures to minimize or mitigate impacts to historic resources. The DEIR should
include possible mitigation measures to be considered as part of the State Register and Section
106 Review processes, This may include the preparation of a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) between affected parties.

Hazardous Materials

According to the ENF, MassDOT has initiated a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment ¢_, g,
(ESA) to identify any recognized environmental conditions associated with the South Station
terminal, the USPS General Mail Facility and the alternative layover sites. The project will
likely require reviews relative to the MCP given the historic uses within the project area. T he
DEIR should summarize the results of the Phase I ESA; and include all the alternative layover
sites identified in this scope as part of the assessment. Based upon the results of the Phase I
ESA, the DEIR should identify any MCP-regulated environmental conditions and list
recommendations for further evaluation or testing to be conducted as part of a future Phase 11
ESA (if warranted). The DEIR should discuss how MCP-regulated conditions may impact
construction techniques (i.e., dewatering, foundation types, etc,) or potential site infrastructure
(e.g., groundwater and storm water management). The DEIR should identify any State permits

related to solid and hazardous waste mitigation at both the South Station and alternative layover C-01.83
facility locations.

C-01.82

Construction Period

The project must comply with MassDEP's Solid Waste and Air Pollution Control C-01.84
regulations, pursuant to M.G.L. e,4th §54. MassDOT should consult the MassDEP comment
letter with regard to regulatory requirements and potential mitigation measures to be
implemented during the construction period. Specifically, the MassDEP comment letter has
provided significant information with regard to solid waste management during the construction
period, recycling of construction and demolition (C&D) waste, asbestos removal requirements,
and handling of asphalt, brick and concrete (ABC) associated with demolition activities. The q 9" g¢s
ENF indicated that MassDOT will incorporate recycling initiatives within demolition plans for '
the USPS General Mail Facility. The DEIR should include a discussion ofMassDOFs °
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recycling goals for solid waste generated as part of Ore projects construction and how demolition C-01.85
actitivies will comply with the goals of the Massachusetts Solid Waste Master Plan. This
information may be included as part of a larger draft Construction Waste Management Plan for
the project.

(cont.)

The DEIR should also describe potential project site construction period impacts C-01.86
(including but not limited to traffic management, materials management, parking, air quality and
noise impacts, and other items as they related to the construction period) and analyze and outline
feasible measures that can be implemented to eliminate or minimize these impacts. The DEIR
should include a draft Construction Management Plan (CMP) to demonstrate how construction
period impacts will be mitigated. Specifically, the DEIR should identify truck traffic routes
associated with construction traffic, staging areas, and how safe pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle
access to South Station will be maintained throughout the construction period for each proposed
project phase. Depending upon the results of the HAS, the project may require work at a number
of off-site intersections and roadways to mitigate project-related traffic impacts, 'the DEIR
should present a conceptual plan with a list of BMPs that could be selected by project contractors
to reduce construction related environmental impacts for these roadway improvement projects.
These BMPs should focus on erosion and sedimentation controls, staging areas, traffic
management, and air/noise pollution. The DEIR should also discuss potential construction-
period dewatering activities mid related permitting requirements.

I encourage MassDOT to continue to develop staging and construction period access C-01.87
plans in collaboration with the City of Boston, Amtrak, the MBTA and other landowners as
required. The DEIR should also describe how Amtrak, MBTA commuter rail and light rail, bus,
and freight service will be modified and accommodated during project construction (on a per
phase basis) for both the South Station Site and construction of selected layover facilities, as
applicable.

The CMP should include appropriate erosion and sedimentation control BMPs. These C-01.88
erosion and sedimentation controls should be implemented and maintained in accordance with'
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prepared in accordance with the NPDES Construction
General Permit requirements. MassDOT is advised that, if sources oil and/or hazardous material
(OHM) are identified during the implementation of the project, notification pursuant to the MCP
(310 CMR 40.0000) must be made to MassDEP, if necessary.

In accordance with MassDOT! s GreenDOT Policy Directive, contractors are required to
install emission control devices on all off-road vehicles in an effort to reduce emissions of
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM) from
diesel-powered equipment. Off-road vehicles are required to use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel
(ULS D). I also encourage MassDOT to implement the use of recycled materials in pavement in C-01.90
accordance with MassDOT! s Sustainable Design and Construction Best Practices,

C-01.89

Mitigation

The ENF did not include draft Section 61 Findings for each anticipated State Agency

Action. The DEIR should include a separate chapter summarizing proposed mitigation C-01.91
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measures. This chapter should also include draft Section 61 Findings for each permit to be C-01.91
issued by State Agencies. The DEIR should contain clear commitments to implement these (cont.)
mitigation measures, estimate the individual costs of each proposed measure, identify the parties

responsible for implementation, and a schedule for implementation. The DEIR should clearly

indicate which mitigation measures will be constructed or implemented based upon project

phasing, either tying mitigation commitments to overall project square footage/phase or

environmental impact thresholds, to ensure that measures are in place to mitigate the anticipated

impact associated with each development phase.

In order to ensure that all GHG emissions reduction measures adopted by MassDOT in
the Build with Improvements Condition are actually constructed or performed by the MassDOT
or third-party developers, I require proponents to provide a self-certification to the MEPA Office
indicating that all of the required mitigation measures, or their equivalent, have been completed.
Specifically, I wilt require, as a condition of a Certificate approving an FEIR (or Supplemental
FEIR if necessary), that following completion of construction for each project phase, MassDOT
(or a third-party developer) provide a certification to the MEPA Office signed by an appropriate
professional (e.g., engineer, architect, transportation planner, general contractor) indicating that
the all of the mitigation measures proposed in the FEIR have been incorporated into the project.
Alternatively, MassDOT or a third-party developer may certify that equivalent emissions
reduction measures that collectively are designed to reduce GHG emissions by the same
percentage as the measures outlined in the FEIR, based on the same modeling assumptions, have
been adopted. The certification should be supported by plans that clearly illustrate where GHG
mitigation measures have been incorporated. For those measures that are operational in nature
(i.e. TDM, recycling) MassDOT or the third-party developer should provide an updated plan
identifying the measures, the schedule for implementation and how progress towards achieving
the measures will be obtained. The commitment to provide this self-certifieation in the manner
outlined above should be incorporated into the draft Section 61 Findings included in the DEIR.

C-01.92

Responses to Comments/Circulation

The DEIR should contain a copy of this Certificate and a copy of each comment letter
received, In order to ensure that the issues raised by commentera are addressed, the DEIR should
include direct responses to comments to the extent that they are within MEPA jurisdiction. This
directive is not intended to, and shall not be construed to. enlarge the scope of the DEIR beyond
what has been expressly identified in this certificate.

C-01.93

The Proponent should circulate the DEIR to those parties who commented on the ENF, to
any State Agencies from which the Proponent will seek permits or approvals, and to any parties
specified in section 11.16 of the MEPA regulations, A copy of the DEIR should be provided to
DOER. A copy of the DEIR should be made available for review at the nearest neighborhood
branches of the Boston Public Library. X

C-01.94

April 19,2013
Date

24



EEA# 15028

ENF Certificate

Comments received:

03/22/2013
04/01/2013
04/01/2013
04/01/2013
04/01/2013
04/04/2013
04/04/2013
04/04/2013
04/04/2013

04/05/2013
04/05/2013
04/08/2013
04/0S/2013
04/08/2013
04/08/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/09/2013
04/11/2013

RKS/HSJ/hsj

Nathaniel Curtis

Stephen H. Kaiser

James RePass

Robert J. La Tremouilte

John A. Businger (with attachments)
Jay Demasi

A Better City

Ellen Altman

Boston Redevelopment Authority, Boston Transportation Department, and Boston

Energy and Environment Department (joint letter)
Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management

Frank DeMasi

Joel Weber 11

Brad Bellows

Boston Department of Public Works

Representative Elaine C, O’Brien, Connecticut 615t Assembly District
City of Cambridge

Seaport Transportation Management Association
Massachusetts Division of Marine Fisheries

Sierra Club

Association for Public Transportation

Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection - NERO
Massachusetts Bus Association

Massachusetts Historical Commission

Wig Zamore

Massachusetts Water Resources Authority

WalkBoston

Boston Water and Sewer Commission

The Boston Harbor Association

Harvard University

495/MetroWest Partnership

Stephen R Kaiser (2! letter)

Representative Frank L Smizik. Massachusetts 15" Norfolk District
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ROOM 274, STATE HOUSE

"The Commonweuith of Massachusetts

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1054

FRANK I. SMIZIK

NORFOLK DISTRICT House Committee on:
Global Warming and Climate Change

Tel. (617) 722-2676

E-Muil : Frank.Smizik® MAhouse.gov

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. ﬁgg E !!b’ E a

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office, Holly Johnson, Analyst

CHAIRMAN

0D

e

100 Cambridge Street APR 1 liWS

Suite 900
Boston MA 02114

Attention: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst
EEA# 15028

Dear Ms. Johnson,

I am submitting these comments on the South Station Expansion project in order to express

my concerns about the failure to include the North South Rail Link (NSRL) track connection

between North Station and South Station in state plans.

As you know, riders are currently required to leave their passenger train when they reach
Boston from the north or south, instead of being able to go straight through on the same
train in the direction they are headed. An investment in rail infrastructure that connects the
two stations is vital. This would increase ridership on Amtrak and promote economic
growth along the Northeast corridor. Additionally, as former Governor Michael S Dukakis
has stated, the NSRL project would take sixty thousand cars off the road every day.
Reducing automobile usage would help lower the dangerous greenhouse gas levels
presently being emitted by automobile traffic in the Boston area.

New plans for station improvements have not included any rail tracks for the North South
Rail Link. Both North and South Station are dose to or above capacity. The South Station

proposal, which has undergone a planning study, will cost in excess of $200 million dollars.

However, some of the current problems would be solved if the NSRL were constructed and
all of our passenger rail systems were integrated and streamlined.

In a letter signed by 21 House and Senate members, including myself, we identified that
North and South Station require extensive renovations. I absolutely support these plans, but
it must include the NSRL. (see attached Exhibit 1) In recent years there has been growth in
ridership of the Downeaster service into Boston from New Hampshire and Maine. There is
also increased traffic from Boston to New York and other points south. It is clear that
connecting the North and South Station will enhance growth while lessening automobile
traffic. The NSRL is also critical to the development of high speed rail in the Northeast
corridor.
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Innovation and forward vision should include looking north to Maine and eventually to
Montreal. Providing increased service throughout the Northeast corridor is a sensible
economic and environmental strategy that will serve the Boston area well.

There has been some opposition by people who simply don't support rail. For several years
they have inflated the estimates of the cost of the NSRL. The South Station study does not
use any hard facts to back up the decision not to include the NSRL, but instead relies on
arguments made by opponents. That is not the way to make a decision. Any reasonable
initial cost will more than pay for itself through increased economic activity.

Evidence of the support of the NSRL includes a September 13, 2012 letter written by then
U.S Senator John Kerry. [Attached as exhibit 2}. He stated:

"The NSRL will improve efficiency and affordability for local commuters and
regional passengers. By offering a viable alternative to traveling by car, it will also
have a positive impact on the environment."

A month later five Massachusetts Congressmen also support the NSRL. In a letter [attached
as Exhibit 3), they wrote:

"There is certainly a local benefits to connecting North and South stations. Currently
commuters traveling between North and South Stations must disembark their train
and then either take a Taxi, make light rail connections or walk from one station to
the other. Given Boston’s geography making this journey through congested
downtown city streets take much longer than one would expect. The situation is far
from ideal and ought to be addressed.”

Similar letters were sent at this time by Martin Meehan, Chancellor of Umass Lowell [See
Attached Exhibit 4); Patrick Moscaritolo of the Greater Boston Convention and Visitors
Bureau [see attached Exhibit 5); and Braintree Mayor Joseph C. Sullivan [see attached
Exhibit 6).

Many leaders support this proposal. We believe Massachusetts officials must begin to put
the NSRL in their present and future plans, with the goal of having the Federal Government
help provide funding. This project is vital to our economy and our environment.

™ % "> Ton.

C
Chair, Committee on Climate Change
15th Norfolk District

P-01.1
(cont.)

P-01.2
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State of Connecticilt

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE CAPITOL
HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06106-1591

REPRESENTATIVE ELAINE C. O'BRIEN ASSISTANT MAJORITY WHIP

SIXTY-FIRST ASSEMBLY DISTRICT
VICE CHAIRMAN

LEGISLATIVE OFFICE BUILDING APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE
ROOM 4010
HARTFORD, CT 06106-1591 MEMBER
5 COMMERCE COMMITTEE
CAPITOL: 660-240-0585 TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

TOLL FREE: 1-S00-842-8267
FAX: 860-240-0206
E-MAIL: Elaine.Obrien@cga.ci gov

April 8, 2013

Secretary Richard K Sullivan Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street #900

Boston, MA 02114

Dear EEA Secretary Sullivan,

I am pleased to note in the document that the commonwealth of Massachusetts supports P21
Inland route service to New York, via Worcester, Springfield, Hartford, and New Haven.

As a member of the Transportation Committee for the State of Connecticut I support the

inland route service and would like to see 8 trips per day as soon as possible. This would

allow Connecticut riders to enjoy significantly improved intercity service, and provide a

shot in the arm for the economies of Worcester, Springfield, Hartford, and New Haven.

Currently Amtrak runs 6 trips a day from New Haven to Springfield, but there is only 1 P -02.2
trip per day from Springfield to Boston, thereby making it impossible for commuters to

utilize the line. The recent acquisition by the Commonwealth of trackage rights from -

CSX, and the relocation by CSX of their freight yard out of Boston to Worcester will

allow for the development of an adequate multi track service in the Western rail corridor

approaching Boston, replacing the single track constraint which has frustrated inland

Route advocates for decades.

This is the chance to get it right. For that reason it is alarming to see proposals to P_ 023
consider constraining the western rail corridor with inefficient mid day storage of

commuter equipment which could clog the corridor and constrain the development of a

multi rail West Station to facilitate intercity service not only to South Station, which I

support, but also to North Station, with tire possibility of continuing service on the

popular Downeaster service to New Hampshire and Maine, This, along with passenger

rail service up the Connecticut River corridor to Vermont, would facilitate significant

progress in achieving intercity passenger rail service connecting all of the New England

states to the New York City economy.

SERVING EAST GRANBY, SUFFIELD, WINDSOR



I support the proposal to expand South Station, but it must be recognized that it will take
a long time to achieve, and when complete, will quickly fill with new Intercity passenger
rail service ftom the growing Shore route, and growing commuter rail services in
Southeastern Massachusetts.

To provide adequately for the needs of Central and Western Massachusetts and P-02.4
Connecticut, it is essential that the CSX Allston rail yard be replaced with a multitrack

New West Station to provide service from the west to North Station as well as South

Station.

[ urge FRA, AMTRACK, and MASSDOT to provide adequate service in the neat future
for Central and Western Massachusetts citizens by providing a West station, and locate

) Y o . P-02.5
any needed mid day storage for South Station Commuter Rail in the more efficient
locations identified in the ENF located closer to South Station and not encumbering the
improvement of western corridor services.

Sincerely,

themn OO Bruern
Elaine O’Brien

State Representative, 615' District
Legislative Office Building, Room 4010
300 Capitol Avenue Hartford, CT 06106
Phone: (860) 240-8500




Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Division of Marine Fisheries
251 Causeway Street, Suite 400
Boston, Massachusetts 02114

Paul J. Diodati (617)626-1520

Director fax (617)626-1509 DevaT Patrick

Governor
Timothy P. Murray
LIl Governor
Aprll 9’201 3 Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Secretary

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. Mary B. Griffin

Commissioner

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA)
Attn: Holly Johnson,

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston MA 02114

Re: EEA# 15028 South Station Expansion Project ENF
Dear Secretary Sullivan,

MarineFisheries has reviewed the above mentioned project with regard to its impacts to marine fisheries
resources and habitats.

South Station and the post office building are adjacent to the Fort Point Channel The Fort Point Channel _
is considered habitat for larval settlement and juvenile development of winter flounder
(Pseudopleuronectes americanus) and may serve as refuge for migrating diadromous fish.

r-03.1

To our knowledge the proposed project will not include any work in the waterway, therefore we have no
resource concerns with the proposed project at this time.

Thank you for considering our comments. Please call Tay Evans if you have any questions about this
review at 978-282-0308 x. 168 or tay.evans(@state.ma.us.

Sincerely,

Paul J. Diodati
PD/te

Cc:

R. Lehan (DFG)

K. Ford (DMF)

T. Evans (DMF)

M. Rousseau (DMF)

R. Titmuss (Bourne Consulting)
K. Glenn (CZM)

E. Reiner (EPA)






Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs

Department of Environmental Protection ‘

Northeast Regional Office * 2058 Lowell Street, Wilmington MA 01887 « 978-684-3200

DEVAL L PATRICK < RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR.
Governor Secretary
TIMOTHY P. MURRAY : . KENNETH L. KIMMELL
Lieutenant Govemor Commissioner

April 9, 2013

Richard K. Sullivan Jr., Secretary

Executive Office of , . : RE: Boston

Energy & Environmental Affairs _ South Station Expansion Project
100 Cambridge Street Summer Street and Atlantic Avenue
Boston MA, 02114 EEA# 15028

Attn: MEPA Unit
Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed the
Environmental Notification Form (ENF) submitted by the Massachusetts Department of
Transportation for the expansion of Boston’s South Station on 49 acres, including the U.S. Postal
Service facility in Boston to facilitate the expansion of intercity and high speed rail service (EEA
#15028). The project includes the addition of up to seven tracks and platforms with a new, 215,000
square foot (sf) passenger concourse and amenities. Larger rail layover space will be needed to
accommodate this expansion. Three alternative layover sites at ‘the BTD Tow Lot Site, the Beacon
Park Yard, and Readville — Yard 2 are considered as part of this project. In addition; there is a
potential for development on adjacent land as well as above the expanded South Station facilities.
This project is categorically included for the preparation of an environmental impact report,
MassDEP provides the following comments.

Wastewater :

The ENF states that there is sufficient capacity in the existing collection system to ~B 4’\
accommodate the estimated 567,000 gallons per day (gpd) of new wastewater flow, which will :
increase the wastewater discharge to 598,000 gpd from the project site. Since new flows from the

site. will be greater than 50,000 gpd, a sewer extension/connection permit will be required for the

project. Additional information on the sewer extension and connection regulations is available on

the MassDEP website: http:/www.mass.eoy/dep/service/regulations/3 r07.pdf. Flows

from the entire project must be included in the MassDEP Sewer Connection Permit Application.
Wastewater generated by the project will discharge into the City of  Boston’s sewer system and
ultimately flow to the MWRA’s Deer Island Wastewater Treatment Facility.

This information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5761. TDD# 1-866-S39-7622 or 1-617-574-6856
MassDEP Websile: www.mass.goyidep
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MassDEP collaborates with MWRA and its member communities, (including Boston), in
implementing a flow control program in the MWRA regional wastewater system to remove
extraneous clean water, which is referred to as infiltration/inflow (I/I) from the sewer system.
Proponents adding significant new wastewater flow participate in the. I/l reduction effort to
ensure that the additional wastewater flows from their projects are offset by the removal of I/L
In accordance with the provisions of the MassDEP policy on I/ mitigation requirements in
MWRA  communities  (available  at___http://www.mass.gov/dep/water/laws/mwraii09.pdD. =~ I/

mitigation is a required eclement of a MassDEP sewer connection permit for projects which -

generate greater than 15,000 gallons per day of wastewater flow where a project exceeds any
MEPA threshold for an EIR or if the project has a significant risk of creating conditions leading
to a sanitary sewer overflow. Given the scope and impacts of the proposed proj ect, and the need
for I/I mitigation, the proponent should arrange to meet with MassDEP and the City of Boston to
develop a plan to meet the mitigation requirements of the MassDEP I/I Policy.

The ENF has not considered a contribution to the Boston Water and Sewer Commission
Sewer Separation program, as there is no information on I/I removal projects within the project’s
wastewater service area.

Chapter 91- Waterways Program

The ENF correctly identifies jurisdictional and landlocked tidelands within the project
areas, and presents an outline of Chapter 91 permitting scenarios related to three schematic
development alternatives at South Station. While the ENF is generally accurate in describing
these scenarios, the permittability of any of the alternatives will ultimately be determined based
on the specific uses, layout, design, and public benefits associated with a concrete proposal.
Alternative 1, involving only transportation infrastructure-related improvements, is the most
straightforward alternative with respect to permitting requirements. As a Nonwater-dependent
Infrastructure Facility, Alternative 1 would be subject to the specific standards applicable to
infrastructure projects, at 310 CMR'9.55 rather than the setbacks, site coverage, height, and use
restrictions applicable to other nonwater-dependent use projects. Alternatives 2 and 3 are likely
to involve more complicated permitting issues that are difficult to comment upon without more
detailed development proposals. For example, while a Chapter 91-compliant alternative, such as
Alternative 2, may be theoretically possible, it also is possible that a development of that scale
ultimately requires an amendment of the Fort Point Channel Municipal Harbor Plan because site
constraints caused by the infrastructure component preclude a feasible development project that
meets all regulatory requirements. MassDEP looks forward to working with MassDOT as the
infrastructure improvements and other development at South Station continue to take shape.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The Massachusetts Clean Energy and Climate Plan 2020 estimates that MEPA project
reviews will contribute by reducing approximately 100,000 Metric Tons of CO0, equivalent by
2020. Therefore, MassDEP encourages the proponent to fully consider renewable energy and
promising energy efficiency measures in the EIR. Once considered, commitments should be
made to adopt as many of the technically feasible and cost-effect energy efficient designs and
equipment as possible. The US Department of Energy, Energy Efﬁciency. and Renewable Energy
(EERE) website estimates that a whole building approach to designing energy systems would
achieve energy savings of about 30 percent beyond those obtainable by focusing solely on

P-04.2

P-04.3

P-04.4

P-04.5

P-04.6
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individual building components. The EERE and its partners provide Advanced Energy Design
Guides for achieving energy savings of about 30 percent over ANSI/ASHRE/IESNA Standard
90.1-1999, In addition, there are design guides for 50 percent energy savings for some building
categories (e.g., small-to-medium office buildings, K-12 schools, mid-box retail), which may
provide additional guidance on effective energy efficiency measures and designs.

" The proposed project is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and
Protocol (Policy) as amended on May 5, 2010. Since an EIR is required, a GHG analysis for the
project will need to be prepared to understand the project’s energy efficient designs to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions consistent with the MEPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions Policy and
Protocol.

The ENF estimates that this project will require almost 600,000 gallons of water per day
and generate a comparable volume of wastewater. Accordingly, since this project would
consume more than 300,000 gallons of water per day, the proponent is required to model the
GHG emissions associatéd with water and wastewater treatment. As with other direct and indirect
energy sources, the GHG analysis should estimate the reductions achievable with water
conservation measures that would be incorporated into the project design. Mitigation measures for
water and wastewater beyond the infiltration and inflow (I/I) removal from sewer mains for
wastewater permitting also may be considered.

Air Quality — Mobile Source

These comments pertain to the proposed project’s mobile source air quality impacts, The
ENF estimates that the project will generate 4,500 new vehicle trips per day under the highest
range alternative number 3 which exceeds MassDEP’s review threshold of 3,000 daily trips for
mixed use development requiring an air quality mesoscale analysis of project related emissions.
The purpose of the mesoscale analysis is to determine to what extent the proposed project trip
generation will increase the amount of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides
(NOx) in the project study area. The proposed project also is subject to the MEPA Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Policy and Protocol (Policy) as amended on May 5, 2010. The Policy requires
the project proponent to quantify project-related carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions and identify
measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate these emissions. The mesoscale analysis also should
be used for this purpose. The analysis must compare the indirect emissions from transportation
sources under future No Build, Build, and Build with Mitigation conditions once the Build
Alternative is determined in a draft environmental impact report (DEIR). The DEIR should
include the results of the mesoscale analysis for VOC, NOx, and CO:2 emissions under these
conditions.

MassDEP recognizes the project importance in expanding south and south west
commuter rail service as well as regional intercity connections for each of the three alternatives
under consideration. MassDEP also recognizes the potential trip generation associated with all
of the build alternatives contained in the ENF. Accordingly, the DEIR should explore all
reasonable opportunities for trip reduction and management tailored to the specific needs of
employees and patrons with particular emphasis on transit connections as well as bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure and amenities. Mitigation of project related traffic should be determined

P-04.6
(cont.)
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through a combination of local and regional roadway improvements,, robust transportation
demand management (TDM), and progressive parking management.
0 itigati ea
MassDEP recommends that the DEIR consider the following measures:

Charge market price for parking spaces used by single occupant vehicle (SOV) drivers.
Proponents can charge a fee to those who drive alone, while keeping parking free for
bus, transit, carpool or vanpool.

« Offer parking cash-out incentives to employees whose parking is provided. This
strategy encourages employers/tenants to provide employees with an option for
compensation for not utilizing dedicated parking spaces, thus encouraging employees to
seek alternative modes of transportation such as walking, biking, carpooling, or taking
public transit to work,

. Improve proposed bicycle parking by providing both short and long term
accommodations as appropriate for project employees and patrons. Bicycle parking
should be secure, convenient, weather protected, and sufficient to meet demand.

*  Work with Boston officials to support and fund as necessary, off-site, improved bicycle
access to the project site, including the use of the most recent MassDOT Design
Guidelines or engineering judgment, as appropriate.

* Offer alternative work schedules to employees as well as staggered work shifts, where

appropriate, to reduce peak period traffic volumes.

Provide direct deposit for employees.

*  Participate in the EPA SmartWay Transport Program. SmartWay is a voluntary
program that increases energy efficiency and reduces greenhouse gas emissions.

¢ Provide a guaranteed ride home to those employees who regularly commute by transit,
bicycle, or vanpool to the site and who have to leave work in the event of a family
emergency or leave work late due to unscheduled overtime.

. Establish infrastructure that provides publicly available electric vehicle charging

facilities.

Provide electronic signage displaying shuttle and transit schedule information.

Hire an employee transportation coordinator to administer the parking management
program. A coordinator can act as a point of contact for the various tenants within a
given development, help enforce the parking requirements, and carry out any other day-
to-day tasks and strategies from the rest of the list above.

*  Explore shared parking opportunities to take advantage of the varying parking demand
periods of nearby facilities.

Recommended Construction Period Air Quality Mitigatio asures

Diesel emissions contain fine particulates that exacerbate a number of heath conditions,
such as asthma and respiratory ailments. MassDEP recommends that the proponent work with
its staff to implement construction-period diesel emission mitigation, which could include the
installation of after-engine emission controls such as oxidation catalysts or diesel particulate
filters, or the use of construction equipment that meet Tier 3 or Tier 4 emission standards for

P-04.9
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South Station Expansion Project EEA# 15028

non-road construction equipment. Additional information is available on the MassDEP website:
http:/Www.m, dep/air/dicsel/conretro.pdf. . In éddition, project contractor(s) are required
to use ultra low diesel fuel (ULSD) in their off-road construction equipment in conjunction with
after-engine émission controls.

Requi itigation Measures: Compliance with the Massac i egulatio

The ENF acknowledges the Massachusetts Idling regulation (310 CMR 7.11) which
prohibits motor vehicles from idling-their engines more than five minutes unless the idling is
necessary to service the vehicle or to operate engine-assisted power equipment (such as
refrigeration units) or other associated power. The DEIR should address how the project will
ensure compliance with the regulation, Questions regarding this regulation should be directed to
Julie Ross of MassDEP at 617-292-5958.

Recycling Issues

The project includes demolition and reconstruction, which will generate a significant
amount of construction and demolition (C&D) waste. Although the ENF has not made a
commitment to recycling construction debris, ‘MassDEP  encourages the project proponent to
incorporate C&D recycling activities as a sustainable measure for the project. The proponent also
should be aware of that certain materials are restricted from disposal, pursuant to 310 CMR
19,017 and that demolition activities must comply with both Solid Waste and Air Pollution
Control regulations, pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 40, Section 54, which provides:

“Every city or town shall require, as a condition of issuing a building permit or license
for the demolition, renovation, rehabilitation or other alteration of a building or structure, that the
debris resulting from such demolition, renovation, rehabilitation or alteration be disposed of in a
properly licensed solid waste disposal facility, as defined by Section one hundred and fifty A of
Chapter one hundred and eleven, Any such permit or license shall indicate the location of the
facility at which the debris is to be disposed. If for any reason, the debris will not be disposed as
indicated, the permittee or licensee shall notify the issuing authority as to the location where the
debris will be disposed. The issuing authority shall amend the permit or license to so indicate.”

For the purposes of implementing the requirements of M.G.L. Chapter 40, Section 54,
MassDEP considers an asphalt, brick, and concrete (ABC) rubble processing or recycling facility,
(pursuant to the provisions of Section (3) under 310 CMR 16.05, the Site Assignment regulations
for solid waste management facilities), to be conditionally exempt from the site assignment
requirements, if the ABC rubble at such facilities is separated from other solid waste materials at the
point of generation. In accordance with 310 CMR 16.05(3), ABC can be crushed on-site with a
30-day notification to MassDEP. However, the asphalt is limited to weathered bituminous
concrete, (no roofing asphalt), and the brick and concrete must be uncoated or not impregnated
with materials such as roofing epoxy. If the brick and concrete are not clean, the material is
defined as construction and demolition (C&D) waste and requires either a Beneficial Use
Determination (BUD) or a Site Assignment and permit before it can be crushed.

Pursuant to the requirements of 310 CMR 7.02 of the Air Pollution Control regulations, if
the ABC crushing activities are projected to result in the emission of one ton or more of
particulate matter to the ambient air per year, and/or if the crushing equipment employs a diesel
oil fired engine with an energy input capacity of three million or more British thermal units per

P-04.11
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South Station Expansion Project EEA # 15028

hour for either mechanical or electrical power which will remain on-site for twelve or more
months, then a plan application must be submitted to MassDEP for written approval prior to
installation and operation of the crushing equipment.

In addition, if significant portions of the demolition project contain asbestos, the project
proponent is advised that asbestos and asbestos-containing waste material are a special waste as
defined in the Solid Waste Management regulations, (310 CMR 19.061). Asbestos removal
notification on permit form ANF 001 and building demolition notification on permit form AQO06
must be submitted to MassDEP at least 10 working days prior to initiating work. Except for vinyl
asbestos tile (VAT) and asphaltic-asbestos felt and shingles, the disposal of asbestos containing
materials within the Commonwealth must be at a facility specifically approved by MassDEP,
(310 CMR 19.061). No asbestos containing material including VAT, and/or asphaltic-asbestos
felts or shingles may be disposed at a facility operating as a recycling faéility, (310 CMR 16.05).
The disposal of the asbestos containing materials outside the jurisdictional boundaries of the
Commonwealth must comply with all the applicable laws and regulations of the state receiving
the material.

The demolition activity also. must conform to current Massachusetts Air Pollution
Control regulations governing nuisance conditions at 310 CMR 7.01, 7.09 and 7.10. As such,
the proponent should propose measures to alleviate dust, noise, and odor nuisance conditions,
which may occur during the demolition. Again, MassDEP must be notified in writing, at least 10
days in advance of removing any asbestos, and at least 10 days prior to any demolition . work.
The removal of asbestos from the buildings must adhere to the special safeguards defined in the
Air Pollution Control regulations, (310 CMR 7.15 (2)).

In addition to paper, glass, plastics, waste oil, and cardboard, MassDEP would appreciate
and encourage a commitment to innovative recycling of the waste stream. Facilitating future
waste reduction and recycling and integrating recycled materials into the Pproject are necessary to
minimize or mitigate the long-term solid waste impacts of this type of development, The
Commonwealth’s waste diversion strategy is part of an integrated solid waste management plan,
contained in The Solid Waste Master Plan that places a priority on source reduction and
recycling. Efforts to reduce waste generation and promote recycling have yielded significant
environmental and economic benefits to Massachusetts’ residents, businesses and municipal
governments over the last ten years. Waste diversion will become even more important in the
future as the key means to conserve the state’ s declining supply of disposal capacity and stabilize
waste disposal costs. : : .

In revising the Solid Waste Master Plan, MassDEP is advancing a goal to divert 450,000
tons of food waste from landfills and incinerators by 2020. In the ‘future, large-scale food waste
generators will be banned from landfilling or incinerating food waste. As the lead state agencies
responsible for helping the Commonwealth achieve its waste diversion goals, MassDEP and
EEA have strongly supported voluntary initiatives to institutionalize source reduction and
recycling into their operations. Adapting the design, infrastructure, and contractual requirements
necessary to incorporate reduction, recycling and recycled products into existing large-scale
developments has presented significant challenges to recycling proponents. Integrating those
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components into developments such as the South Station Expansion project at an early design P-04.20
stage enables effective waste diversion programs. : ‘ (cont.)

By incorporating recycling and source reduction into the design, the proponent has the
opportunity to join a national movement toward sustainable design. Sustainable design was
endorsed in 1993 by the American Institute of Architects with the signing of its Declaration of
Interdependence for a Sustainable Future, The project proponent should be aware there are
several organizations that provide additional information and technical assistance, including
Recycling Works in Massachusetts, the Chelsea Center for Recycling and Economic
Development, and MassRecycle. ’

P-04.21

Massachusetts Contingéncy Plan/M.G.L. c¢.21E

Contaminated Soil and Groundwater: The ENT. indicates that there are many contamination sites, P-04.22
but the release tracking numbers are not available. The project proponent is advised that
excavating, removing and/or disposing of contaminated soil, pumping of contaminated
groundwater, or working in contaminated media must be done under the provisions of MGL
¢,21E (and, potentially, ¢,21C) and OSHA. If permits and approvals under these provisions are
not obtained beforehand, considerable delays in the project can occur. The project proponent
cannot manage contaminated media without prior submittal of appropriate plans to MassDEP,
which describe the proposed contaminated soil and groundwater handling and disposal approach,
and health and safety precautions. Because contamination at the site is known or suspected, the
appropriate tests should be conducted well in advance of the start of construction and
professional environmental consulting services should be readily available to provide technical
guidance to facilitate any necessary permits. If dewatering activities are to occur at a site with
contaminated groundwater, or in proximity to contaminated groundwater where dewatering can
~ draw in the contamination, a plan must be in place to properly manage the groundwater and
endure site conditions are not exacerbated by these activities. Dust and/or vapor monitoring and
controls are often necessary for large-scale projects in contaminated areas. The need to conduct
real-time air monitoring for contaminated dust and to implement dust suppression must be
determined prior to excavation of soils, especially those contaminated with compounds such as
metals and PCBs. An evaluation of contaminant concentrations in soil should be completed to
determine the concentration of contaminated dust that could pose a risk to health of on-site
workers and nearby human receptors. If this dust concentration, or action level, is reached during
exéavation, dust suppression should be implemented as needed, or earthwork should be halted.

Potential. Indoor Air Impacts: Parties constructing and/or renovating buildings in contaminated
areas should consider whether chemical or petroleum vapors in subsurface soils, and/or
groundwater could impact the indoor air quality of the buildings. All relevant site data, such as
contaminant concentrations in soil and groundwater, depth to groundwater, and soil gas
concentrations should be evaluated to determine the potential for indoor air impacts to existing or
proposed building structures. Particular “attention should be paid to the vapor intrusion pathway

P-04.23

for sites with elevated levels ' of chlorinated volatile organic compounds such as
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) and trichloroethylene (TCE). MassDEP has additional information
about ] the vapor intrusion pathway on its website at

http ://www. mass. go v/dep/cleanup/laws/vifs. htm.
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New  Structures . and Utilities; Construction activities conducted at a disposal site shall not
prevent or impede the implementation of likely assessment or remedial response actions at the
site, Construction of structures at a contaminated site may be conducted as a Release Abatement
Measure if assessment and remedial activities prescribed at 310 CMR 40,0442(3) are completed
within and adjacent to the footprint of the proposed structure prior to or concurrent with the
construction activities. Excavation of contaminated soils to construct clean utility corridors
should be conducted for all new utility installations.

Construction Period Air Quality Mitigation Measures .

MassDEP recommends that the proponent work with its staff to implement construction-
period diesel emission mitigation, which could include the installation of after-engine emission
controls such as oxidation catalysts or diesel particulate filters. Additional information is
available on the MassDEP website: _http://www.mass.gov/dep/air/diesel/conretro,pdf, In addition,
project contractors) are required to use ultra low diesel fuel (ULSD) in their off-road
construction equipment in conjunction with after-engine emission controls.

Air Quality- Stationary Source

Pre-installation approval from MassDEP is required, pursuant to 310 CMR 7.02, if the
project will include installation of any boiler sized above the levels contained in 310 CMR
7.26(3 0)-(3 7), inclusive. Natural gas or distillate fuel oil fired boilers with an energy input
capacity less than 10,000,000 British thermal units per hour are exempt from, the above listed
regulations. In addition, if the project will be equipped with emergency generators equal to or
greater than 37 kW, then each of those emission units must comply with the regulatory
requirements in 310 CMR 7.26(42). ' :

The MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed project. Please
contact Kevin. Brander(@state.maus , at (978) 694- 3236 for further information on the wastewater
issues, Jerome.Grafe@state.ma.us, at _(617)292-5708 for mobile source air quality, and
Alexander.Strvskv(@.state.ma.us , at (617) 292-5616. If you have any general questions regarding
these comments, please contact Nancy.Baker@state.maus.., MEPA Review Coordinator at (978)
694-3338,

Deputy Regional Director

cc: Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission
Ben Lynch, Jerome Grafe, Alexander Strysky, MassDEP-Boston
Kevin Brander, MassDEP-NERO
John Sullivan, P.E., BWSC
Marianne Connolly, MWRA
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
OFFICE OF COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

251 Causeway Street, Suite 800, Boston, MA 02114-2136

(617) 626-1200 FAX: (617) 626-1240

MEMORANDUM
TO: Richard K. Sullivan, Secretary, EEA
ATTN: FI oily Johnson, MEPA Unit
FROM: Bruce Carlisle, Director, CZM
DATE: April 5, 2013
RE: EEA 15028 - South Station Expansion Project

The Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM) has completed its review of
the above-referenced Environmental Notification Form (ENF), noticed in the Environmental Monitor
dated March 20, 2013 and recommends that the following issues be addressed in a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Project Description

The South Station site consists of approximately 49 acres south of Summer Street along the
Fort Point Channel in Downtown Boston. The project consists of the expansion of the South
Station facility onto the adjacent United States Postal Service (USPS) site along the Fort Point
Channel, and the construction of one or more layover facilities to enhance the multimodal
transportation network, better accommodate existing service, and expand service to satisfy projected
growth in demand locally and regionally. The project also includes a provision for joint/private
development over an expanded South Station. According to the ENF, the Massachusetts
Department of Transportation (MassDOT) has not identified a preferred alternative out of the four
alternatives identified: No Build; 1) Transportation Improvements Only; 2) Joint/Private
Development Minimum Build; and 3) Joint/Private Maximum Build. The Build alternatives vary in
the amount of joint/private development provided for above the expanded tracks on the site. Build
alternative 1 provides for the expansion of South Station onto the adjacent 16 acre USPS site. The
existing building would be demolished, up to seven tracks would be constructed, and the transit
concourse would be expanded to include additional passenger support services. This alternative also
includes the opening of Dorchester Avenue to public access with vehicular access, bike lanes,
sidewalks and an extension of the Harborwalk. Build alternative 2 includes all of the components of
alternative 1, as well as the provision for future mixed-use development on the site. The future
development would be accommodated by incorporating structural foundations into the station and
track design. In this alternative, the future development would be limited to what is allowed by
zoning and the Waterways Regulations and is considered the minimum build scenario. Build
alternative 3 includes all of the components of alternative 1 as well as the provision for future
mixed-use development on the site that will be limited primarily by the Federal Aviation
Administration’s (FAA) maximum building height of approximately 290 feet. This alternative would
exceed what is allowed by the Waterways Regulations and would require an amendment to the City
of Boston’s Fort Point Downtown Waterfront District Municipal Harbor Plan (MHP). All of the
Build alternatives include the construction of additional layover facilities at one or more sites
identified: Boston Transportation Department Tow Lot; Beacon Park Yard; and Readyville Yard.
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Project Comments

CZM is supportive of the proposed expansion project as it will enhance the capacity of the P-05.1
Commonwealth’s public transportation system, increase public access to and along the waterfront,
and activate the last remaining privatized portion of the Fort Point Channel.

As discussed in the ENF, Build alternatives 1 and 2 would meet the requirements of the JP-05.2
Waterways Regulations and would not require an amendment to the MHP. However, Build
alternative 3 would exceed the amount of development allowed by the Waterways Regulations and
would require an amendment to the MHP.

The MHP sets up a planning framework for the area along the Fort Point Channel from the

Old Northern Avenue Bridge to the Dorchester Avenue Bridge. Phase 1 of the MHP provided site
specific substitutions and offsets for the Intercontinental Hotel parcel located at 500 Atlantic
Avenue. Phase 2 of the MHP provided site specific substitutions and offsets for the Atlantic Wharf
parcel. The 2004 Secretary’s Decision on Phase 2 of the MHP anticipated an amendment of the
MHP to provide for track expansion and additional development at the USPS site. The Secretary
provided guidance regarding the development of an amendment for the planning area south of
Summer Street, requiring a comprehensive master planning effort for the area prior to submitting an
MHP Amendment.

The Phase 2 Decision provided specific guidance for the master planning effort, requiring
such an effort to include a discussion on how new development in the area will accommodate both
track expansion and state policy objectives for Commonwealth Tidelands. As detailed in the Phase
2 Decision, the master planning effort should convey the overall vision for the area and address the
following:

* Public access to high-quality waterfront open space along the Fort Point Channel
(and not just concentrated at the southerly end).

* Pedestrian links to the waterfront from inland open spaces areas.

* Preparation of a detailed network plan describing the location and programming of
all interior ground-level public space (Facilities of Public Accommodation or
“FPAs”). To accurately reflect the significant area of Commonwealth Tidelands, and
to ensure year-round public activation of this area, it is expected that at least 25% of
the required FPA space would consist of Special Public Destination Facilities.

Following a comprehensive planning process, an MHP Amendment that implements the
planning vision for the area can be submitted to the Secretary for review according to the
procedures outlined in 301 CMR 23.06. Development of the MHP Amendment should be guided
by the original Notice to Proceed for the MHP. It is anticipated that the master planning process
and the MHP Amendment will draw from the City’s Fort Point Channel Watershed Activation Plan
that was completed in 2 to provide a menu of public benefits for development projects along the
Fort Point Channel.



CZM anticipates that the project will be designed with sea level rise in mind. Presently, p qc;j s
flooding around the Fort Point Channel is common during storm events and extreme high tides. T
The DEIR should contain information on how the project will address current levels of flooding
along with anticipated increases in flooding and sea level over the project lifetime. The
Massachusetts Climate Change Adaptation Report (2011) presents projections of sea level rise over a
range of scenarios by 2050 and 2100. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change projections
are recognized as too conservative, so the Rahmstorf low (20”) and middle emissions scenarios (32”)
by 2100 are reasonable starting points for adaptation efforts. At a minimum, CZM recommends
that the proponent evaluate impacts of two feet of sea level rise.

Federal Consistency Review

The proposed project may be subject to CZM federal consistency review, and therefore p -
must be found to be consistent with CZM's enforceable program policies. For further information
on this process, please contact Robert Boeri, Project Review Coordinator, at 617-626-1050, or visit
the CZM web site at www.mass.gov/czm.

-05.
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cc: Valerie Gingrich, CZM
Ben Lynch, DEP Waterways
Richard McGuinness, BRA
Chris Busch, BRA
Stephanie Kruel, Boston Conservation Commission






The Commonwealth of Massachusetts
William Francis Galvin, Secretary of the Commonwealth
Massachusetts Historical Commission

April 9, 2013 '0'4

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston MA 02114

ATTN: Holly Johnson, MEPA Unit

RE: South Station Expansion Project, Summer Street & Atlantic Avenue, Boston (Downtown), MA;
MHC# RC.53253, EEA# 15028

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC) is in receipt of an Environmental Notification Form
(ENF) for the project referenced above.! The staff of the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC)
has reviewed the information submitted and has the following comments: R |

This project involves the proposed expansion of terminal facilities at South Station (“SSX project”),
including acquisition and demolition of the US Postal Service mail distribution facility located adjacent to
South Station at 25 Dorchester Avenue, the proposed extension of the Boston Harborwalk along a
reopened Dorchester Avenue, provisions for the potential future public/private redevelopment adjacent to
and over an expanded South Station, and a provision for rail vehicle layover areas for both intercity and
commuter rail services. The ENF notes that the SSX project, regardless of the alternative ultimately
chosen, will involve funding and permitting from the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and other
federal agencies, including the U.S. Department of Transportation, and is therefore subject tc review
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800), Section 4(f) of the Department
of Transportation Act (23 CFR 774) and NEPA.

The proposed project site includes the South Station Head House (BOS.1517) which is individually listed
on the State and National Registers of Historic Places, and is adjacent to the Leather District Historic
District (BOS.AP) and the Fort Point Channel Historic District (BOS.CX), which are also listed in the
State and National Registers.

The No Build Alternative included in the ENF would involve no private development or expansion of
South Station beyond the previously proposed South Station Air Rights project. Thé South Station Air ;

220 Morrissey Boulevard, Boston, Massachusetts 02125
(617) 727-8470 « Fax:(617) 727-5128
www.sec.state,ma.us/mhc
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Rights project (EEA# 3205/9131; MHC# RC.9138) was previously reviewed by the MHC. After
consultation with the MBTA regarding this separate project, the MHC and the MBTA entered into a
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for that project. The MHC expects that any potential changes to the
separate air rights project would be subject to consultation with the MHC under the terms of the existing
MOA.

The ENF notes that MassDOT has not currently identified a preferred build-out alternative for the SSX
project, but that MassDOT will include an alternatives analysis in the Draft EIR. The MHC looks
forward to receipt of the DEIR and to the FRA’s identification of an Area of Potential Effects (APE),
identification and evaluation of historic resources within the APE, and finding of effects for the project
alternatives.

The Draft EIR and the FRA’s identification, evaluation, and findings of effect should take into account
the proposed demolition of the USPS General Mail Facility/South Postal Annex, as well as the potential
physical effects on the South Station Head House through vibration and construction methods. The Draft
EIR and FRA’s Section 106 review should also take into account the potential visual, atmospheric, and
physical effects (through shadow and wind) that the proposed new construction would have on
surrounding historic properties (especially the South Station Head House) as part of the Joint/Private
Development Minimum Build alternative and the Joint Private Development Maximum Build alternative.
Studies should also be performed for the potential effects of the proposed Layover Facilities alternatives
on any nearby historic properties.

The MHC expects that continued consultation with MassDOT, the MBTA, and the FRA will include
MassDOT’s preparation of a reconnaissance level architectural resources survey of the entire project site
and architectural APE, as well as a Phase I Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey, as described in
Attachment A, page 11 of the ENF. The MHC looks forward to the result of these surveys and continued
consultation on this project.

These comments are offered to assist in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (36 CFR 800), M.G.L. Chapter 9, Section 26-27C, (950 CMR 71.00) and
MEPA (301 CMR 11). Please do not hesitate to contact Brandee Loughlin of my staff if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

Brona Simon

State Historic Preservation Officer
Executive Director

Massachusetts Historical Commission

XC: Michelle Fishburae, Federal Railroad Administration
Mary Beth Mello, Federal Transit Adminstration
Katherine Fichter, MassDOT
Andrew Brennan, MBTA
Boston Landmarks Commission
Boston Preservation Alliance
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glIRCTs MASSACHUSETTS Water Resources  Authority
Charlestown Navy Yard
100 First Avenue, Building 39

Boston, MA 02129
AICHVW

Frederick A. Laskey Telephone:  (617)  242-6000
Fax: (617) 788-4899
TTY: (617) 788-4971

Executive Director

April 9, 2013

Mr. Richard Sullivan, Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs ¢ Hl Sll
100 Cambridge St, Suite 900

Attn: MEPA Office, Holly Johnson ;

Boston, MA 02114 NI E P A

Subject: EOEEA #15028 Environmental Notification Form,
South Station Expansion Project
Boston, MA

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Massachusetts Water Resources Authority (MWRA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the proposed South Station
Expansion (SSX) Project (Project) submitted by the Massachusetts Department of Transportation
(MassDOT). The SSX project includes the expansion of the South Station terminal facilities,
acquisitions and demolition of the US Postal Service and distribution facility located adjacent to
South Station on Dorchester Avenue; extension of the Boston Harborwalk along a pre-opened
Dorchester Avenue; provision for the opportunity for future public/private developments
adjacent to and over an expanded South Station; and, provisions for adequate rail vehicle layover
for both intercity and commuter rail services.

The South Station project site occupies approximately 49 acres near Chinatown, the Fort
Point Channel, and the Seaport-Innovation District/South Boston Waterfront. The primary
purpose for the SSX project is to improve the Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC) passenger rail
service delivery into and out of Boston so as to accommodate the existing services and enable
projected growth in high-speed rail (HSR) service and other intercity passenger rail service
throughout the Northeast. The SSX project is part of an overall plan to improve intercity and
future high-speed passenger rail service in the NEC stated in the Amtrak’s Master Plan, in its
Vision for High Speed Rail in the Northeast Corridor.

MWRA'’s comments focus specifically on issues related to wastewater flows and the need
to attain required long-term levels of combined sewer overflow (CSO) control in the Fort Point
Channel, discharge permitting within the Toxic Reduction and Control (TRAC) Department and
8 (m) permitting from the Wastewater Operations Department.
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Wastewater and Storm'water

The Project area is served by separate sanitary sewers and storm drains owned and P-07.1
operated by the Boston Water and Sewer Commission (BWSC). All stormwater flows collected
within the Project area must be directed to storm drain systems or a combined sewer outfall for
discharge to Fort Point Channel and not to any sanitary sewer or combined sewer tributary to
MWRA’s wastewater system. MassDOT should include the identification and removal of any
existing connections of stormwater flows to sanitary or combined sewers and redirection of these
stormwater flows to a storm drain system and Fort Point Channel discharge.

While the Project area is served by separate sanitary sewers, it is also crisscrossed with P-07.2
BWSC combined sewers and combined sewer outfalls that serve upstream combined sewer
areas, including but not limited to Chinatown, the Financial District and the North End. The
separate sanitary sewers serving the Project area also eventually tie into these large BWSC
combined sewers for transport to MWRA’s system in South Boston. These combined sewers
and combined sewer outfalls are intended to remain and provide transport and system relief in
the long term. BWSC CSO outfalls discharging to Fort Point Channel cross by or through the
Project area at Summer Street (Outfall BOS064), beneath the South Postal Annex (Outfall
BOS065), and further south in the rail yards (Outfall BOS068).

The configuration and performance of these systems, including the frequency and volume
of combined sewer overflow (CSO) discharges at each outfall are the subjects of Federal District
Court Order mandates, U.S. EPA National Pollutant Discharge Elimination permits issued to
MWRA and BWSC, and regulatory performance measures. Any changes to the physical
configuration, location and/or hydraulic performance of these sewers and outfalls must be
carefully evaluated to determine how they may affect compliance with Federal Court mandates
and regulatory requirements, as well as water quality conditions in Fort Point Channel.

The Project must not compromise MWRA and BWSC’s ability to attain required long-term
levels of CSO control, and any Project opportunities to support or enhance the levels of CSO
control should be recognized and pursued if appropriate. MWRA asks that MassDOT ensure

that all elements of the project affecting wastewater and stormwater infrastructure be coordinated
with MWRA and BWSC as early and frequently as possible during detailed planning and design
to allow for the avoidance of impacts and to maximize possible benefits.

P-07.3

The BWSC sanitary sewers serving the Project area carry flows to BWSC combined P-07.4
sewers and. eventually, major MWRA facilities. In large storms, the addition of large volumes
of stormwater to this combined sewer system from other areas can overwhelm the capacities of
the sewers and facilities, contributing to CSO discharges to Fort Point Channel. With the
cooperation of BWSC, MWRA is implementing an $867 million program of local and regional
wastewater system improvements to control CSO discharges, including overflows to the Fort
Point Channel, to bring discharges into compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act and
improve area receiving water quality. New sanitary flow to the BWSC and MWRA systems
should be fully offset to help ensure that the benefits of CSO control, including water quality
improvements, will be attained. To avoid increasing CSO discharges or otherwise compromising
CSO control goals, MassDOT should fully offset any increase in wastewater flow with
stormwater inflow reduction, infiltration (groundwater) and inflow removal or sewer separation



in hydraulicallv related sewer systems. Any net increase of flow should also be mitigated in P-07.4
compliance with MassDEP’s Policy on Managing Infiltration and Inflow in MWRA Community (cont.)
Sewer Systems (BRP 09-01) and with BWSC policy and regulations. BWSC has offset

requirements that should be satisfied to ensure that the new sanitary flows will not contribute to

higher CSOs.

TRAC Discharge Permitting

The MWRA prohibits the discharge of groundwater to the sanitary sewer system, P-07.5
pursuant to 360 C.M.R. 10.023(1) except in a combined sewer area when permitted by the
Authority and the Boston Water Sewer Commission (BWSC). The proposed Project will have
access to a storm drain and it is not located in a combined sewer area; therefore, the discharge of
groundwater to the sanitary sewer system is prohibited. MassDOT will instead need to secure a P-07.6
USEPA-NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from its construction activities.

If tunnels are to be constructed as part of the South Station Expansion Project, the
discharge of seepage or continuous groundwater discharge into the MWRA sanitary sewer
system is prohibited. The MWRA will not allow the discharge of post-construction groundwater
seepage into the sanitary sewer system, pursuant 360 C.M.R. 10.023(1).

Once the South Station Expansion Project is completed, and if the proponent(s) intends to P-07.7
discharge wastewater from a vehicle wash and/or maintenance operation to the sanitary sewer
system, MassDOT must apply for an MWRA Sewer Use Discharge Permit. For assistance in
obtaining this permit, the Proponent should contact Mr. Stephen Buczko, Industrial Coordinator
within the TRAC Department at (617) 305-5619. MassDOT is required to have this permit prior
to discharging wastewater from the vehicle wash process into the MWRA sanitary sewer system.

MassDOT must also comply with 360 C.M.R. 10.016, if it intends to install gas/oil P-07.8
separator(s) in any of its bus and/or rail facilities to support shops, vehicle storage buildings,
and/or in the vehicle wash building planned for the site. In addition to complying with 360
C.M.R. 10.000, MassDOT shall confonn to the regulations of the Board of State Examiners of
Plumbers and Gas Fitters,. 248 C.M.R, 2.00 (State Plumbing Code), and all other applicable laws.
The installation of proposed gas/oil separator(s) will require MWRA approval and may not be
back filled until inspected and approved by the MWRA and the Local Plumbing Inspector. For
assistance in obtaining an inspection for each facility MassDOT should contact Thomas Coffey,
Source Coordinator within the TRAC Group at (617) 305-5624.

Section 8 fm) Permitting

Section 8 (m) of Chapter 372 of the Acts of 1984, MWRA'’s Enabling Legislation, allows P-07.9
the MWRA to issue permits to build, construct, excavate, or cross within or near an easement or
other property interest held by the MWRA, with the goal of protecting Authority-owned
infrastructure. MWRA owns and maintains a large diameter brick sewer in the Beacon Park
Yard that will likely trigger the need for an 8 (m) permit. MassDOT should contact Mr. Kevin
McKenna within MWRA’s Wastewater Operations Permitting Group at (617) 350- 5965 for

assistance in this permitting process.



Should you have any questions or require further information on these comments, please
contact me at (617) 788-1165.

Very truly yours,

/V{ ; g/u@//?/

Marianne Cénnolly ™
Sr. Program Manager,
Environmental Review and Compliance

cc: David Kubiak, MWRA Engineering & Construction
Kattia Thomas, TRAC
Kevin McKenna, MWRA Wastewater Operations Permitting
Kevin Brander, DEP

C:MEPA/15028SouthStationExpansionBostonENF.docx
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Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office

Holly Johnson, EEA# 15028

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: South Station Expansion - Environmental Notification Form Scope of Work

Dear Secretary Sullivan,

The City of Boston Public Works Department would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on
the South Station Expansion Project. This project will greatly enhance the economy of the region, foster

smart growth and reduce pollution.

After reviewing the associated ENF and attending the public meeting on April 1st, the Public Works P-08.1
Department is particularly concerned with Alternative 5, which recommends locating the layover facility
on a portion of the land that Is currently used as the headquarters for this department's Field

Operations. ' m-

Therefore, we request the ENF Scope of Work to consider the full impact this alternative has on this site

and its operations, which include:

* Maintaining the City's fleet of cars and trucks,

* Parking at night for dump trucks, front end loaders, street sweepers, etc.
« Salt and sand is stored at the site for use during winter,

* Storage of equipment and construction materials,

« A fuel station that supports the majority of city vehicles

* Public Works Central offices.

As part of Public Works capital improvement program for the next two years, Public Works is planning to
construct a new salt shed at a cost of $3,500,000 and a new truck wash at a cost of $15,000,000. These

facilities will be constructed on land that is within the area proposed for the layover facility,

In preparation of this letter and to assist you in developing the scope, the City met with your consultant,
VHB, who is working for your office in preparing the ENF. Public Works personnel toured the site with

your consultants to review our operations and discuss our concerns. Those concerns include:

@ PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. Aprll 8,2013
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs Page 2 0f2

1. Our storage area for building maintenance and heavy maintenance will be eliminated. P-08.1
2. Our refueling station will be eliminated. (COIl'[.)
3. Public Works maintenance garages that service the City's automobile and light truck fleet will be
eliminated will have its side secondary entrance for vehicles closed down and will effect
operations and eliminate a secondary means of egress.
4. Our storage area for building maintenance and heavy maintenance will be eliminated.
5. Eliminating the road along the easterly side of our main building will interfere with our snow
removal operations. Trucks travel this road after being loaded up with salt. The road is critical
as there is no area available for truck to turn around to exit the facility after loading up.
6. This alternative proposes to shift the property Sine up against the easterly side of our main
building'and parking garage, This will trigger other impacts including:
o Access to the parking garage from the east side will be eliminated and reduce our
efficiency. This also acts as a secondary means of egress for staff in the event of an
emergency,
o Drainage for the parking garage flows to the eastern side of our property through land
that will be occupied by trains,
o The second floor offices containing Public Works Personnel and staff for the senior
shuttle will lose their second means of egresses,
o Service for domestic and fire water lines are located along the eastern side of the

building on property that will become the layover facility.

We believe that Alternative 5 greatly diminishes the functionality of our field operations at 400 Frontage
Road and do not agree with ENF's current assessment that a partial taking of land that is currently part
of our operations will allow us to maintain effective operations. Therefore, we request that the scope of
work now being developed forthe ENF further study this alternative and to consider our issues listed

above to determine what can be done to still utilize the site based on the reduced land area. This will

P-08.2

P-08.3

most likely include construction of new facilities on the property or relocating our operations to a new

site.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments in shaping the scope of work for the ENF. My office
and staff are available to meet to discuss our concerns and to aid you in moving this vital project

forward.

Sincerely,

@AM%MO W

Joanne P. Massaro
Commissioner
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April 4, 2013

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

Attn: MEPA Office

Holly Johnson, EEA# 15028

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: South Station Expansion - Environmental Notification Form (ENF)

Dear Secretary Sullivan,

The City of Boston has been coordinating closely with MassDOT on their South Station

Expansion Project. This letter incorporates comments from multiple City agencies on the scope

of this project’s MEPA permitting requirements and includes the Boston Redevelopment

Authority (BRA), the Boston Transportation Department (BTD), the Public Works Department

(PWD) and the Environment Department (BED).

South Station Track Expansion

The expansion of capacity at South Station is critical for improved mobility in Eastern P-09.1

Massachusetts and will have a transformative impact on the City and South Station area. Our
primary areas of concern include:

* Continuing close and collaborative planning with USPS and MassDOT on the relocation P-09.2
of the General Mail Facility.

* Design additional tracks that meet the operating needs of the MBTA/Amtrak and includes p Q" 3
the infrastructure needs for future development on both air rights over the tracks and any
remaining site areas.

* Design of public circulation areas that provides: maximum comfort and amenities;
through site connectivity; and integration of existing historic head house and the
impending South Station Air Rights development project.

e Reconnect Dorchester Avenue and incorporate the City's Complete Streets principles. P-09.5
® The construction of a new link in the City's Harborwalk system along Fort Point Channel. P-09.6

e  Generous and efficient facilities for cyclists including expanded bike share
accommodations.

® The development of a master plan for the South Station - USPS area and subsequent
amendment to the Fort Point Downtown Waterfront Municipal Harbor Plan.

Ci Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer / Equal Housing Opportunity :'9_:

P09 4

P-09.7

P-09.8



« Construction and operations design that accounts for projected sea level rise and storm P-09.9
surge.

* Improved understanding of the air quality effects on the surrounding area and customers,
by requesting the DEIR to include; P-09.10
o The number of existing daily diesel locomotive trips and the expected number of
daily diesel locomotive trips at full build
o The levels of air toxins generated by existing trips and expected generation as a
result of the added trips

Mid-day Layover
The siting for mid-day layover facilities will also have considerable impacts on the city and its
adjacent neighborhoods. All sites under review need to consider:

* Coordination with the impacted communities and the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood
Services (ONS), to mitigate impacts and community concerns.

P-09.11

* Construction and operations design that accounts for projected sea level rise and storm
surge.

P-09.12

» Expected noise impacts and proposed mitigations to the surrounding area. P-09.13
* Improved understanding of the air quality effects on the surrounding area, by requesting
the DEIR to include:

o The number of expected number of daily diesel locomotive trips at full build
o The levels of air toxins generated expected generation as a result of the trips

P-09.14

The City will continue to work with MassDOT on the "BTD Tow Lot” site. It should be clear
that this site also impacts the Public Works Department’s essential field operations headquarters
and other supporting uses on this site. As conceptually designed, the layover facility would
render the building unusable and would need to be relocated along with other impacted
functions. Please refer to Commissioner Massaro’s letter to you dated April 8, 2013, for a more
complete articulation of impacts and required actions.

P-09.15

In order to help the City determine the relocation options for the BTD tow lot and PWD
operations building and functions, we are requesting that MassDOT conduct a “needs assessment
analysis” with the City. This step will provide a current and complete understanding of where
and how these critical functions could be relocated, and will allow for easier implementation of a
mid-day layover facility if this alternative is chosen by MassDOT.

P-09.16

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this significant project.

Sincerely,
&M/ "—)\—/0 i ol
Kairos Shen Thomas J. Tinlin Brian Swett
Chief Planner Commissioner Chief of Environment &

Boston Transportation Dept. Energy
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April 9, 2013

Secretary Richard K, Sullivan, Jr

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn: MEPA Office

Holly Johnson, EEA No. 15028

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: South Station Expansion Project - Environmental Notification Form

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Boston Water and Sewer Commission (Commission) has reviewed the Environmental
Notification Form (ENF) for the South Station Expansion Project. The entire project site
occupies approximately 49 acres; bounded by Chinatown and the Leather District to the west and
Fort Point Channel to the east. The project site contains the South Station Rail/Transit Terminal
and the South Station Bus Terminal (about 16 acres) as well as the United States Postal Service
(USPS) General Mail Facility/South Postal Annex (also about 16 acres). The remaining 17 acres
is comprised of railroad track, a small park, the Harborwalk area and a portion of Fort Point
Channel at the southern end of the site. The Massachusetts Department of Transportation
(MassDOT) is the proponent for the South Station Expansion Project

The Commission has developed a plan to improve the BOS 065 outfall pipe which runs under the p."o 1
USPS South Postal Annex. The Commission’s design is complete but coordination with USPS

is necessary. The MassDOT should assist the Commission coordinating these improvements

with the USPS.

The Commission owns and maintains water, sewer and stormwater facilities within and abutting p *
the project site. For example, the combined sewer overflow outfalls: BOS 064, BOS 065,



BOS 068 and BOS 072 are located within the project site. During redevelopment, the
Commission’s outfall pipes must protected from construction-related damages. The Commission

requests that the MassDOT takes appropriate measures to ensure that these outfalls are not
damaged during construction.

The Commission is responsible for the water quality of stormwater discharges from its storm
drains. The MassDOT should identify if and where the storm drains on the project site are

connected to the Commission’s storm drains.

In 2006,

the Secretary of Energy and Environmental Affairs approved the South Station Air

Rights Project which will be included in the redevelopment of the project site. This project

includes approximately 1.765 million square feet of mixed-use development, an expansion of the

bus terminal and a three-level parking garage to be located directly above the railroad tracks at
the South Station headhouse. The MassDOT should include these improvements in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

Typically, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MADEP) requires

projects that add a significant amount of wastewater to offset this increase with a reduction in EL
The minimum ratio used by MADERP is 4 toi; 4 gallons of El removed for each gallon of

proposed wastewater. For projects under MEPA review, the Secretary’s certificate usually

stipulates that the proponent participate in this 4 to 1 program.

Almost all of the rain falling on the current site will run off to a storm drain or overland to Fort

Point Channel. This project presents an opportunity for the MassDOT to capture or detain a

portion of the water before it is discharged from the site. The Commission requires the

MassDOT to investigate how Green Infrastructure can be accommodated on this site. The

MassDOT will be required to submit runoff reduction estimates from Green Infrastructure to the

Commission. These calculations can be submitted with the site plans.

The DEIR must contain estimates of water demand, wastewater generation and a plan for

controlling stormwater discharges. The following comments should be taken into consideration

in the preparation of the DEIR.

General

Prior to demolition of any buildings, all water, sewer and storm drain connections to the
buildings must be cut and capped at the main pipe in accordance with the Commission’s
requirements. The proponent must then complete a Termination Verification Approval
Form for a Demolition Permit, available from the Commission and submit the completed

2

P-10.2
(cont.)

P-10.3

P-10.4

P-10.5

P-10.6

P-10.7

P-10.8



form to the City of Boston’s Inspectional Services Department before a demolition permit
will be issued. '

All new or relocated water mains, sewers and storm drains must be designed and
constructed at the MassDOT’s expense. They must be designed and constructed in
conformance with the Commission’s design standards, Water Distribution System and
Sewer Use Regulations, and Requirements for Site Plans. To assure compliance with the
Commission’s requirements, the proponent must submit a site plan and a General Service
Application to the Commission’s Engineering Customer Service Department for review
and approval. The plans should be submitted when the design of the new water,
wastewater and proposed service connections are 50 percent complete. The plans should
also include the locations of proposed service connections as well as water meter
locations.

The MADERP, in cooperation with the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
(MWRA) and its member communities, are implementing a coordinated approach to flow
control in the MWRA’s regional wastewater system, particularly the removal of
extraneous clean water (e.g., infiltration/ inflow (I/I)) in the system. In this regard,
MADEP has been routinely requiring proponents proposing to add significant new
wastewater flow to assist in the I/I reduction effort to ensure that the additional
wastewater flows are offset by the removal of I/I. Currently, MADEP is typically using a
minimum 4:1 ratio for I/I removal to new wastewater flow added. The Commission
supports the MADEP/MWRA policy, and will require the MassDOT to develop a
consistent inflow reduction plan. The 4:1 requirement should be addressed at least 90
days prior to activation of water service and will be based on the estimated sewage
generation provided on the project site plan.

The design of the project should comply with the City of Boston’s Complete Streets
Initiative, which requires incorporation of “Green Infrastructure” into street designs.
Green Infrastructure includes greenscapes, such as trees, shrubs, grasses and other
landscape plantings, as well as rain gardens and vegetative swales, infiltration basins, and
paving materials and permeable surfaces. The proponent must develop a maintenance
plan for the proposed Green Infrastructure. For more information on the Complete
Streets Initiative see the City’s website at http://bostoncompletestreets.org/ =
The MassDOT should provide separate estimates of peak and continuous maximum
water demand for residential, irrigation and air-conditioning make-up water for the
project. Estimates should be based on full-site build-out of the proposed project. The
MassDOT should also provide the methodology used to estimate water demand for the
proposed project.

P-10.8
(cont.)

P-10.9
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P-10.11

P-10.12



6. For any proposed masonry repair and cleaning, the MassDOT will be required to obtain P-101
from the Boston Air Pollution Control Commission a permit for Abrasive Blasting or T
Chemical Cleaning. In accordance with this permit, the MassDOT will be required to
provide a detailed description as to how chemical mist and run-off will be contained and
either treated before discharge to the sewer or drainage system or collected and disposed
of lawfully off site. A copy of the description and any related site plans must be provided
to the Commission’s Engineering Customer Service Department for review before
masonry repair and cleaning commences. The MassDOT is advised that the Commission
may impose additional conditions and requirements before permitting the discharge of
the treated wash water to enter the sewer or drainage system.

T The MassDOT should be aware that the US Environmental Protection Agency issued a P-10.14
draft Remediation General Permit (RGP) for Groundwater Remediation, Contaminated
Construction Dewatering, and Miscellaneous Surface Water Discharges. If groundwater
contaminated with petroleum products, for example, is encountered, the MassDOT will
be required to apply for a RGP to cover these discharges.

8. The MassDOT is advised that the Commission will not allow buildings to be constructed
over any of its water lines. Also, any plans to build over Commission sewer facilities are
subject to review and approval by the Commission. The project must be designed so that
access, including vehicular access, to the Commission’s water and sewer lines for the

P-10.15

purpose of operation and maintenance is not inhibited.

9. The Commission will require the MassDOT to undertake all necessary precautions to P-10.16
prevent damage or disruption of the existing active water and sewer lines on, or adjacent
to, the project site during construction. The proponent should review CCTV inspections
of existing sewer lines within the project site. Copies of the CCTV inspection videos
must be provided to the Commission during site plan review. As a condition of the site
plan approval, the Commission will require MassDOT to re-inspect the existing sewer
lines on site by CCTV after site construction is complete, to confirm that the lines were
not damaged from construction activity.

10. Itis the MassDOT’s responsibility to evaluate the capacity of the water, sewer and storm
drain systems serving the project site to determine if the systems are adequate to meet
future project demands. With the site plan, the MassDOT must include a detailed
capacity analysis for the water, sewer and storm drain systems serving the project site, as
well as an analysis of the impacts the proposed project will have on the Commission’s

P-10.17

water, sewer and storm drainage systems.



Water

1. The MassDOT must provide separate estimates of peak and continuous maximum water
demand for residential, commercial, industrial, irrigation of landscaped areas, and air-
conditioning make-up water for the project with the site plan. The estimates should be
based on full-site build-out of the proposed project. The MassDOT should also provide
the methodology used to estimate water demand for the proposed project.

2 The MassDOT should explore opportunities for implementing water conservation
: X . ! ; ) P-10.18
measures in addition to those required by the State Plumbing Code, In particular’, the
MassDOT should consider outdoor landscaping which requires minimal use of water to
maintain. If the MassDOT plans to install in-ground sprinkler systems, the Commission
recommends that timers, soil moisture indicators and rainfall sensors be installed. The
use of sensor-operated faucets and toilets in common areas of buildings should be

considered.

) The MassDOT is required to obtain a Hydrant Permit for use of any hydrant during the
construction phase of this project. The water used from the hydrant must be metered. P-10.19
The MassDOT should contact the Commission’s Operations Division for information on

and to obtain a Hydrant Permit.

4. If water service is to be provided to the proposed docks in the marina, the MassDOT will
be required to install cross connection control devises on the water service. The

P-10.20

MassDOT will also be required to install approved backflow prevention devices on the
water services for fire protection, vehicle wash, mechanical and any irrigation systems.
The MassDOT is advised to consult with Mr. James Florentino, Manager of Engineering
Code Enforcement, with regards to backflow prevention.

5. The Commission is utilizing a Fixed Radio Meter Reading System to obtain water meter P 1021
readings. For new water meters, the Commission will provide a Meter Transmitter Unit o
(MTU) and connect the device to the meter. For information regarding the installation of

MTUs, the MassDOTs should contact the Commission’s Meter Department.

Sewage / Drainage

1. In conjunction.with the Site Plan and the General Service Application, the MassDOT will P-10.22
be required to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. The plan must:



« Identify specific best management measures for controlling erosion and preventing
the discharge of sediment, contaminated stormwater or construction debris to the
Commission’s drainage system when construction is underway.

« Includes a site map which shows, at a minimum, existing drainage patterns and areas
used for storage or treatment of contaminated soils, groundwater or stormwater, and
the location of major control structures or treatment structures to be utilized during
the construction.

* Specifically identify how the project will comply with the Department of
Environmental Protection’s Performance Standards for Stormwater Management both
during construction and after construction is complete.

* Provides a stormwater management plan in compliance with the DEP standards
mentioned above. The plan should include a description of the measures to control
pollutants after construction is completed.

2 Developers of projects involving disturbances of land of one acre or more will be
required to obtain an NPDES General Permit for Construction from the Environmental
Protection Agency and the MADEP. The MassDOT is responsible for determining if
such a permit is required and for obtaining the permit. If such a permit is required, it is
required that a copy of the permit and any pollution prevention plan prepared pursuant to
the permit be provided to the Commission’s Engineering Services Department, prior to
the commencement of construction. The pollution prevention plan submitted pursuant to
a NPDES Permit may be submitted in place of the pollution prevention plan required by
the Commission provided the Plan addresses the same components identified in item 1
above.

3. The Commission encourages MassDOT to explore additional opportunities for protecting
stormwater quality on site by minimizing sanding and the use of deicing chemicals,
pesticides, and fertilizers.

4. The discharge of dewatering drainage to a sanitary sewer is prohibited by the
Commission. The MassDOT is advised that the discharge of any dewatering drainage to
the storm drainage system requires a Drainage Discharge Permit from the Commission.
If the dewatering drainage is contaminated with petroleum products, the MassDOT will
be required to obtain a Remediation General Permit from the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) for the discharge.

P-10.22
(cont.)
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P-10.25



10.

11.

12.

The MassDOT must fully investigate methods for retaining stormwater on-site before the

Commission will consider a request to discharge stormwater to the Commission’s system.

The site plan should indicate how storm drainage from roof drains will be handled and
the feasibility of retaining their stormwater discharge on-site. Under no circumstances
will stormwater be allowed to discharge to a sanitary sewer.

If pump-out stations are to be constructed for the new slips, the wastewater from the
pump-out station must be discharged to a sanitary sewer. The MassDOT is advised to
consult with Mr. Phil Larocque, Site Plan Engineer, with regard to connecting the pump-
out station to a sanitary sewer.

Sanitary sewage must be kept separate from stormwater and separate sanitary sewer and
storm drain service connections must be provided.

The Commission requests that the MassDOT install a permanent casting stating “Don’t
Dump: Drains to Boston Harbor” next to any catch basin created or modified as part of
this project. MassDOT should contact the Commission’s Operations Division for
information regarding the purchase of the castings.

If a cafeteria or food service facility is built as part of this project, grease traps will be
required in accordance with the Commission’s Sewer use Regulations. The MassDOT is
advised to consult with the Commission’s Operations Department with regards to grease
traps.

The enclosed floors of a parking garage must drain through oil separators into the sewer
system in accordance with the Commission’s Sewer Use Regulations. The Commission’s
Requirements for Site Plans, available by contacting the Engineering Services
Department, include requirements for separators.

Rinse water from the bus washing facility is required to go through an oil trap and
discharge to the sanitary sewer system.

The Commission requires installation of particle separators on all new parking lots
greater than 7,500 square feet in size. If it is determined that it is not possible to infiltrate
all of the runoff from the new parking lot, the Commission will require the installation of
a particle separator or a standard Type 5 catch basin with an outlet tee for the parking lot.
Specifications for particle separators are provided in the Commission’s requirements for
Site Plans.

P-10.26

P-10.27
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13. The Commission requires that existing stormwater and sanitary sewer service
connections, which are to be re-used by the proposed project, be dye tested to confirm

P-10.34

they are connected to the appropriate system.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the South Station Expansion Project.

/John P. Sullivan, P.E.
Chief Engineer

JPS/pwk

(o]
Katherine Fichter, MassDOT
Ronald D. Schlesinger, USPS
M. Zlody, Boston Environment
C. Jewell, BWSC
P. Larocque, BWSC



Cigy of Cambridge * Executive Department

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

April 9,2013

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs.
Attn: MEPA office, EEA # 15028, Holly Johnson

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The City of Cambridge appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Environmental
Notification Form for the proposed South Station Expansion project

Public transit is critical to making the City of Cambridge a livable and economically thriving city.

Over 73% of the Massachusetts population lives within the MBTA service district, with over 1.3 P-11.1
million trips taken each day. According to the 2010 census, 27% of all Cambridge residents rely on

transit as their primary means of commuting to work. Many more use transit as a secondary means _

to get to work and use it regularly for non-commuting purposes. The MBTA Red Line carries

250,000 riders per typical weekday. As the economy and population expands, and more

households make lifestyle choices to live with only one car or car-free, transit ridership numbers

will continue to grow.

The ability of our region’s economy to grow depends largely on the efficiency and effectiveness of
our transportation system. Regiohal projections for mobility needs by the year 2035 indicate that
there will be a 7% increase in demand for our roadways and a 30% increase in demand for transit
service. The recent Global Warming Solutions Act had the Commonwealth set a goal of reducing
GHG emissions by between 10% and 25% below 1990 levels by 2020, only achievable with more
public transit

P-11.2

South Station is currently at maximum capacity. Any slight delay of one train during peak travel
time causes a domino effect on many subsequent trains. Our current predicament has its roots in
the 1960s when the Boston Redevelopment Authority purchased the site from the bankrupt New
Haven Railroad and sold part of the rite to the postal service, thereby significantly reducing the

P-11.3

number of tracks.

Pilghirn———————————— =" p— : ' =" - —rm
795 Massachusetts Avenue, Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
Voice: 617-349.4300 Fax: 617.349.4307 TTY: 617.349.4242 Web: www.ci.cambridge.ma.us




The Red Tine provides direct access to South Station from Cambridge, allowing connections to
points South and West An expansion of South Station would allow for increased frequency and
reduced delays on existing routes bringing an increase in riders. It would also allow opportunities .
for new destinations to be served Rapid-transit service along commuter rail lines would also be
possible. This increases transit access to jobs in Cambridge, and jobs for Cambridge residents
outside of Cambridge, allowing us to develop more sustainably and reduce our reliance on the
automobile. )

Cambridge requests that MEPA require that the South Station Expansion Project take into careful
consideration the potential for future transportation uses of underground real-estate in the area as
the expansion and associated air-rights projects move forward.

As the project moves forward, Cambridge would appreciate being involved in discussions

regarding further design and selection of the layow;er facility alternatives, with a particular interest

in Beacon Park Yard.

The South Station Expansion project is a responsible first step to start bringing the transit system
in the Boston region up to a world-class standard As difficult as it is in these challenging fiscal
times, it is critical that we keep in sight other expansion projects, such as the Urban Ring
circumferential transit project, without which our economic competitive edge will continue to
erode.

Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss this further or contact Jeff Rosenblum at
jrosenblum@cambridgema.gov or (617) 349-4615. :

Very truly yours,
Robert W. y
City Manager

cc: Katherine Fichtet, MassDOT
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Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. April 9, 2013
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office
Attn: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
RE: EEA # 15028; Environmental Notification Form for South Station Expansion Project

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

On behalf of the 495/MetroWest Partnership, we would like to offer our support for the proposed South
Station Expansion Project (SSX) by the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT).

The 495/MetroWest Partnership is a non-profit advocacy organization serving thirty-three communities,
over half ‘a million residents, and an employment base of approximately $17 billion, by addressing regional
needs through public-private collaboration, and by enhancing economic vitality and quality of life while
sustaining natural resources. The Partnership is concerned about regional constraints and limitations, and
conducts numerous initiatives on transportation, workforce housing, brownfields, and water resources.

The Partnership’s region includes three commuter rail lines, two of which originate at South Station,
namely the Franklin Line and the Worcester/Framingham Line. Much of our work focuses on transportation
and transit infrastructure needs. Certainly the expansion of South Station is essential to realizing many of N
the Partnership’s goals regarding commuter rail service to and from our region. Given our region's
progression to becoming a net importer of labor, commuter rail services and options are becoming of
greater importance, particularly the need for reverse commute schedules and in general expanding the
schedule along our lines.

The capacity constraints at South Station are a concern to the Partnership especially in light of the
expanded service schedule planned for the Worcester/Framingham Line following successful negotiations N
between the Patrick/Murray Administration, MassDOT, the MBTA and CSX. Improving the capacity,
reliability, and layover space at South Station, all elements included in the SSX project, is vital to the
growing demand for commuter rail service in our region.

The 495/MetroWest Partnership is in full support of the South Station Expansion Project; we hope that *
these comments are helpful in your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact our Deputy
Director, Jessica Strunkin, at 774.760.0495 x101 or Jessica@495partnership.ors any time.

Sincerely,
Paul F. Matthews 2 JessicaStrunkin
Executive Director Deputy Director

-01.1

+01.2

-01.3

495/Metro West Partnership

200 Friberc  Parkwa ,, Suite 1003, Westborough , MA 01581
Phone: 774-760-0495 Fax : 774-760-0017
WWW:495PARTNERSHIP.
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April 4, 2013

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: South Station Expansion Project: Environmental Notification Form, EEA No. 15028

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

A Better City (ABC) is pleased to submit comments in support of the South Station Expansion Project.

We believe that the South Station expansion is a critical component in the multimodal transportation
network of Massachusetts, its commuter rail system, and New England’s regional rail vision as well asN-02.1
long term growth and viability of the Northeast Corridor. We recognize that in addition to improvements
to supplement capacity at South Station in Boston, enhanced rail layover capacity is an integral part of this
project. The viability of many other transportation projects planned for the region and the Northeast
Corridor are dependent upon the creation of additional capacity at the South Station platforms and the
efficient rail operations in the immediate vicinity of the station, in the layover yards, and in the tracks that
connect the yards with the station. ABC support and advocacy for related rail improvements underscores
the urgency for advancing the South Station Expansion Project.

ABC is a nonprofit membership organization that provides the business and institutional leadership
essential .for. ensuring progress and tangible results on transportation, land development, and public realm
infrastmcture.'investments that are vital to sustaining and improving the Boston area’s economy and
quality of life.

The ABC Board of Directors comprises leaders from over 100 major businesses and institutions in greater
Boston and represents a broad range of industries, including financial services, real estate, legal services,
construction, higher education, cultural institutions, life sciences, hospitality, utilities, and more. The
Board has an established history of civic engagement and is actively engaged in the work and issues that
comprise ABC’s mission. ABC is also a member of the Business Alliance for Northeast Mobility and
actively supports rail service improvements in the Northeast Corridor.

The Environmental Notification Form and its attachments describe the broad range of environmental, land
use, and transportation issues that need to be addressed before this complex project can move forward.
The general description of alternatives captures the basic approaches that will need to be much more fully

developed in the Environmental Impact Report. It will be very important that the environmental analysisN-02.

fully documents the relationship of these alternatives and their associated impacts on the immediate
context. That analysis also needs to include a thorough review of options for layover facilities and
impacts on their surroundings in South Bay, Readyville, and Beacon Park.

ABC and members for our committees have held several meetings with MassDOT officials as this project
has been taking shape and we welcome the opportunity to continue our participation during the N-02.3
environmental review, planning, and design process as the scope takes shape and as review continues.We
will submit more detailed substantive comments at a later date.

Sincerely, ! . - LA e TR Y TN R s e .

Planning Director, . . ") L L. R

5913/1 ssxl1t405
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Northeast High Speed Rail Association
Massachusetts Association of Railroad Passengers

P.0. Box 51029 Richard J. Arena
Boston, MA 02205-1029 President
www.northeasthsr.org s
apt@aptmarp.org rjarena@aptmarp.org
wwiw.aptmarp.org APT Message Line : 617.482.0282 Tel: 732.576.8840 Fax: 732.576.8839

9 April 2013

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Ir.

Commonwealth of Massachusetts

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, MEPA Office, EEA # 15028
Attention: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: South Station Expansion Plans

Via e-mail & fax: Fax: 617-626-1181 Email: Holly.S.Johnson@state.ma.us

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

A key term that arises when discussing the funding and construction of strategic transportation infrastructure is N-03.1
SUSTAINABILITY. Under that encompassing term are other project questions:

e |sthe project is economically sound?

e Does the project work from an engineering, technology, operational standpoint?

e Are the parties giving full weight that this is a once in a century investment?

e s it both flexible and expandable to meet both anticipated and some unanticipated needs?

e Are life cycle costs as well as initial construction costs taken into consideration?

e Does it utilize best-in-class, peer-reviewed methodologies?

e Does this project meet the needs of the entire Megaregion, and not just a small segment?

e How does it impact the entire transportation network; is it a standalone system or does is symbiotically
make the other pieces perform better?

e Does the project maximize its environmental improvement potential?

When the $850 million South Station Expansion (SSX) project is looked at under this microscope, it is found to be sadly N-03.2
deficient. The most disconcerting issue is that South Station is not a station at all - it is s stub-end terminal, constrained

by the Charles River to its north and Boston Harbor to its east. As a stub terminal, it loses half of its peak capacity as
precious time slots must be apportioned to bring full trains out and empty trains in, and vice versa. There is no ability

to expand the service north to the population and business areas north of Boston and in New Hampshire and southern

Maine. The proposed SSX plan would increase the operational inefficiencies in both the MBTA commuter rail network

and Amtrak intercity rail which are forced to run bifurcated systems out of both North and South Stations in Boston.

Page 1



South Station Expansion Plans EEA # 15028

Around the world, much thought has been given to making train stations attractive, accessible, successful, and
efficient. Planners and architects have realized that the most successful stations have the tracks and platforms below
grade. The very important ground level is best used for retail (shops, restaurants, other services). These shops attract
foot traffic which makes the station not just a transportation mecca; it is also a prized destination. The rents, fees, and
taxes generated by the ground level and lower floor shops contribute to covering the operating costs of the station.
But without shops on the ground floor, the appeal is gone, as are the benefits of Value Capture Financing.

What can resolve this deficiency? APT would propose consideration of the North/South Rail Link (NSRL) which, via
underground tunnels and station platforms, can connect the two separate Boston terminals and likewise connect the
region. True High Speed Rail (HSR) is coming to Boston, but it will be inconvenient for those living north of Boston or in
southern NH. It will be easier, quicker, and more convenient for them to fly to other cities on the Northeast Corridor
(NEC) rather than take the train — it is simply too cumbersome to transfer from North Station to South Station or to
drive to the Boston or Route 128 Westwood HSR stations. The NSRL and a Woburn (Anderson) HSR station north of
Boston address that issue nicely, conveniently, and cost-effectively.

Another point to consider is the capacity situation of the Greater Boston MBTA subway. Many key stations, such as
Park St., Downtown Crossing, Government Center, and State Street are at or near capacity. This is in part due to
commuter rail riders who, due to the split MBTA commuter rail system, have to detrain on the wrong side of the city.
To get to their eventual destination, they use the subway, and traverse the downtown core. The NSRL would alleviate
this problem by permitting commuters to get closer to their eventual destination without necessarily requiring them to
tie up capacity at downtown subway stations.

From an environmental standpoint, the SSX project is especially lacking versus the NSRL alternative. Per the
North/South Rail Link MIS/DEIS, the NSRL project would:

e Eliminate 55,000 car trips daily,

e  Save commuters over 50,00 hours daily

Eliminate 1 million vehicle miles traveled on the regional highway system in a typical weekday,
PREVENT the EMISSION of OVER 580 TONS of GREENHOUSE GAS DAILY

No other transportation project in the Commonwealth grades out this highly in terms of environmental benefit.

Mr. Secretary, APT formally requests that you find the SSX proposal as submitted by the Commonwealth inconclusive
and incomplete in that it does not review the substantial benefits of the NSRL. We would further request that you
direct MassDOT to appropriate the funding to complete the preliminary engineering of the NSRL, following up the $4.5
million initial study funded by the federal government. APT submits that this is not just good practice, it is a legal
requirement. Language in the NSRL MIS/DEIS stated that the proposed right of way for the Rail Link was not to be
obstructed by any other development. It is distinctly possible that proposed development at South Station and the
South Postal Annex will make constructing the NSRL impossible. The Commonwealth’s commuters, businesses,
citizens, tax payers, and fare payers deserve better than the incomplete and deficient SSX plan currently proposed.

Sincerely,
Richard J. Arena
President, Association for Public Transportation

C: Honorable Deval Patrick, Governor of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Secretary Richard Davey, MassDOT CEO
Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea, US Department of Transportation
Ms. Katherine Fichter, MassDOT SSX Project Manager
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downtown north association

April 9, 2013

Richard K. Sullivan, Secretary

Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

RE: The Environmental Notification Form (ENF) for the South Station Expansion Project
Dear Secretary Sullivan,

My comments on the South Station Expansion Project relate primarily to its implications for
the North/South Rail Link (NSRL) Project. They are offered from the perspective of the NSRL
Project Citizens Advisory Committee, which was convened by EOEEA and for which I served
as Chair, as well as from the related perspective of the Downtown North Association, which

represents the sector of Boston that includes North Station.

With the exception of a single reference to the 2003 Secretary Certificate for the NSRL Project N-04 1
Environmental Impact Report as being among nine other projects involving South Station, '
there is no reference or substantive attention paid to the implications of the proposed South

Station Expansion Project for the North/ South Rail Link Project -- or vice versa. This is notable
failing of both the South Station Expansion Project ENF and the ongoing $40M DOT planning

study of track/ terminal expansion and related development issues/ opportunities at South

Station precisely because many of those same issues are among the critical matters that were
addressed by the NSRL/DEIR and would be resolved by the NSRL project itself.

Not to consider the NSRL in the context of the South Station Expansion Project is shortsighted |Sf-04 2
from both transportation and development perspectives; but it is also procedurally and legally -
problematic. Since the NSRL/DEIR is still pending, any proposed project involving South

Station is required to address its consequences, for better and/or for worse, for the previous
projects that have already been the subject of a Secretary's Certificate - and that certainly

includes the rail link. Beyond that major procedural problem, there is a substantive problem N 04 3
in that its focus on more immediate issues -- e.g., the urgent need for more track and terminal )
capacity at South Station, the South Station Expansion Project overlooks future transportation

and development issues and opportunities there and elsewhere - e.g., the continuing and

related constraints on the capacity, efficiency and development potential of the regional rail
network as a whole and the many advantages of extending the Northeast Rail Corridor north

of South Station.



Downtown North Association
April 9,2013
Page 2 of 3

There is some irony in the present state of affairs since, if we had begun to address those
chronic and systemic needs more than a decade ago, when the NSRL/DEfR was first published
in 2003, what were then identified as chronic network needs would not have become the acute
South Station needs that they now are. Quite the contrary, if the NSRL had been built in the
interim, we would now be planning to decease the number of surface tracks at South Station

- and North Station — rather than increasing them; and while more tracks may be essential
strategy now, they will certainly not be sufficient strategy in the longer run and in the larger
context.

Our very realistic concern is that we are now moving ahead quickly on the South Station
project without taking the NSRL into serious and explicit account because we are relying on
facts that we think we know about the NSRL and do not, while ignoring facts that we think we
do not know about the NSRL and do. We do not know how much the NSRL will cost or how
and by whom it will be financed, built or operated. But we do know how much the rail link
will increase regional rail ridership and operational efficiency; we do know the extent of the
unprecedented mode shift from other congested modes of air and highway travel to rail; we
do know the befits of extending the Amtrak Northeast Rail Corridor to northern Massachusetts
and New England; and perhaps most relevantly and importantly, we most certainly do know
that the preferred NSRL alignment is through the South Postal Annex site, which is a central
focus of the South Station Expansion Project.

Because of the many and fundamental ways in which the South Station Expansion Project and
the NSRL relate to one another, what the NSRL advocates have been asking for is to have the
DEIR for the NSRL Project updated and finalized as an integral element of the South Station
Expansion Project. This would be a relatively modest investment of both time and money -

no more than $3M over the course of a few months - in the context of the $850M project

now proposed; and it would allow us all to get reliable and definitive answers to the still
unanswered questions about the NSRL. That would also make productive and timely use

of the $4.5M public investment already made and the more than eight years of citizens,

agency and professional effort already devoted to this matter.

While it would make eminent sense to fully and finally answering any and all outstanding
questions about the NSRL by finalizing its DEIR as part of ongoing planning for South Station
expansion, to which it is inextricably linked, the very least that we should expect is that the
considerable work already done on the NSRL will be taken into serious and explicit account

in planning of the South Station track/ terminal expansion and related development. That
clearly would involve the future development of the South Postal Annex, beneath which the
rail link tunnels would run and an underground South Station would be located. It is essential
to preserve and protect that constrained and critical right-of-way - the pending NSRL/DEIR
would seem to require that; and it also makes great good planning sense to consider the option
of constructing that new station as part and parcel of the larger redevelopment of that site.

N-04.4

N-04.5

N-04.6

N-04.7
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On the other hand, not to proactively consider that possibility as part of the redevelopment N-04.8
plan for SPO and South Station, for example, could inadvertently preclude that option — one

of many ways in which the NSRL itself could be inadvertently precluded. All would agree

that precluding the NSRL, advertently or inadvertently, would not be an acceptable outcome

of the South Station Expansion Project. No matter how successful the present South Station

track and terminal expansion project proves to be, it cannot integrate the regional rail system,

it cannot extend the Northeast Rail Corridor beyond South Station, it cannot substantially

and permanently expand the capacity and efficiency of the passenger rail system as a whole,

and it does not address comparably urgent track/ terminal capacity problems at North Station.

If in the process of expanding South Station as now proposed we compromise or eliminate

the potential of the NSRL to do those very things, that would have very significant, and likely
irreversible, transportation, economic and environmental consequences for achieve those goals
in the future. Knowing what we know, that would be both irresponsible and excusable. And
avoiding that predictable and avoidable result requires a comprehensive and anticipatory
planning approach, which is no more nor less than we are hereby recommending and

requesting.

In summary and conclusion, there is a lot at stake in the South Station Expansion Project, not
just in and around South Station, but above and beyond South Station and environs. We are
simply asking the South Station Expansion Project, for its own sake as well as due to its major
implications of the NSRL Project, to complete the NSRL/DEIR as part of this project. At a
minimum, we respectfully request that the South Station Expansion project ENF take into
serious and explicit account what it has already been documented and demonstrated after
$4.5M of professional analysis and countless hours of experienced citizen participation that
have been devoted to evaluating the NSRL project thus far. Not to do so runs the real risk
that the South Station Expansion Project might actually, even if unintentionally, preclude,
compromise or delay the construction of the North/South Rail Link project, if not physically,
then financially and politically.

Sincerely,

Robert B. O'Brien, DNA Executive Director
Chair of the NSRL Citizens Advisory Committee

cc: Governor Deval Patrick

MassDOT Secretary Richard Davey

South Station Expansion Project Manager Katherine Fichter

Peter Meade and Kairos Shen of the Boston Redevelopment Authority
Richard Bertman, President of the Downtown North Association






HARVARD UNIVERSITY
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Daniel S. Rabinovitz
University Attorney
Counsel for Allston Develapment

Daniel_Rabinovitz@harvard.edu

April 9, 2013

Richard K. Sullivan, Secretary

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114-2150

Re:  Boston — South Station Expansion Project
ENF (EEA #15028)

Attn: MEPA Unit
Holly Johnson

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

)

Holyoke Center, Suite 980
1350 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138-3834

.617.495.9687
£.617.495.5079

REGEIVE
APR 102013

WEPA

On behalf of Presidents and Fellows of Harvard University, I am submitting comments
on the Environmental Notification Form filed by the Office of Transportation Planning of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Transportation, regarding the proposed South
Station Expansion Project in Boston. If you have any questions regarding these comments,
please call Joseph G. Beggan, Senior Manager for Transportation, at 617/495-2956 or the

undersigned at 617/495-9687.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

b2

Daniel Rabinovitz

Attorney for and on behalf of Harvard University

Cc:  wl/encl.
Kevin Casey
Joseph Beggan



Comments of Harvard University
on the
Environmental Notification Form for the South Station Expansion Project
(EOEA 15028)

April 9, 2013

I. Background. Harvard University (“Harvard™) has reviewed the Environmental
Notification Form (“ENE™) for the South Station Expansion Project in Boston (“Project™). The
Project is intended to help facilitate the expansion of inter-city and high-speed rail service into
South Station, and to improve existing rail operations and service delivery at South Station
currently provided by Amtrak and the MBTA. This is a goal with broad-based support and
Harvard is among those entities that see the importance of this project to our future regional
transportation network, upon which all major employers such as Harvard depend, now and for
the future.

The Project as described in the ENF includes not only the proposed expansion of the
South Station rail terminal facilities, including new tracks and platforms, pedestrian amenities
and concourses, as well as the proposed relocation of the adjacent United States Postal Service
General Mail Facility, but also the development of one or more additional train layover facilities
to accommodate existing and future commuter rail operations of the MBTA. Three layover
facility site possibilities are identified in the ENF, one of which is a portion of Beacon Park Yard
in the Allston neighborhood of Boston. Harvard owns the fee title to Beacon Park Yard, having
acquired it in 2003 from the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority, but the property is encumbered
by a perpetual exclusive railroad easement held by CSX Transportation (“CSXT?).

Harvard’s comments relate in large part to the reference in the ENF to potential roles that
the Harvard-owned land at Beacon Park Yard might play in addressing long-term MBTA needs
for additional layover facilities, the need for which may emerge based upon projections
contained in the ENF for the present through the year 2040. We write to urge that the MEPA
Office require MassDOT to review in depth, the underlying assumptions upon which Beacon
Park Yard has been included as a potential layover facility alternative, and balance the options
available to accommodate those needs with the very unique contribution that Beacon Park Yard
could play in both helping to address other transportation challenges such as the Massachusetts
Turnpike viaduct in Allston, and in fostering economic development at this gateway location.
These opportunities could be foreclosed by the location of a permanent layover facility there.
We believe that there is an opportunity to strike an appropriate balance. As further discussed in
these comments, we believe the ENF falls short of this goal but offer below some suggestions for
further analysis and consideration in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

IL. ENF Comments. Harvard acknowledges that upgrading the state’s transportation
infrastructure is also a strategic priority for the State, particularly rail service and the
infrastructure supporting it, as outlined in the 2010 “Massachusetts State Rail Plan” and the

AM 19104653.7
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September 2012 document “Report of Progress: Transforming the Rail Network for Economic
and Community Development.” As noted above, the focus of Harvard’s comments is on the
ENF’s needs and site alternative analyses regarding potential layover facilities, including the
description and evaluation of Beacon Park Yard as a potential site for a new layover facility.
Harvard seeks a more rigorous analysis of the actual and future needs for layover facilities,

including the operational growth and service needs undergirding the layover facility needs N-05.2

projected, and the relative merits of the myriad alternative layup/layover sites identified by

MassDOT in the ENF (including those eliminated from further consideration). This more N-05.3

thorough site alternatives analysis should take into account numerous significant factors '

pertaining to Beacon Park Yard that were omitted and/or insufficiently addressed in the ENF.
Furthermore, Harvard recommends that the South Station Expansion Project and the N-05.4

layup/layover project be analyzed separately. These two projects are not interdependent and are
appropriately treated as separable. The expansion of South Station is clearly desirable with or
without increased layover, so is in no way reliant upon achieving increased layover/layup
capacity. Further, as set forth in the ENF, the MBTA already has a shortage of layover tracks,
and over the long-term (denoted as the years 2025 and 2040 in the ENF), the MBTA will need
additional layover capacity whether or not the South Station expansion project proceeds.

A. Layover/Layup Analysis. There are numerous aspects of the layover/layup analysis set

forth in the ENF which merit further consideration, correction or additional analysis. While
layup/layover is a normal activity of current rail operations, it is not inherently desirable, as it

wastes energy and generates unnecessary air pollution in non-passenger-carrying equipment N-5.5
repositioning moves. One of the advantages of introducing diesel multiple unit trains

(“DMU’s”) services to replace some commuter rail service, and to expand service frequency in

denser markets, is that DMU service is less reliant on layup/layover movements, because it tends

to run continual service more like rapid transit.

1A Growth Forecasts and Relationship to Service Plans. For the reasons that follow,
the ENF’s layup/layover needs analysis appears to overstate significantly the projected need for
layup/layover in the future. The forecasts in the ENF use commuter rail passenger growth rates
for 2040 that are significantly higher than historic growth rates and as noted below, do not
address the use of DMU’s in either 2025 or 2040. Without this more thorough analysis, the
environmental and other impacts of various layup/layover scenarios cannot be accurately
identified and evaluated.

N-05.6

In addition, assumptions in the ENF about future Amtrak service requirements appear to N-05.7
contradict statements about the capacity of the Amtrak Southampton Street Yard site to
accommodate layover of eight-car consists. The 2040 estimates in particular represent a
significant increase in the carrying capacity of the commuter rail system that is not tied to any
regional forecasts of commuter rail demand — which may result in a significant overstatement of
the layover need for 2040. In addition, by requiring the accommodation of all 8-car consists,
MassDOT has eliminated the potential to use all of Amtrak’s Southampton Street Yard, where
four consists of 7-car trains could layover, and Amtrak’s Front Yard, where three 6-car consists
could layover. The MEPA Office should require MassDOT to provide in the DEIR, information «_g5 g
about passenger growth increases between 1990 and 2010 and relate them to the growth rate
used for the MBTA’s estimate of the layover capacity it needs in 2040. In addition, the 2040

AM 19104653.7 2



estimate should be supported by well-documented regional forecasts for commuter rail service.

We note as well that the layup/layover needs analysis has been presented without reference to  N.05.8
existing or proposed future service plans of the MBTA. One result of the absence of this (cont.)
analysis is that the layover facilities analysis does not address the operational efficiencies that

can be achieved by siting layover facilities in proximity to planned expansions of commuter rail

services.

In sum, a more thorough needs analysis very well may demonstrate that the need for
layup/layover is less than the ENF suggests and therefore, that the overall environmental and
other impacts of such facilities may be reduced.

2. DMU’s. The Governor, the Secretary of Transportation, and the MBTA have N-05.9
publicly announced intentions to study the future use of DMU’s on the Fairmount Line and on
other commuter lines to provide more flexibility to respond to passenger service needs and
achieve increased efficiencies in the MBTA’s service operations. DMU’s represent the kind of
“alternative technology” which the MBTA seeks to implement system-wide (see Attachment A
of the ENF at p. 7, which says that “MassDOT will consider the layover and service needs of
vehicle types beyond those in the MBTA fleet . . .”).

As noted above, DMU’s generate far less layover/layup needs than the trains currently
used in MBTA commuter rail service. In addition, DMU’s are also more environmentally-
friendly because they can be readily switched off when not in use, while diesel service commuter
trains will idle when laying over (causing air pollution effects that should be studied in the
DEIR, as discussed below). The ENF does not refer to any analysis of how the MBTA’s planned
introduction of DMU’s for commuter service use would decrease the MBTA’s future layover
needs. Hence, not having taken into account the use of DMU’s, the ENF likely overstates future
layup/layover needs and therefore provides an insufficient basis for assessing environmental and
other impacts and making locational choices.

B. Competing MassDOT Transportation Priorities. The analysis of Beacon Park Yard as N_g5.10
a potential site for a layover facility should take into account a number of other important State
transportation priorities that also require the usage of significant portions of Beacon Park Yard

and that are not addressed in the ENF. Without considering these other transportation priorities,

the environmental and other impacts of siting a layover facility at Beacon Park Yard cannot be

adequately evaluated.

1 MassPike Reconstruction. The ENF does not discuss one of the most pressing
infrastructure priorities on MassDOT’s agenda: the urgent need to reconstruct the Mass.
Turnpike Allston viaduct and interchange, which MassDOT has publicly discussed as needing
near-term attention. The ENF does not discuss the effect of siting a substantial layover facility in
Beacon Park Yard on either the permanent design of the reconstructed Turnpike (whether
elevated as at present or in an at-grade configuration), or on the ability of MassDOT to use areas
of Beacon Park Yard for necessary construction staging and materials storage purposes. We
understand that this urgently-needed reconstruction work will have to be undertaken in the near-
term; by contrast, the MBTA's short-term layover need is for only three consists and the ENF
sets forth long-term layover needs (27 year projections) which, as discussed in this comment

N-05.10a
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letter, may be substantially overstated. We further understand that these Mass. Turnpike
improvements will have beneficial public safety and environmental impacts.

Harvard has assumed that significant portions of Beacon Park Yard will be required on an N-05.10.a
interim basis to support the Mass. Turnpike reconstruction work. Harvard also recognizes that (cont.)
there is an urgent need to minimize the impact of construction disruption on the surrounding
communities and the area’s regional and local roadway network. As a result, we are committed
to reaching mutually-agreeable arrangements with MassDOT to address this fundamental
transportation and public safety issue (subject to CSXT’s on-going rights in Beacon Park Yard,
as discussed below). Given that substantially the same land parcels are involved with
reconstruction and repair of the Mass. Turnpike, an operational analysis and construction staging
plan for the Mass. Turnpike reconstruction work must be part of any analysis of the use of
Beacon Park Yard for layover uses.

v Electronic Tolling. Governor Patrick and MassDOT have publicly announced the
State’s intention to implement electronic tolling along the Mass. Turnpike in the near term
future, and this cannot be accomplished at the Allston toll location without the reconstruction or  N_o5.10b
replacement of the Allston interchange/viaduct as discussed above. Electronic tolling will
require straightening out segments of the Mass. Turnpike adjacent to Beacon Park Yard, a reality
not reflected in the ENF. This straightening will compete with the need to expand the land
available for passenger rail facility expansion within a constrained space. Thus, the revised
design of this portion of the Mass. Turnpike should be considered in evaluating the viability of
Beacon Park Yard as a layover facility.

3. Street System Improvements. The ENF also does not consider street system
improvements that are needed in and around Beacon Park Yard to improve permanently, one of
Boston’s worst intersections — the confluence of the Mass. Turnpike Allston ramp, Cambridge
Street, and a service drive with Soldiers Field Road and its adjacent service road. In addition, the
current condition of the two 50+ year old Cambridge Street bridges, over the Mass. Turnpike
itself and over Mass. Turnpike off ramps, is poor. Reconstruction or replacement of these
bridges is urgently needed. Further, as part of the on-going transportation planning work
Harvard has undertaken subsequent to its acquisition of Beacon Park Yard a decade ago, Harvard
has engaged in discussions with public agency officials and stakeholders about the need to create
a viable street system in this area. The potential for planning and developing this series of new
and reconfigured streets may be jeopardized if the heart of Beacon Park Yard is to be
permanently utilized as an MBTA layover facility. The siting of a permanent layover facility in
Beacon Park Yard must be evaluated against these transportation system needs.

N-05.10c

4. Expansion of Rail Track Service. There is a need to replace the single track-
. —— . : f p N-05.10d
constrained Boston Main Line with a multi-track layout in order to provide adequately for a
multitude of objectives, including (i) expanded commuter rail service, (ii) the introduction of
DMU service, and (iii) the introduction of inter-city Amtrak service on the inland route. This
must be accomplished in a manner that is well-integrated during the construction period for the
Mass. Turnpike reconstruction work, i.e., in a manner that maintains rail access to South Station
and addresses rail operations on the Grand Junction rail line.

AM 19104653.7 4



In sum, Harvard believes that the possibility of a substantial MBTA layover facility in
Beacon Park Yard should be evaluated in the DEIR against the importance of advancing each of
the above-outlined transportation initiatives; we believe that such evaluation should give priority
to the public safety needs reflected in the reconstruction of both the rail track layout and the
Mass. Tumnpike in an integrated and timely manner.

C. Existing Rights in Beacon Park Yard. The ENF does not present a complete or N-05.11
accurate picture of (i) the MBTA and MassDOT rights in Beacon Park Yard; (ii) the rights of
CSXT in Beacon Park Yard, or (iii) Harvard’s ownership of and rights in Beacon Park Yard.

1. Existing MassDOT Easement Rights. In 2003, in connection with the sale of
Beacon Park Yard by the Massachusetts Turnpike Authority (MassDOT’s predecessor-in-
interest) to Harvard, Harvard was asked to enter into certain agreements that would (i) give the
MBTA certain future easement rights for limited layup/layover purposes at Beacon Park Yard,
and (ii) give the Executive Office of Transportation and Construction (also a predecessor-in-
interest to MassDOT), the right to purchase an easement for freight functions to and from the
Port of Boston. These easement rights were put into place in recognition of the constraint
imposed upon rail service by having a single Boston Main Line track because of Mass. Turnpike
construction in the late 1950’s, as a result of which service to Allston and Brighton was
eliminated and inter-city passenger rail service and commuter service to the west were severely
restricted. In order to assist the State in addressing these inadequacies, Harvard agreed to
provide MBTA with an easement to expand its track layout to a multi-track layout, while
retaining the right to develop over and under that rail easement.

In recognition of CSXT’s existing perpetual rights in Beacon Park Yard, as discussed
below, the MBTA Easement Agreement does not afford the MBTA any current rights to occupy
any portion of Beacon Park Yard (whether for layover purposes or otherwise). Similarly, the
MassDOT Option Agreement does not afford MassDOT any current rights to occupy any portion
of Beacon Park Yard; rather, it grants MassDOT an option to purchase a future easement related
to future (currently non-existent) freight rail usage of Beacon Park Yard to service the Port of
Boston only -- and not passenger rail purposes of any kind.

In addition, the MassDOT Easement Agreement does not provide for the construction of
inspection areas and related structures (such as a building containing operating department office
space, storage areas, crew accommodation facilities, etc.), a power substation, and other facilities
that are enumerated in MassDOT’s own guidelines for a layover facility contained in the
Layover Facility Alternatives Analysis section of the ENF.

Thus, the ENF does not accurately describe the currently inoperative rights of the MBTA
and MassDOT in Beacon Park Yard. Further, such rights would be triggered by events that are
not within the control of the State or Harvard, as they relate to CSXT’s future operations at
Beacon Park Yard, as discussed below. It is simply inaccurate to state, as set forth on page 48 of
the Layover Facilities Alternatives Analysis, that “no property acquisitions are required.”
Therefore, the ENF does not make clear that lack of available space and potential acquisition
costs should be considered in assessing the viability of the Beacon Park Yard site.

AM 19104653.7 5



In addition, (i) the area of the MBTA Easement Agreement future layover rights is far N-05.11
smaller in size than the 22.4 acre figure presented repeatedly in the ENF, and (ii) the estimates (cont.)
for the MBTA layover capacity appear overstated due to the inaccuracy of measurements of the
MBTA and MassDOT future easement areas. In presenting an incomplete and inaccurate picture
of the MBTA and MassDOT future rights at Beacon Park Yard, the ENF therefore does not
evaluate the viability of Beacon Park Yard accurately in relation to other alternative locations.

2, CSXT Rights. CSXT has a perpetual easement covering the existing Boston
“Main Line” as well as easement rights in the majority of Beacon Park Yard. The broad extent
of these easement rights, and their practical effect on the operation of and development at
Beacon Park Yard, is not discussed in the ENF. In addition, even after CSXT’s relocation of
certain of its operations at Beacon Park Yard westerly, as discussed in the ENF, it is Harvard’s
understanding that CSXT will continue to provide freight access to Chelsea, and thus will require
continued use of the Main Line and Grand Junction rail track, as well as related operations at
Beacon Park Yard. The ENF does not discuss how the proposed layup/layover facility would
operate in tandem with on-going CSXT rights and operations at Beacon Park Yard.

N-05.12

3. Harvard’s Reserved Rights. In the MBTA Easement Agreement and MassDOT
Option Agreement described above, Harvard reserved the right to undertake development both
above and below the future MBTA and MassDOT easement areas. The ENF does not reference
these reserved rights of Harvard, or the impact of the proposed layover facility on development
of the remainder of Beacon Park Yard. Harvard acquired a fee title interest in Beacon Park Yard
subject to the CSXT easement rights described below. As CSXT relocates its intermodal and
other rail operations out of Beacon Park Yard, the development potential of Beacon Park Yard
can be more fully realized. However, the construction of a substantial layover facility would not N-05.14
only require the negotiation of material changes to the existing MBTA Easement Agreement, it '
would also severely impair the ultimate developability of Beacon Park Yard for uses consistent
with the surrounding institutional and residential areas. It is also inconsistent with the September
2012 Report of Progress from Lt. Governor Murray’s office, which stated at page 2 that the
relocation of CSXT intermodal and related operations out of Beacon Park Yard, which has been
coordinated with MassDOT bridge raising work from the New York border to Worcester, would
allow for the redevelopment of Beacon Park Yard, “... an 80+ acre parcel along the Charles
River to serve as a new gateway district for the city.” That report further discusses Beacon Park
Yard as a potential site for “transformative redevelopment” at page 7.

N-05.13

D. Additional Considerations. There are other related issues which merit analysis, as listed
below. Harvard believes that the South Station expansion project and the layup/layover facilities
projects should be addressed in separate DEIR’s, so that the critical safety and functional rail and
highway issues outlined above and the matters listed below can be addressed expeditiously, and

not delayed by the MEPA environmental review process for the South Station expansion project.

i1 Impacts on Amtrak Inter-city Service. The DEIR analysis of the potential
layup/layover alternatives should address the potential delays to Amtrak services that will likely
be caused by layover operations within Beacon Park Yard. The utilization of Beacon Park Yard
as a layup/layover facility will route additional rail traffic through the most heavily congested
section of the MBTA’s rail system — the Back Bay/South Station corridor, where Amtrak's Acela
service, Northeast Regional Service, and MBTA commuter rail are competing for very limited

N-05.15
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track space, and the growth in passenger demand described in the ENF has to be accommodated.

A Beacon Park Yard layover facility also seems inconsistent with the publicly-stated goal of N-05.15
increasing use of the “inland” inter-city route (i.e., Boston to Worcester, to Springfield, to '
Hartford, to New York City), because it would increase commuter rail/inter-city passenger rail
conflicts. Layover facilities to the south of South Station would not route additional rail service
through the South Station/Back Bay choke point, a clear advantage from the standpoint of
operations and passengers. The ENF does not take into account this constraint in the evaluation
of layover alternatives.

(cont.)

The utilization of Beacon Park Yard also would require an upgrade of the signalization  yy_5 16
system for the South Station/Back Bay corridor; the construction of multi-track service through
Beacon Park Yard, and a costly signalization project in and near Beacon Park Yard; none of
these necessary infrastructure investments are discussed in the ENF.

2. Design Guidelines. As noted above, the design guidelines set forth in the Layup N_-05.17
Alternatives Analysis section of the ENF suggest that the additional layover facility/facilities
should include ancillary facilities for inspection and maintenance functions. The creation of
these facilities at Beacon Park Yard would require acquisition of additional property interests by
the MBTA, as would the creation of the layover facility as outlined in the ENF. To the extent
that competing transportation and economic development priorities are taken into account, these
ancillary facilities likely would not be feasible.

3 Consistency with Area Plans and Development. The ENF suggests that the use of N-05.18
Beacon Park Yard is consistent with both City plans for the area and area zoning. A closer look
at the applicable zoning provisions of the Boston Zoning Code (i.e., Article 51) and with recent
patterns of area development suggests otherwise.

Article 51 was promulgated in 1991, more than two decades ago, when CSXT operations
at Beacon Park Yard were far more robust and active than is currently the case. (As noted above,
CSXT is relocating many of its operations at Beacon Park Yard to new facilities to the west.) As
a result of CSXT’s then-existing operations in 1991, rail freight terminals are permitted uses in
the Allston South Landing Economic Development Area, in which Beacon Park Yard is located.
However, MassDOT has not proposed a rail freight terminal of the sort that CSXT has
traditionally operated at this location; rather, MassDOT proposes a passenger rail storage facility
at which as many as 30 complete trains (consists) will be stored and maintained. Article 51 does
not permit rail storage yards. In addition, it is not clear that the layover facility could meet the
environmental performance standards applicable to the Allston South Landing EDA, as set forth
in Section 51-25 of the Boston Zoning Code, because of the proximity of residential uses to the
south of Beacon Park Yard. In addition, the recent pattern of development in the area has been
residential reinvestment and institutional investment, not industrial or rail investment.

4. West Station/Commuter Rail Service. The creation of a passenger rail service
station at Beacon Park Yard would be a valuable means of connecting commuters from the west  N_05.19
to employment nodes in Boston and Cambridge. This long-term regional transportation
improvement is not discussed in the ENF, and the use of Beacon Park Yard for a significant
layover facility could render the creation of a “West Station” infeasible.
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3. Air Pollution Analysis. The layover of as many as 30 consists (the ENF’s 2040 N-05.20
projection) at Beacon Park Yard could adversely affect air quality for nearby institutional '
residents and neighborhood residents, as well as for users of the Charles River pedestrian/bicycle
path. The MEPA Office should require MassDOT to undertake the same rigorous level of air
quality analysis on the proposed layover facility at Beacon Park Yard as MassDOT will
undertake in connection with the South Station expansion. In addition, MassDOT should
indicate whether it will use Auxiliary Power Units at Beacon Park Yard, as it currently does at
Readville Yard 2 (see Attachment C, p. 12).

6. Acquisition Costs. The ENF does not make clear that as with a number of other
potential layover facility alternatives eliminated in MassDOT’s Phase I analysis, the creation of a
permanent 22.4 acre layover facility at Beacon Park Yard likely would involve significant
acquisition costs.

N-05.21

III. Conclusion. Harvard recommends that the MEPA Office require MassDOT to examine
all of the foregoing issues thoroughly and completely during the MEPA environmental review
process. Consistent with Harvard’s view that the South Station expansion project and the
layover facilities project are severable, and consistent with the State’s stated priorities for the
highway reconstruction and rail expansion projects discussed in Section II.B of this comment
letter, Harvard recommends that separate DEIR’s be prepared for each of the South Station and
layover/layup facilities projects.
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c/o Peter Pan Bus Lines, Inc.
PO Box 1776
Springfield MA 01102
(413) 781-2900 x1328

Vio electronic mail-hard copy to follow USPS

April 9, 2013

Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Secretary, Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street - Suite 900

Boston MA 02114

RE: EEA # 15028 — Sooth Station Expansion Project

ATTN: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

I am writing regarding the Environmental Notification Form (ENFj filed by the Massachusetts
Department of Transportation (MassDQT) far the above-captioned project. These comments are being
submitted on behalf of the Massachusetts Bus Association (MassBus) and its member companies that
provide public transportation bus services to the South Station Bus Terminal (SSBT): C&J lines. Concord
Coach Lines, DATTCO, Greyhound Lines, Peter Pan Bus Lines, and Plymouth 8i Brockton Street Raiiway
(SSBT carriers).

We were surprised and disappointed that the ENF barely acknowledged the existence of the bus

terminal next door, and did not include the full build out of bus gate space and weather-protected N-06.1
pedestrian connections to the train terminal. We believe the inclusion of these vital components

should be an EIS requirement of EOEEA, to maximize Intermoda! transportation benefits of the

expansion project, fulfill 'Green DOT' policy goals, and relieve the current chronicshortage of gate space

at the facility.



Letter to Secretary Sullivan
EEA # 15028 - South Station Expansion Project
Aprils, 2013

When the SSBT opened, it had only half of the gate space as originally designed and did not include the
so-called people mover/moving sidewalk as originally designed. The building has remained incomplete
since it opened, and fails to foster intermodal transportation movements. Passengers arriving to the
SSBT from the Red Line, Silver Line, or train station must brave the elements and pass through
'temporary' scaffolding with a 'temporary' wooden and porous ceiling, intermodal access to the SSBT
building for passengers with disabilities and those with luggage is difficult, and not consistent with good
policy for intermoda! transit usage.

N-06.1
(cont.)

Prior to the SSBT opening, intercity bus services were located in three separate terminals and numerous
street curb locations with over twice the gate space that exists today. Much like the train track’
expansion to restore the capacity that was in piace in the past, an expansion of the SSBT will restore the
gate space that used to exist in Boston. The lack of adequate space today causes buses arriving at the
SSBT to circle around the termina! 2 and 3 times, in search for an open gate and causing extra fuel use
and additional emissions. Other carriers are continuing to use curbside street loading outside the
terminal, contributing to congestion on city streets. According to a recent CTPS study, on a busy day in
October 2012, the SSBT terminal had 17,000 passenger embarkations, and normally handles 4,000 buses
a week.

The ENF alludes to some unspecified impact on the bus ramps. We would request and expect more N-06.2
detail on these impacts on the ramps providing access to and from the SSBT.

The ENF addresses commuter rail, Amtrak rail, high-speed rail, expanded bicycle rental facilities, and
improved pedestrian and MBTA bus service along Dorchester Avenue. A glaring omission is the SSBT,
and the significant intermodal role commuter, regional, intrastate, and interstate buses play at the

N-06.3

South Station complex.

Since the SSBT opened 20 years ago, tenant bus companies have been raising these issues. We've been
repeatedly told the development above the terminal is just about to happen, and the developer would
be building the expanded bus terminal. We now understand the designated developer has requested yet
another time extension for the air rights project. The bus services at the SSBT are public transportation
services, and make the entire intermodal system work, and as such, the SSBT expansion deserves
attention and resources available during the South Station expansion project.

The intermodal system and bus passengers deserve a completed SSBT,

Sincerely,

MASSACHUSETTS BUS ASSOCIATION

Michael H. Sharff
Director

CC: SecretaryRichardDavey
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Comments on the Environmental Notification Form

Comments on the South Station Expansion project may be submitted by mail, fax, or email until April 9.
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You may leave this comment sheet with project staff at the door or mail it to:

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs,
MEPA Office, Attn.: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst, EEA# 15028

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114

Fax: 617-626-1181, Email: Holly.SJohnson@state.ma.us
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April 9, 2013

Secretary Richard IC Sullivan
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs
MEPA Office
Attention: Holly Johnson - MEPA Analyst
EEA# 15028
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114
Dear Secretary Sullivan:

I am writing on behalf of the Massachusetts Chapter of the Sierra Club in response to the South N-08.1

Station Expansion Project Environmental Notification Form. While there are some aspects of the pro-

posal that we find of merit—most notably, the reopening of the Dorchester Avenue bridge to the public

to better link Downtown with South Boston, and the associated rebuilding of the adjacent streetscape and

the extension of the Harborwalk along Fort Point Channel—we believe the overall project to be funda- N-08 2
mentally flawed by its basic design assumptions, rendering it incapable of providing a permanent solution '
to the problem of the Station’s congestion so long as it remains a stub-end terminal.

South Station was last expanded in the mid 1990s with the addition of several tracks and platforms to
accommodate new commuter rail services to the South Shore and Worcester. Nearly two decades later,
the Commonwealth is planning to increase yet again the capacity of this busy terminal by taking the South
Postal Annex and putting at least seven more tracks on its site (" An $850m plan to return South Station to
bygone glory,” 2/23/13 Boston Globe). At its Public Scoping Session on April 1, MassDOT described
the project as “[a] rare chance to remove a major chokepoint and unlock greater regional mobility and
growth.”

Almost completely absent from these plans, however, is any recognition that building yet more dead- N-08.3
end tracks into South Station is a temporary solution, at best, and will likely be eclipsed again in a couple
more decades by the anticipated growth in passenger traffic. Instead, MassDOT should revisit its long-
shelved plans for a direct rail connection between South and North Stations—a DEIS for the Rail Link
was completed in June 2003 and immediately dropped by the Romney administration—that would allow
for the through running of Amtrak and commuter trains without the wasteful backup moves that are now
a major cause of congestion at both terminals. A first step would be to put the new South Station plat-
forms underground, allowing the tracks to be extended north at a later date.

One of the more disturbing aspects of this project is the plan to build a layover yard to hold and ser- * gg 4
vice the MBTA’s commuter train sets, a location where idling diesel locomotives would spew pollution ' '
into the adjacent neighborhoods. After examining 28 sites for this facility, the ENF has narrowed the
options to three locations: the Boston Transportation Department Tow Lot in the city’s Newmarket
neighborhood, Beacon Park Yard in Allston, and Readville-Yard 2 at Boston’s southernmost point. Of
these, only the Tow Lot location is anywhere close to downtown, meaning that trains may be deadheading
back and forth for a distance of up to nine miles each way, showering yet more fumes and particulates on
the city’s residents. At the very least, the MBTA should reconsider its decision several years ago not to N-08.5

10 Milk Street Suite 632 Boston MA 02108 tel: 617.423.5775 fax: 617.423.5858 www.sierraclubmass.org
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electrify its commuter rail lines, which would reduce air pollution along its lines—most particularly around
the proposed layover facility.

Additionally, the current plan would fail to provide benefits two other key constituencies: travelers
coming from the north via both the commuter rail system and the Downeaster from Maine, and riders on
the MBTA’s central subway system. Running through commuter and Amtrak trains would provide better
distribution of passengers coming into Boston and relieve pressure on our overstressed subway lines, es-
pecially on the Orange Line.

Construction of the North-South Rail Link would serve as a more lasting solution to the capacity con-
straints to the addition of more traffic to South (and North) Stations, unifying the city’s two passenger rail
systems into a more coherent whole and providing for the more efficient distribution of riders throughout
the downtown core—especially if an intermediate station is also built close to the State Street financial
district and the adjacent tourist attractions of Faneuil Hall Marketplace and the Freedom Trail. While state
officials have publicly stated that the South Station expansion plan would do nothing to preclude the
eventual construction of the Rail Link, its C850 million price tag is a most costly temporary “solution” that
might prevent the underground connection from ever being built. We can do better than that!

Sing, rely,

o

John Kyper, Transportation Chair
Sierra Club, Massachusetts Chapter

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

N-08.5
(cont.)
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Enclosed please find a three-page comment letter for MassDOT’s Environmental
Notification Form for its proposed South Station Expansion Project. Please call me at 617-
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April 9, 2013

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. APR $'20 13
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs

MEPA Office

Attn.: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst un

EEA# 15028

100 Cambridge Street

Boston, MA 02114

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The South Boston Seaport Transportation Management Association (Seaport TMA) is a
non-profit consortium of 30 employers, businesses and landowners in the South Boston

Waterfront dedicated to reducing traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions by promoting
alternative transportation options. We are pleased to submit our comments regarding the
Massachusetts Department of Transportation’s (MassDOT) Environmental Notification Form for
the proposed South Station Expansion project.

The Seaport TMA is well acquainted with the South Station Expansion Project, having hosted
the MassDOT Project Director, Katherine Fichter at a Seaport TMA membership meeting in
December 2012 and most recently attending several business briefings with representatives from
the project team and member businesses from the Seaport TMA. Our staff was also represented
at the April 1, 2013 public scoping session.

The Seaport TMA’s interests in this project include ensuring transportation accessibility,
reliability and mobility to, from and within the South Boston Waterfront. In reviewing the
Environmental Notification Form (ENF), we offer the following comments:

MBTA Silver Line Waterfront

With its existing service level, the MBTA Silver Line Waterfront is often at capacity during the » 209.1
peak (weekday) commute periods. Seaport TMA members continually express to the Seaport
TMA staff that their employees are often “left behind” at South Station in the morning peak or at
World Trade Center Station or Courthouse Station in the afternoon peak due to overcrowded
conditions on Silver Line vehicles. The Seaport TMA staff and some of our members voiced
these concerns in a roundtable discussion with MBTA representatives last month (March 2013)
and we are aware that many of the MBTA’s subway and bus routes are at capacity during the
peak rush hours. However, if the proposed expansion project increases the number of transit
passengers connecting with South Station on a daily basis, that will undoubtedly bring some of
these passengers onto the Silver Line. Given the current crowding conditions on the Silver Line,
we request that part of the transportation analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) include projected Silver Line ridership.

200 SEAPORT BOULEVARD ZlA L] BOSTON MASSACHUSETTS 02210 ai
WWW. SEAPORTTMA ORG '
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Private Shuttle Service

Several employers and office buildings within one mile of South Station provide private shuttle * -09.2
service as a “last mile” connection to and from the station, and locations throughout the South
Boston Waterfront and Fort Point. Although these services are not open to the public, they are
free to the constituents whom they are intended and provide convenient connections that would
not otherwise exist to bus, commuter rail, subway and train service. These shuttle services make
it more convenient and efficient for the shuttle riders to access their work locations, further
encouraging the use of public transit The transportation analysis should consider these shuttle
services and incorporate a designated “shuttle stop" within the South Station project area.
Currently there is a small stop designated by the City of Boston on Summer Street westbound
adjacent to the Federal Reserve Bank, forcing shuttle riders to have to cross the street from the
South Station Commuter Rail Platform and Bus Terminal areas. The Seaport TMA believes the
expansion project has an opportunity to incorporate a designated shuttle stop around the
perimeter of South Station in such a way that shuttle riders going to and from a shuttle service
and the Station "would not have to cross traffic on Summer Street,

Dorchester Avenue Improvements

The Seaport TMA supports the proposed improvements to Dorchester Avenue that include its j N-09.3
opening up for public use, especially for pedestrians and bicyclists. We believe that doing so will

encourage more employees and visitors to walk between Broadway Station and the Fort Point

neighborhood.

We also believe that the opening of Dorchester Avenue can benefit vehicles, and want the DEIR * J-09.4
to reflect both the projected vehicular and pedestrian traffic counts at the intersections of

Dorchester Avenue and Summer Street; Dorchester Avenue and West Second Street; and

Dorchester Avenue at West Broadway.

Since the P&G Gillette manufacturing facility’s employee parking lot is adjacent to Dorchester
Avenue (near the intersection of West Second Street) the analysis should look at traffic volumes
in this location as well. Between 750 and 1,000 employee vehicles access the P&G parking lot
from Dorchester Avenue on a daily basis. Under existing conditions, these vehicles entering and
existing the P&G employee parking lot do not have to contend with high volumes of other
vehicular traffic.

Harborwalk Construction

As the Seaport TMA encourages walking to and from transit stations, we applaud MassDOT for N -09.5
including construction of the Harborwalk adjacent to the Fort Point Channel and Dorchester

Avenue. In order to ensure the Harborwalk’s long lasting existence and the many public benefits

it offers, the DEIR should explicitly state how the Harborwalk will be maintained and cared for

once the project’s construction is complete, as well as the long-term source of funding for such

maintenance.
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In closing, the Seaport TMA believes that MassDOT’s proposed South Station Expansion
project. We recognize that many transportation demand management measures and additional
transportation analyses will be outlined in detail in the Environmental Impact Report and we
look forward to providing our support to see that those measures are met accordingly.

Sincerely, »
'no\otmm u%/bw\aju

Executive Director

N-09.6
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The Boston Harbor Association 9 April 2013
w Jor a clean, alive and accessible Boston Harbor 4Pf71() 2013
Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr. Me PA

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

ATT: MEPA Office

RE: EOEA No. 15028- Environmental Notification Form
South Station Expansion Project, Boston

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

The Boston Harbor Association, a non-profit, public interest organization founded in
1973 by the League of Women Voters and the Boston Shipping Association to promote a
clean, alive, and accessible Boston Harbor, is in receipt of the Environmental Notification
Form for the South Station Expansion Project, Boston. With $10 million funding from
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and a $32.5 million grant from the Federal
Highway Administration, the Massachusetts Department of Transportation, project
proponent, is developing preliminary designs for the expansion and improvement of
South Station near Fort Point Channel.

At The Boston Harbor Association's 5 March 2013 Harbor Use Committee meeting and
at the 1 April 2013 MEPA Scoping Session, the project proponent provided an overview
of the proposed project. It will involve five elements:

—Expansion of South Station terminal, including up to 7 additional tracks and platforms,
and a 215,000 sq. ft. new passenger concourse with improved public amenities;
—Acquisition and demolition of the U.S. Postal Service mail facility, providing an
additional 16-acres for expansion of South Station;

—=Creation of a new HarborWalk along a reopened Dorchester Avenue;

—Possibility of future joint development adjacent to and over an expanded South Station;
—Creation of sufficient rail layover area for existing and future rail needs at an off-site

location.

The Boston Harbor Association strongly supports the Commonwealth's efforts to expand jq io 1
intermodal transportation capabilities at South Station. We believe that this project is an
integral element of the Commonwealth’s enhanced mass transportation system.

We ask that the following be considered in the Secretary's scope for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report:

Permitting  process:. The elements of this project together create a complex permitting

and development scenario, involving not only transportation agencies but also a quasi-
federal agency (U.S. Postal Service) as well as unspecified private development

374 Congress Street, Suite 307 m Boston, Massachusetts @ 02210-1807 m Telephone (617) 482-1722 H Fax (617) 482-9750 o www.tbha.org



interests. Under Alternative 1, Transportation Improvements Only, not only would the
existing South Station Terminal expand approximately 215,000 sq. ft. for passenger
services, this alternative would include the acquisition and demolition of the U.S. Postal
Service facility on Dorchester Avenue, construction of a HarborWalk, and creation of
off-site layover area. Alternative 2 assumes Alternative 1, plus potential future private
development that complies with existing state and local regulations such as Chapter 91
regulations and the Fort Point Downtown Municipal Harbor Planning Area requirements.
Alternative 3 assumes Alternative 1, plus potential future private development that would
be limited only by FAA maximum height limits and would require an amendment to the
Municipal Harbor Plan to modify applicable Chapter 91 regulations.

We believe that the ENF outlines the relevant alternatives, from the No Build Alternative

to the three alternatives listed above. The analysis in the Draft Environmental Impact

Report will provide useful information to residents, nearby community and businesses,

and transportation planners. Alternative 3 is the Maximum Build alternative, and will

provide "worst case" analysis of localized impacts. We suggest that as part of the No N-10.2
Build Alternative the proponent include analysis of what and when transportation

improvements, if any, can be made if the U.S. Postal Service does not relocate from its

Dorchester Avenue site.

Consistency. with the City of Boston's Fort Point Channel Watersheet Activation Plan: _ N-10.3

The Boston Redevelopment Authority's 2002 Fort Point Channel Watersheet Activation
Plan calls for activation of the Seawall Basin of the Fort Point Channel where the U.S.
Postal Service is currently located. Consistent with the BRA's Public Realm Plan, the
Fort Point Channel Watersheet Activation Plan calls for the development of a pedestrian
bridge crossing the Channel to enhance pedestrian access between South Station and the
areas to the east of the Channel (page 50, BRA Fort Point Channel Watersheet Activation
Plan).

In reference to the U.S. Postal Service Property, the Watersheet Activation Plan states:
"The development program will most likely incorporate commercial, cultural, and
residential uses. Achieving strengthened pedestrian links between South Station and the
Channel represents a key public goal. The potential for creation of a major interior public
space (such as a winter garden or public market) that is accessible from the Channel is
another major opportunity. Harborwalk in this location should incorporate a variety of
public spaces, small and larger that add to the amenity of the Channel" (page 50,
Watersheet Activation Plan). Page 27 of the plan shows a "moveable art barge", water
trail/interpretive trail, and "floating island" on the watersheet closest to the U.S. Postal
Service site.

The draft Environmental Impact Report should include discussion regarding consistency
with the BRA's Watersheet Activation Plan, as well as a timetable for implementation

following permit approvals.

Waterways . and. Tidelands Impacts and Permits: The Environmental Notification Form N-10.4
appears confusing in the discussion regarding landlocked tidelands (page 24 of ENF).



The proponent responds to the question, "Is the project located on landlocked tidelands?"
in the affirmative, but then states that in the existing condition, the South Station site is
not located on landlocked tidelands. The form should be corrected to indicate current
conditions, as it is not clear whether the U.S. Postal Service will actually move from the
site, nor if and when Dorchester Avenue becomes a public way.

The discussion regarding tidelands indicates that all Build alternatives will improve the
public's right to access, use and enjoyment of jurisdictional tidelands, specifically
construction of a HarborWalk along Dorchester Avenue. Given the complicated and
long-term development timetable anticipated for the site, we ask that the Draft
Environmental Impact Report include discussion of how an interim HarborWalk segment
can be implemented within 60 days after transfer of the property from the U.S. Postal
Service to the proponent.

Sustainable development: The South Station Expansion project will provide for

additional multi-modal transportation options. We ask that the analysis for each
alternative consider possible water transit options at or by South Station, as well as
expanded bicycling facilities (in addition to existing bike storage), such as provisions for
a shared bicycle program (Hubway or similar program).

Alternative 2 calls for up to 470 additional parking spaces, while Alternative 3 calls for
up to 1,370 additional parking spaces. We ask that the Secretary's Scope call for further
analysis of ways to reduce single passenger vehicular use at the South Station multi-
modal facility, including fewer parking spaces and dedication of a significant number of
parking spéces for shared-car usage (Zipcar or similar program).

Climate action: We ask that the Secretary's Scope require the project proponent to assess
in each of the alternatives current climate change vulnerabilities and to identify ways to
increase resilience to coastal flooding over time. The Boston Harbor Association's
"Preparing for the Rising Tide" report (February, 2013) may be a useful guide in this
effort.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

]

Vivien Li
President
The Boston Harbor Association

N-10.4
(cont)

N-10.5

N-10.6

N-10.7

N-10.8



April 9, 2013 A A G283

AP

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs (EEA) E P R
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900 “ﬁ

Boston MA 02114

RE: Comments on _the ENF forthe South Station Expansi n t
EEA #1s0 28

Dear Secretary Sullivan:

WalkBoston has reviewed the ENF document for this project and offers our comments
below.

South Station has been the subject of many studies and proposals, and this is by far the N-111

most extensive in terms of expanding the ground-level transportation uses of the terminal.

The project will have many possible effects on pedestrian movements to and within the

site and the specific walking connections that need the highest level of attention are:

«  Shifts in pedestrian routes and volumes due to changes and additions to land use at
South Station

*  Connections between terminal facilities and external destinations

* Connections between indoor waiting areas and the rail platforms

* New access to a reopened Dorchester Avenue and the Fort Point Channel, including
extension ofthe Harborwalk

Expansion of the terminal facilities
South Station once included the land covered by the Post Office that is now proposed to N-112
be recovered and changed back into a rail transportation facility. At the time that the

uoysogyiem

terminal was in maximum use, the pedestrian ways leading into this portion ofthe track
area were connected directly into the station headhouse ticket purchasing and waiting
areas. Since the headhouse still exists, the functions of dealing with considerably higher
numbers of pedestrians on the site should be relatively easy to accomplish, but pedestrian
connections to the track area will need to be re-established.

Changes to the site overthe past decades may constrain the ability ofthe station to handle

the pedestrian traffic it once handled fairly robustly. These changes include:

* Construction of an office building at the corner of Summer Street and Dorchester N-11.2a
Avenue which lies between the proposed new track area and Summer Street and thus
obstructs a direct access path for pedestrians onto Summer Street and will require
walkers to either exit the station via Dorchester Avenue or walkthrough the existing
concourse area that is already serving other rail passengers.

*  Proposed construction of an office tower directly above the site, with access to and N-11 2b
through the South Station concourse. An office tower will add a substantial volume of '
pedestrian traffic in the concourse area, where current and future rail passengers wait
for their trains.

« Possible future public/private development above the proposed tracks on the Post

N 112

Office site will also result in additional pedestrian traffic that will either exit the facility ’ e
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on Dorchester Avenue or walk through the existing concourse area that is already
serving rail passengers.

» Pedestrian connections between the existing bus terminal and the South Station
concourse are at present.somewhat indirect. Should pedestrian paths to and from the
bus terminal become directly tied into the concourse area as a part of this project,
another considerable volume of pedestrian traffic will be added to the concourse area.

nnections between terminal facilities a xternal destinations

* The existing connection between the South Station concourse level and the Red and
Silver Line platforms requires a change of level, and focuses on a single set of
escalators which are congested during current passenger peak hours. Additional
access into the MBTA station may be required as development proceeds and as
commuter rail and subway ridership increases.

» Surface pedestrian access between the Summer Street sidewalks and the concourse is *
not currently congested, but it is all tunneled through the entrance foyer areas of the
station -two parallel spaces that may not be adequate to handle increased pedestrian
traffic in the future.

* Pedestrian access between the proposed enlarged terminal and both Dorchester
Avenue and Atlantic Avenue should be reviewed in considerations of access to and
from the station, and to alleviate pedestrian congestion at the Summer Street access
and egress points.

Internal waiting areas and passages leading to rail platforms

The existing South Station concourse is likely to be significantly impacted by any ofthe
proposed building options within the station property. People walking to and from the
existing and new platforms will need to be accommodated, as will pedestrians to and from
the possible air rights developments above the station and the tracks. At the moment, as
we understand the proposal, all of these pedestrian movements are on one level, and we
are concerned that there may be congestion in the limited floor space.

To accommodate the future pedestrian traffic, planners ofthe development should

consider options such as the following:

* Wide passageway connections for pedestrians between the ends ofthe new track area 4a
and the existing concourse, the exits and the area leading to existing tracks.

* An expansion ofthe waiting area in the concourse (toward the tracks) to allow for the

additional foot traffic. We are aware that such an expansion would involve changes in * *

the existing window curtain wall between the concourse and the tracks, as wetl as
cutting back on trackage, and is thus likely to raise significant issues.
*  Mention has been made of a new floor level for pedestrian activities above the level

N-112d

N-11.3a

N-11.3C

N-11 4

that now serves pedestrians on the concourse. This idea should be pursued to see if n_h 4.

improvements for pedestrians can be found.
® Provision of pedestrian passages beneath the present floor level ofthe concourse to

and from the MBTA station to distribute intermodal pedestrian traffic more effectively. N-11.4d

Restoration of public_access to Dorchester Avenue and the Fort Point C

We are very pleased that Dorchester Avenue may be reopened and restored to public use. N-1 1.5

The extension of the Harbor Walk made possible by this change will add important new

connections to the walking network.



The need for data on pedestrian movements

« It is essential to have data on the existing pedestrian flows into and through the
station as a basis for evaluation of proposals. We request that pedestrian counts and

projections of walking traffic in all parts ofthe proposed terminal be included in
upcoming work on the project.
We appreciate your consideration of our comments and your responses to them.

Please feel free to contact WalkBoston with questions you may have.

Sincerely,

Robert Sloane

Senior Project Manager

N-11.6






Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Brad Bellows [bellows@bradbellows.com]
Sent: Monday, April 08, 2013 3:47 PM

To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)

Subject: SSX ENF Comments

Attachments: SSX Comments-4.8.13.pdf

Ms. Johnson,

I have attached comments on the South Station Expansion project, some of which I was able to present during
the public scoping meeting held last week. I would be grateful if you would relay these to the Secretary and add
them to the public record.

In my comments, I address deficiencies in the cost / benefit analyses that were done (and not done) for the
North South Rail Link. In my view, given the cost of the current project, and the fact that it will displace an
alternative with substantially greater benefit, approval should not be granted without verifying that the prior
economic analyses were proper and complete. In the opinion of many informed observers, including the Chairs
of the Citizen's Advisory Committee and former Governor Michael Dukakis, they were not.

I would be delighted to provide the Secretary or staff with additional documentation on this subject in whatever
form would be most convenient.

Respectfully,

Brad Bellows

Brad Bellows Architects
87 Howard Street
Cambridge MA 02139
617-661-4500

Member, Citizen's Advisory Committee for the North South Rail Link (1996-2003)
Member, Central Artery Rail Link Task Force (1993)

N.12.1






Brad Bellows Architects B7 Howard Street Cambridge MA02139 tel: 617.661.4500

April 8, 2013

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.

Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attn. Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst

100 Cambridge Street Suite 900

Boston MA 02114

re: South Station Expansion Project (EEA#15Q28)

Dear Secretary Sullivan,

While I commend Governor Patrick for recognizing the vital role that improved commuter rail
service must play if we are to create sustainable economic growth, I regret that the current plan
for South Station expansion will, if implemented, ultimately compromise this goal. Yes, the N-12.1a
expansion of surface tracks will address a very real and immediate capacity issue, and allow

modest increases in rail service, but those surface tracks and additional platforms would not be

needed if our rail service were properly integrated, with run-through service, just as they are not

needed in our rapid transit stations, which serve far more people.

Large parking lots for trains are an obsolete artifact of the piecemeal way in which our rail system
was built, by private companies, each serving a specific market, with no regard for regional
integration. We inherited this system and have not improved it in a hundred years. Expanding N-12.1b
South Station may restore part of what we have allowed to actually erode, but it certainly will not o
give us the twenty-first century system we need. If short-term expansion was inexpensive, and

bought us a few years to organize a more definitive solution linking North and South Stations,

then it might be justified. But, with a price tag approaching a billion dollars, the SSX project clearly
represents the final nail in the coffin of any such plans, assuring that we never have the rail

service we need. Sometimes "the perfect is the enemy ofthe good", but in this case, a

shortsighted solution is the enemy ofthe economically and environmentally necessary.

A bold transportation pian should turn the clock forward, not back to the nineteenth century, as
this plan proposes to do. The North South Rail Link Project, studied in the late 1990°s and early
2000's, under the shadow of ballooning CAT/P costs, would reduce the need for surface

platforms at both South and North Stations, while lowering operating costs and dramatically
improving service. By the relatively simple act of linking the assets we already own, it would give
us, in one stroke, one of the premier regional rail systems in the world, allowing our commuter rail
service to operate much like a rapid transit system, making the greater Boston region vastly more
accessible for employers and workers across the region, who are currently suffering the costs of

gridlock and will receive only limited relief under the current SSX plan.



There is a widely held misconception that the Rail Link was studied and found to be impractical,
on either technical or economic grounds, or perhaps both, in fact, a Peer Review committee,
convened in the mid-1990's, composed of senior engineers and project managers with broad
international experience, concluded the opposite: that the project was eminently feasible, and
could be built at reasonable cost. That this recommendation was ignored says more about the
panic that accompanied CAT/P cost overruns, and the inability ofthe sponsoring agency {the
MBTA) to contemplate any significant capital investments, than it does about the virtues or
feasibility ofthe NSRL Project. In fact, the Rail Link needs to be seen and funded not as a Boston
project, or even a Massachusetts project (though of course both will be the greatest beneficiaries
of it), but rather as national and New England-wide project, extending Northeast Corridor service
to the north of Boston, into Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont. Had Governor Romney taken
the lead in forging a regional rail coalition, we might have had a "shovel-ready" project when

Stimulus funds were being disbursed a few years ago - but unfortunately this did not occur.

Before we now take the definitive step to massively invest in a short-term solution to our long
term needs, we owe it to ourselves to make sure we are not precluding a better and more cost-
effective solution. At minimum, this should include a proper Cost / Benefit analysis ofthe North
South Rail Link Project - something that was never actually done. Rather, NSRL costs were
escalated by layers of "contingency factors", while most ofthe undisputed benefits were never
quantified, even when it would have been relatively easy to do so. The cost of South Station
expansion, for example, was discussed, but never quantified. The NSRL cost estimates are also
significantly at odds with construction costs for other rail projects in the US and around the world.
Are we prepared to concede that Massachusetts cannot accomplish what our competitors can?

NSRL cost estimates should be verified against current global "best-practices".

Until a proper Cost / Benefit analysis has been done, it is highly irresponsible to commit public
funds to any alternative plan that provides significantly fewer benefits. Now that the true cost of
adding surface platforms at South Station has been established, the advantages of an
underground link will only be more compelling. The time has come to cut our Gordian Knot, not

enlarge it.

BM‘&7 < Rl lo—r

Brad Bellows

Architect

Member Citizens Advisory Committee for the North South Rail Link, 1996-2003
Member, Central Artery Task Force, 1993

N-12.1c



Johnson, Holty (EEA

From: Ellen Altman [ebaltman@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 04, 2013 2:26 PM

To: Johnson, Holty (EEA)

Subject: Comments on South Station Expansion

To Holly Johnson and All Parties Concerned:

I attended the meeting on Monday afternoon at 1 South Station. I am a resident of Fort Port Channel
neighborhood, a painter and an architect and have these comments:

1. It seems clear that the expansion of South Station needs to go head in hand with the link between South

N-13.1
and North Stations, (it is also clear that the neglect to do the link during the Big Dig was a serious mistake.)
The link must be done now, though the challenges of doing it are great I realize.
2. Has their been any consideration of climate change and the rise of the sea level as it impacts the rail lines? 35

The rampant development of the waterfront conveniently ignores this issue- consider the results of rail lines,
old or new, at South Station going underwater................

3. The harborwalk image that was shown at the meeting was woefully inadequate. And the planned uses at y;;
that edge, the program mixes, were predictble when there is an opportunity here for more inventive, creative
thinking.

Thank you.
Ellen Altman

300 Smmer Street #45
Boston, MA 02210






Massachusetts Department of Transportation

SOUTH STATION
EXPANSION IJJaSSDOT
Scoping Session — April 1, 2013

Comments on the Environmental Notification Form

Comments on the South Station Expansion project may be submitted by mail, fax, or email until April 9.
Name: F:"’\A [LLP. J\OVLLJ A 6UJfUC£/L
Address/Email: 33 57 Pave I7 Breshemh sl or b GBvsiwdld o g, (m

Please provide your comments below (use the reverse side for additional space).
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You may leave this comment sheet with project staff at the door or mail it to:

Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr., Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs,
MEPA Office, Attn.: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst, EEA# 15028

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114

Fax: 617-626-1181, Email: Holly.S.Johnson@state.ma.us
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Gov. Michael S, Dukakis
Rep. Stephen F. Lynch
Rep. Martin T. Meehan
Robert B, O'Brien

Fmr Rep. John A. Businger

Rep. Anne M. Paulsen
Rep. Mary E. Grant
Rep. Robert A. Deleo
Sen. Steven A. Tolman
Sen. John A. Hart, Jr.
Cathy Douglas Stone
Capt. Jeffrey W. Monroe
Pat Moscaritolo

Ross Capon

James McCaffrey

Molly McKay

Jim RePass

Richard Arena

Wayne E. Davis
Frﬁn(;ois - L. Nivaud
Jim Stone

Peter G. Christie
Patrick T. Lyons

D. Herbert Lipson
Daniel E. Scully, Jr.
James J. Fiorentini
Robert Crowley LeBlanc
Joseph J. Bevilacqua
Deborah A. Belanger

' Sally L. Cerasuolo-O'Rorke

Robert G. Bradford
Tracéy‘E. McGrail
Steve DiFillippo
Ken Maclean ‘
joe Dart

Chuck Raso
Peter |. Griffin
Dan Lauzon

Kip Bergstrom
Everett Stuart
Art Canter

Ed Perry

Brad Bellows
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{D-Boston)

(D-Lowell) _

Chair, North/South Rail Link Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)

(D-Brookline), Vice Chair, North/South Rail Link CAC, Founder and Chair,
Mass. Legislative North/South Rail Link Caucus '

(D-Belmont), Present Chair, Mass, Legislative North/South Rail Link Caucus

(D-Beverly)

(D-Winthrop), Chair, House Committee on.Ways and Means’

(D-Boston) '

(D-Boston)

Former Chief of Environmental Semces (Boston)

Director of Transportatlon, Portland (Maine)

President and CEQO, Greater Boston Convention & Visitors Bureau

Executive Director, National Association of Railroad PassengersAr

Director, Massachusetts Sierra Club '

Transportation Chair, Connecticut Sierra Club-

President, National Corridors Initiative (NCI)

President, Association for Public Transportation (APT)

Chairman, TrainRiders Northeast, Chief Initiator, Boston/Portland Downeaster

Principal, New England Management Services, LLC

Chair, Plymouth Rock Assurance Companies, Former Commissioner of insurance

President and CEQ, Massachusetts Restaurant Association

The Lyons Group '

Chairman, Boston Magazine

Executive Vice President, Boston Magazine

Mayor, City of Haverhill MA

Former Chairman, Merrimack Valley Regional Transit Authority

President / CEO, Merrimack Valley Chamber of Commerce

Executive Director, Greater Merrimack Valley Convention & Visitors Bureau

President/CEQ, Greater Haverhill Chamber of Commerce

President, North Shore Chamber of Commerce

President, Exeter (NH.) Area Chamber of Commerce

"~ Owner, Davio's / Avila Restaurants

Business Manager, Tunnelworkers Union, Local #88

President, Massachusetts Building Trades Council, AFL-CIO

President, Brickla)}e["s and Allied Craftsmen, Local 3

President, N.H. Railréad Revitalization Associaﬁo_n

Legislative Representative, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (BLE)
Executive Director, Rhode Island Econornic Policy Council

Chairman, Rhode Island Association of Railroad Passengers

President and CEO, Massachusetts Lodging Association

Owner, WATD-FM

Architect, member, North/South Rail Link Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)






The Commonwealth owns one of the most extensive commuter rail networks in the United
States, yet this system operates at a fraction of its potential because of a gap in its very heart--
the one-mile gap between North Station and South Station in Boston. To appreciate the missing
link, consider how our subway system would function if its major lines were severed in down-
town Boston — if Red Line trains from Quincy turned back at Downtown Crossing and trains
from Cambridge turned back at Park Street. '

Eliminating this gap, with a rail link between North and South Stations, would transform our two
disconnected rail systems into a regional rail network unparalleled in North America and improve
efficiency, mobility and capacity throughout Massachusetts, New England and the Northeast
Corridor. The North/South Station Rail Link (NSRL) would give New England a major competi-
tive advantage to sustain and expand the prosperity of our entire region in an era of rapidly
increasing congestion and energy costs.
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The high cost of living in Massachusetts is a competitive disadvantage for the state. Recent US.
Census data estimates that the state is losing significant population to neighboring states, and to
the Southeast and West. ‘The state faces troubling long-term trends and there is no way for one
town or region in the state to grow its own way out of the affordable housing crisis. In fact, the
state has many cities and towns with affordable middle-class housing that are eager for new




investment and residents. Unfortunately, these regions are isolated from each other by
choked highways and inadequate or nonexistent commuter rail service. The recent experi-
ence of cities as regionally diverse as Lowell, Brockton and VWorcester shows that commuter
rail service can make a huge difference in where people choose to live and work.

Massachusetts cannot 'unlock’ its regional cities and improve its competitive position without a
statewide strategy that takes into account the infrastructure investments needed to make real
its potential for economic growth. The NSRL is a key piece of the puzzle because it creates,
for the first time, a true regional rail network. The NSRL promises improved capacity for
cities that need greater service, one-seat rides between suburban cities that can currently only
be made by car, greater capacity to expand the rail system with improved éfficiency, and the
creation of a regional rail hub for Boston that connects Portland to Providence and New
York and points south.
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Integrating our northside and southside rail systems is becoming a necessity. Ridership has
grown dramatically in recent years, and both North and South Stations, which are dead ends,
are rapidly nearing their design capacity. In the last decade, the Old Colony service has
reopened and service has also increased from the west. The recent completion of the
Greenbush line has further increased pressure on South Station, jeopardizing new commuter
rail service to New Bedford, Fall River, Taunton and Cape Cod. The same situation willsoon
prevail at North Station as well, given the success of the Amtrak Downeaster service to/from
Portland and the anticipated commuter rail extensions north to Nashua and Manchester,
New Hampshire. Additionally, the new commuter rail line to Newburyport from North
Station has increased northside service just in the last ten years. '

Without additional capacity at its downtown terminals, our regional commuter rail system will
be unable to meet increased ridership demand. This terminal capacity crunch will also cap
Amtrak service to New York and points south and to Portland and points.north at a time
when the need for intercity rail service has never been greater. Our rail infrastructure should
be an engine of regional growth, not a limiting factor. Adding surface platforms in a
constrained urban setting is a nearly impossible task, and competes directly with other land
uses. The North/South Rail Link, by allowing efficient run-through service, resolves the
terminal bottlenecks at their source, making continued service improvements and expansions
much more feasible.



Extensive, objective analysis has repeatedly documented the need for the NSRL, as well as the
costs and feasibility of the project.

A Few Highlights:

» The need for a North/South Rail Link was initially identified as a major public priority
nearly 40 years ago, during the Boston Transportation Planning Review (BTPR).

* In 1993, the Central Artery Rail Link (CARL) Task Force, appointed by Governor
Weld, issued a 70 page report that confirmed the continued feasibility of a North/South
Rail Link (NSRL), estimated project costs, and reinforced the project's importance to the
region's transportation system. '

* From 1995 to 2003, Amtrak and the Massachusetts Executive Office of Transportation and
Construction (EOTC) led an effort to develop the Major Investment Study (MIS) and
related federal Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and state Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), overseen by a Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
appointed by the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA).

¥¥hy is the cublished cozt of the NERL so high?

The Central Artery / Tunnel (CA/T) Project seems to have traumatized the engineering and
construction communities, as well as the public, the media, and many of our public leaders.
Because of abundant caution, public infrastructure projects are now burdened by cost estimates
with unprecedented contingencies. As a direct result, during the past decade, officials have
presented a bewildering array of apparently escalating NSRL cost estimates. From an original
estimate of $.74B in 1993, we have now been told that the project could cost in excess of
$8.3B. The true cost of the NSRL is likely to be between $3 and $4 billion.

VWhat are the true costs?

The CARL Task Force estimated the costs of construction of basic project infrastructure to be
$1.74B in 1993 dollars. That included the required tunnels, stations, tracks, signals, and portals,
but did not include the cost of total system electrification, which was considered desirable, but
not essential.
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The earlier figure was revised in the initial 1998 MIS/DEIS/DEIR project construction estimate,
The initial MIS/DEIS/DEIR project construction estimate was $2.74B in_ 1998 dollars, which
included a 50% contingency to accommodate unexpected design and construction conditions.
This figure was later inflated to 2002 dollars --$3.1B for a full 2-tunnel/4-track/3-station config-

uration. Given the 50% contingency provision and inflation during intervening years, the $3 B
VHB estimate was essentially in line with the $1.74B CARL Task Force estimate.

In 1997, the Commonweafth commissioned an independent peer review of the project's
design and estimated project costs. This analysis, by a group of nationally.recognized under-
ground construction engineers, venfied that the estimates were both reasonable and conser-
vative, and even suggested that newer mining techniques could likely reduce those estimates.
The Peer Review panel recommended a NSRL project construction cost of $2.4B8.

The Final MIS/DEIS/DEIR estimate substantially escalated the cost estimate provided by VHB
and verified through peer review. The higher costs were justified based on rationales of
dubious merit and arguable relevance. These included:

« An addftional, undefined $500M to reflect the Central Artery experience.

* An additional $820M to address |:>055|ble prOJect scope changes — pump s*ta’uons access
shafts and building underpinning.

*  Another $950M to cover new locomotive and coach purchases, most of which would
have been required of the MBTA regardless.

« A further $1.3B (30%) for unspecified design, construction management and administrative
costs — beyond the previous 50% contingency..

* Anocther $1.82B for inflation to the presumed mid-point of construction — the first time
such a standard was apphed to a major infrastructure project.



Tunne! Boring technology is more predictable and efficient,
{ ond for less disruptive, than the Cut-and-Cover method
used for the Central Artery Project.

Because of these late changes to the initial VHB costs.estimates, the estimated NSRL cost
Jincreased by two and a half times the earlier estimate -- from $3.1B to $8.3B. Lost in the
process was the fact that project construction costs had not increased -- and could probably
be decreased, based on improvements in tunnel and station construction methodology.
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Projected revenue increases and cost savings were not factored into the MIS/DEIS/DEIR finan-
cial analysis. As documented in the MIS/DEIS/DEIR related technical studies, these included
.+ Increases in annual operating revenues ($[20M+) from significantly increased rail ridership.
+ Operating expense savings ($70-90M annually) from major staff, equipment, and logistical
efficiencies.
* Reductions in initial equipment purchases ($75M) that would otherwise have been made
by the MBTA, a significant, albeit non-recurring cost.

These revenue sources were carefully calculated in the initial phases of the MIS/DEIS/DEIR
technical studies; and for the 4-track/3-station option, it was estimated they could total $270M
annually in 2010 dollars. These are the continuing operational benefits the NSRL would
provide, along with the essential additional transportation capacity required to sustain our
economic growth.

If the cost savings are taken into account, these recurring cash flows are sufficient to cover the
annual bonding amortization costs of virtually all of the projected project capital costs based
on initial VHB estimates — and almost half of even the most inflated estimates.

AN o S
onclusion

What this report attempts to underscore is that there is no other practical means to achieve
the essential goal of additional regional transportation capacity and operational efficiency that
the North/South Rail Link alone can provide and our regional rail system desperately needs.
That is a fact that former Governor Romney's recent long-range transportation plan
confirmed, even though that plan neither embraced the NSRL project nor offered any prac-
tical alternative to it.
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October 10, 2006

AN INTEGRATED REGIONAL RAIL NETWORK FOR NEW ENGLAND
The Prospects and Promise of a New England Rail Connector '

AN OPPORTUNITY MISSED: In the early 1970s Governor Francis Sargent began a
new and improved era of regional transportation planning and development in
Massachusetts when he ceased construction of the inner belt highway system in
Boston and convened the comprehensive Boston Transportation Planning Review
(BTPR). The BTPR process established a new blueprint'for almost forty years of
transportation infrastructure investment in the Commonwealth, The BTPR was rooted
in balanced and integrated transportation policy, which emphasized the expansion of
our rail and transit options and continued improvement of our air travel and highway

assets.

The final element of the BTPR vision was the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) Project,
designed to modernize the antiquated Boston section of the regional and interstate
highway system. In accordance with the BTPR, it would also have also closed the
longstanding Boston gap in the regional and interstate rail system between North and
South Stations by building the North/South Rail Link (NSRL). In the final analysis—
and in an ironic inconsistency with the spirit of the BTPR- the rail link aspect of the
CA/T project was eliminated in favor of additional highway lanes. However, by design,
during the construction of the Central Artery Project, the right of way for the future

construction of the NSRL tunnel was preserved.

AN ENCOURAGING RESPONSE: in 1993 . while aspecfs of the CA/T Project were
in the final stages of planning and permitting — Gov. William Weld convened the
Central Artery Rail Link (CARL) Task Force to review and evaluate its continuing
feasibility, costs and benefits as an independent project. Governor Weld explicitly
asked the CARL Task Force to address four major goals:

[J Close the only gap in intercity rail service along the Atlantic seaboard.

[ Develop an intégrated regional rail network serving Massachusetts and New

England through improved commuter rail service.

[ Reaffirm Massachusetts as a national leader in intermodal transportation planning,

design, engineering and construction.

[0 Broaden the public benefits of the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) Project through
increased regional service, consistent with national transportation and
environmental policy (See the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA) and the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990),
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POSITIVE FINDINGS: In May of 1993 the CARL Task Force published a 70-page
report that confirmed the continued feasibility of the North/South Rail Link (NSRL) as a
part of the CA/T Project, estimated its costs as a separate project, and confirmed its
continued benefits. State and federal elected officiais and transportation agencies,

led by then Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell of Maine and Senator Edward M.
Kennedy of Massachusetts, promptly secured $4M in Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) funds and the authorizations necessary for the environmental and financial

evaluation of the NSRL Project.

OFFICIAL FOLLOW-UP: The environmental and financial evaluation of the NSRL
began in 1995 with Amtrak and the Executive Office of Transportation and :
Construction (EOTC) as project partners, with the oversight of thé Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority (MBTA) Planning Department and the broad-based NSRL
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). The result of that collaboration, the 2003 Major.
Investment Study (MIS) and Draft Environment Impact Statement and Report
(DEIS/DEIR), documented and confirmed the positive assessment of the CARL Task

Force.

CONTINUING HIATUS: Despite the favorable findings of the MIS/DEIS/DEIR, no

further official action hasbeen taken to advance this critical project.

CALL TO ACTION: Gubernatorial leadership is required. Renewed popular and
political support for the NSRL Project is essential given the extensive transportation
demands of our continuing economic development, looming capacity constraints on
regional rail ridership, increased congestion on our highways and transit systems,
escalating costs of energy and unavoidable homeland security requirements on all

forms of transportation.

NEED FOR A NEW VISION: As the notably successful BTPR era ends, we must
develop an innovative and integrated vision for multimodal tfansportation beyond the
CA/T Project. We must again look.to the Massachusetts Governor's Office to provide m
the leadership and understanding required to articulate and achieve that vision for
Boston, the Commonwealth, New England and the Northeast Corridor. The NSRL
Project, because of its inter-modal transportation potential, extensive economic,
environmental and geogfaphic benefits and inherent cost-effectiveness, should

become one of the major foundations for that new vision.

THE CURRENT FLAIL SYSTEM (S): The Commonwealth owns one of the most
extensive commuter rail networks in the United States, yet this system operates at a
fraction of its potential because of a gap in its very heart - the one-mile gap between
North Station and South Station in Boston, which is also a gap in the Northeast
‘Corridor. To appreciate the missing link, consider how our subway system would-
function if its major lines were severed in downtown Boston - if Red Line trains from

Quincy turned back at Downtown Crossing and trains from Cambridge turned back at
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Park Street Although the consequences of such a bifurcated system can only be
imagined, that is precisely the situation our rail system has dealt with for more than a

century.

Eliminating this gap with a rail link between North and South Stations would
transform our two disconnected rail systems into a regional rail network unparalleled
in North America. Unking our separate rail systems would improve effieiency,
mobility

and capacity throughout Massachusetts, New England and the Northeast Corridor.
The construction of the North/South Rail Link (NSRL) would, in fact, extend and
complete the Northeast Corridor; it would give New England a major competitive
advantage to sustain and expand the prosperity of our entire region in an era of

rapidly increasing congestion and energy costs,

THE SPECIFIC CONCLUSIONS OF THE CARL TASK FORCE REGARDING

THE BENEFITS OF A NSRL PROJECT: In its 1993 report to the Governor and to

the Executive Office of Transportation and Construction (EOTC) Secretary, the CARL
Task Force enumerated the following benefits from the North/South Station Rail Link:

[) Intercity rail service will be improved by allowing through service to Maine and
New Hampshire. Access to intercity rail services will be improved by providing

direct regional rail access from all lines to intercity stations.

[J Regional rail inter-connectivity will be revolutionized by the operation of through-
routed rail pairs, serving a wider array of requirements beyond simple radial

commuter trips.

[] The inherent efficiency of run-through service will solve upcoming station/track

capacity problems at South Station.

[J Core area trip distribution wiil be much improved with the rail link serving as its
own trip-distribution mode for many more trips. Easy direct connections to all
four MBTA transit lines will provide many simpler transfer opportunities for

regional rail patrons.

[0 Rapid transit congestion levels will be reduced as riders shift to regional rail

*:¢ Logan Airport will be directly accessible from South Station by the Silver Line.
These connections will be available for all Amtrak and regional rail passengers.

Blue Line access to the airport will also be available via the new rail link central

station.
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*> Highway/rail integration would be optimized through intermodal stations and
activity centers at outlying crossing points of major highways and rail iines.
These activity centers will synergistically maximize ridership and the effectiveness

of the regional rail system.

RELEVANT INTERIM EVENTS: In the more than twelve years since these benefits
of the NSRL were clearly outlined by the CARL Task Force, the issues and
opportunities that they reflect have remained equally valid and have become ever

more timely:

0] With increasing commuter rail ridership and the expansion of commuter rail and
Amtrak service to and from North and South Stations, the track capacity problems
are now imminent at South Station and rapidly approaching at North Station - all

of which the NSRL would address and resolve.

[J Congestion and capacity problems are increasing on transit, highway and air
travel systems, and expanding them remains physically and politically
constrained - leaving rail as the only regional transportation mode realistically

capable of expansion.

[ Escalating gasoline and parking prices have made cars cost-prohibitive for many,

increasing the attraction of rail travel.

[0 The shift of commuters from highway to rail, which the NSRL achieves to an
unprecedented degree by eliminating 60,000 automobile trips, is important to the

quality of life as well as the environmental health of the whole region.

[] Fall River, New Bedford, Lowell and Lawrence have all been designated with State
Economic Enterprise Zones, largely, because of their actual or potential
connection by commuter rail. Their economic success would clearly be
enhanced by the imﬁroved accessibility aﬁd mobility of a truly regional rail

system.

[0 The Seaport District, enhanced by the new Convention Center, is a major new
development opportunity that would be quite conveniently accessible by an
integrated regional rail system. However, the full development is likely to be
delayed and constrained, as recent Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act

(MEPA) rulings have suggested, by inadequate transportation capacity. m

[J Major transit-oriented development (TOD) options would be greatly enhanced
and accelerated at North Station and South Station by access to a regional rail

system.
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1 TOD is now both established state policy and an attractive economic
development strategy. That positive trend is enhanced by truly regional rail that
extends the reach of every rail station in the system, providing additional potential

for both suburban-to-suburban as well as urban-to-suburban commuting,

[ New emphasis on environmental justice requires that all communities share
equitably both the benefits and burdens of transportation services and projects.
The benefits of the regional rail network should fully available to the inner city and
inner-belt communities through which it now runs. The NSRL would open new
station, destination and employment options to such communities in Boston,

Cambridge, Somerville and Chelsea.

*> Suggested air/rail Sinks have been greatly enhanced by transportation, terminal
and transit improvements at the airport and by the construction of a transit-way
that links South Station and Logan Airport via the Ted Williams Tunnel. The new
Silver Line connection from South Station to the airport now makes that station

the most completely intermodal terminal in the nation.

[] Stringent homeland security policies after the 9/11 terrorist attacks have made air
travel more time consuming and less convenient. They also complicate and
constrain automobile access to and from the airport. Integrated regional rail that
expedites air to rail transfer and provides an attractive alternative to air-trave! is an
important element of a contemporary multimodal regional transportation system;

and what the NSRL alone would provide.

[] The continued economic growth, integration and vitality of the Northeast Corridor
(NEC) are critically important to New England. The NEC's financial, economic
and political viability would be greatly enhanced by the NSRL north of Boston to
include the other New England states and Canada, and potentially south to
include elements of the emerging new Research Triangle Beyond the District of
Columbia in North Carolina. An expanded regional transportation system could

create important competitive advantages nationally and internationally,

[1 The recreational potential of raii transportation has continued to grow both locally
- e.g., expanded marketing of rail access to Gillette Stadium, Fenway Park and ID
Banknorth Garden— and regionally—e.g., winter ski/rail vacations to northern
New England and Canada and potentially summer travel to Cape Cod. The NSRL
would extend access to these recreational destinations.from up and down the

Atlantic Coast.
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[ Substantial improvements in rail equipment and construction methodology,
including improved dual-mode locomotives, make the cost and predictability of

construction and the operation requirements more predictable and reliable.

[0 Federal funding programs since the Inter-modal Surface Transportation Efficiency
Act (ISTEA) of 1991 have explicitly permitted and encouraged investment in a
balanced transportation network that emphasis inter-modal connectivity,

efficiency and cost-effectiveness -- all inherent to NSRL. design and function.

These and other critical benefits of the NSRL Project, and their related costs, were
explored and documented in great detail throughout the MIS/DEIS/DEIR process.
And while the issues and opportunities that they address have not diminished, the
favorable findings and conclusions ’of that p-rocess rémain largely ignored. We want

to take this opportunity to highlight some of those matters in more detail.

THE CONTINUING CHALLENGE OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING: Escalating
Housing costs continue to price potential young Massachusetts residents out of our
residential real eétate market - a factor that has received much attention in
conjunction with reports of our recent population decline. Those who were born here
or come here to attend college find that they caﬁnot afford to work, live and raise their

families here.

Massachusetts actually has plenty of affordable housing, but it is located in older
urban communities without rail access to Boston, like Fall River and New Bedford.
Businesses are less likely to locate in these areas because they are competitively
disadvantaged by limited transportation options and increased highway congestion.
And while improved rail access to this region is already planned, it is impractical
without the increased station and track capacity in Boston that only a NSRL can

provide.

Connecting our older cities by rail to both Boston and the rest of the state has been a
key element in the revitalization Lowell, Worcester and Brockton; where rail access is

available, it has had a catalytic effect,

Lowell, for example, continues to successfully develop new downtown lofts that have
attracted those priced out of the Boston area real estate by marketing a 40-minute rail
commute to Downtown Boston. Likewise, Worcester Mayor Tim Murray continues to
push for more frequent rail service between Bbston and Worcester to continue the
revitalization process started in 1994 with the extension of commuter rail and the

restoration of its magnificent Union Station.
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Even more recently, Broclcton has taken a proactive app.roach to promoting its
downtown development after three new commuter rail stations opened there in 1998,
Indeed, Jack Yunlts, the five-term mayor of Brockton, in a recent article in the Boston
Globe, cited commuter rail extension as the single most important reason why his city
is now turning itself around, Banking and community leaders have been promoting
home ownership and residential/commercia! smart-growth opportunities in Brockton
in a collaborative manner that is becoming a model for other struggling older urban

communities.

CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS: Integrating our northside and southside rail systems
is becoming a necessity. Ridership has grown dramatically in recent years, and both
North and South Stations, which are dead ends, are rapidly nearing their design
capacity. In the last decade, the Old Colony service has reopened and service has also
increased from thé west. Once service starts on the new Greenbush line in 2007, it
will be difficult for South Station to handle additional service, and that would
jeopardize new commuter rail service to New Bedford, Fail River, Taunton and Cape
Cod. The same situation will soon prevail at North Station as well, given the success
of the Amtrak Downeaster service to/from Portland and the anticipated commuter rail
extensions north to Nashua and Manchester, New Hampshire. Additionally, the new
commuter rail line to Newburyport from North Station has increased northside

service just in the last ten years.

Without additional capacity at its downtown terminals, our regional commuter rail
system will be unable to meet increased ridership demand. This terminal capacity
crunch will also cap Amtrak service to New York and points south and to Portland and
points north at a time when the need for intercity rail service has never been greater.
Our rail infrastructure should be an engine of regional growth, not a limiting factor.
Adding surface platforms in a constrained urban setting is a nearly impossible task,
and competes directly with other land uses. The North/South Rail Link, by allowing
efficient run-through service, resolves the terminal bottlenecks at their source, making

continued service improvements and expansions both easy and more feasible.

INCREASING URGENCY: Although Governor Romney's recent report'on the state's
transportation future clearly noted these problems, it did not offer any solutions. In
the short-run, the Commonwealth may build additional tracks and other
improvements at the two stations to accommodate some increased rail traffic -if
adjacent public and private property owners cooperate. Such substantial investments
would marginally increase terminal capacity, but do little to expand the throughput
capacity of the system. Only the NSRL can achieve that essential goal through major
increases in ridership and revenues, as well as operating efficiencies and cost

savings.
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The-Commonwealth does not have the luxury of deciding whether or not to build the
North/South Rail Link- it must be built if Boston, Massachusetts and New England are
to contiﬁue to grow and develop economically, in the meantime, we must also be :

sure that we do not preclude that option by compromising a limited and vulnerable
right-of way with other development plans for the area that fail to take it into adequate

account.

AN ADAPTABLE PROJECT: Project proponents have continued to consider how
the basic NSRL concept could be adapted in an even more appropriate, cost effective

and operationally efficient manner.

The initial NSRL concept envisioned three downtown stations - North, South, and
Central. That proposal was advanced when the most direct link between commuter
rail and the airport was via the Blue Line at the NSRL Central Station to the existing
Aquarium T Station. Since then, with construction of the Ted Williams Tunnel, the
airport connection can arguably be better made via the new Silver Line from South

Station, which makes the Central Station relatively less important.

Both 3-station and 2-station options were evaluated in the MiS/DEIS/DEIR. in the 2-
station scenario, the northern station would move somewhat to the south, and the
southern station woﬁld move somewhat to the north; but each would be directly
linked by underground walkways to the existing transportation complexes at North
and South Stations respectively. Eliminating the proposed central station would

feduce the cost by hundreds of millions of dollars.

RELEVANT HISTORY: Political and economical historians ponder why North and
South Stations have never been connected. As the 20t Century was just beginning,
northern New England railroad barons negotiated a treaty with J.P. Morgan's New
York and Southern New England railroad baron to divide New England along a line
between Boston and Albany. Morgan agreed to stay on the south side of the line, and
his competitor agreed to stay on the north side of the line. Thus, neither side had any
interest in closing the gap between North and South Station, since any connection
might invite competition. The original plans for the CA/T Project had included a rail
connector down the center of the new underground artery, but the perceived need to
expand the roadway preempted that. The failure to build a North/South Rail Link has

now resulted in four critical challenges that will only get worse:
[J Capacity constraints at both North and South Stations, as previously described.

[ Unrealized ridership growth, because potential new commuter rail passengers are
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discouraged by the need for long walks and/or transfers to the T in order to reach
their final Boston destinations.

[J Higher staffing, equipment and operating costs for the two inefficient
stub-end systems, which require their operators to turn around at the terminals

rather than run through to the other side of the system.

U Increased congestion on our highways and in our subway systems - and relafed
adverse air quality impacts -- from thousands of commuters who would otherwise
commute by rail. The MIS/DEIS/DEIR process reliably estimated the number of
trips involved in the range of 60, 000 automobile trips and 50,000 transit trips
daily.

An inter-modal shift of that magnitude is significant because neither the highway nor
transit systems in the downtown core are capable of expansion. With the NSRL, the
regional rail system is the only element of our transportation network capable of
expanding capacity and utilization, which is essential to the efficient operation of all
modes of transportation as well as to our future economic development and

employment growth.

IMPROVED CONSTRUCTION METHODOLGIES: Underground construction, of
the type required by the NSRL, has been successfully accomplished elsewhere in
Massachusetts using construction methodologies that were quite innovative and are

both cost-effective and reliable:

[] The Red Line extension from Harvard Square to Aiewife involved extensive tunnel

work; it was completed on-time and on budget.

[1 The Orange Line through the South End, Roxbury and Jamaica Plain used tunnel
slurry wails along a substantial part of the corridor; there were no major cost or

schedule overruns.

*> The Boston Harbor cleanup involved substantia! tunneling and was, next to the
CA/T Project, the single most extensive and expensive public works project in the
Commonwealth's history. Unlike the CA/T Project, however, it was completed on-
tirrie and under-budget. The Massachusetts Water Resources Authority continues
to do extensive tunneling as part of its effort to modernize and expand the

capacity of the system, with no major overruns thus far.

Recent experience with the CA/T Project and world-wide with underground
methodologies for tunnel and station construction makes projects such as the NSRL
increasingly more reliable and more cost effective. Because we already know a lot

about the geology and other conditions in this particular part of the city after our
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experience with the CA/T Project, the NSRL should be far less costly and complicated

with fewer uncertainties regarding its scope, schedule and budget.

PROJECT COST PROJECTIONS: The CA/T Project seems to have traumatized
the engineering and construction communities, public, media, and many of our public
.leaders. Because of abundant caution, public infrastructure projects are now

burdened by cost estimates with unprecedented contingencies.

As a direct result, during the past decade, officials have presented a bewildering array
of apparently escalating NSRL cost estimates. Although the original estimate was

$!.74B in 1993, we have now been told that the project could cost in excess of $8.3B.

How and why projected NSRL costs appear to have quadrupled in the past ten years

is an interesting story:

[0 The Initial CARL Estimate: The expert CARL Task Force prepared the initial
project estimates for Governor Weld in 1993 to evaluate the feasibility of the
NSRL project — and assure the CAT Project was designed and built to pr.eserve
the NSRL right of way. The CARL Task Force estimated the costs of construction
of Basic project infrastructure to be $1.74B in 1993 dollars. That included the
required tunnels, stations, tracks, signals and portéls, but did not include the cost

of total system electrification, which was considered desirable, but not essential.

[ The Initial Vanasse Hangen Brustlin (VHB) Estimate: Based upon the CARL
Task Force's positive conclusions and with $4M in federal funds, the NSRL Project, with
Amtrak and EOTC as projéct partners, proceeded in 1995 to an extensive environmental
evaluation and economic analysis with the Major Investment Study (MIS) and related
federal Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and state Draft Environmental

Impact Report (DEIR). The MIS/DEIS/DEIR was completed in 2003,

The initial MIS/DEIS/DEIR project construction estimate was $2,748 in 1998

dollars, which included.a 50% contingengy to accommodate unexpected.design o

or a f] -tunnei/4-t -station confi ion. Gi the 50% continge
rovision and inflation during intervening vears. the $3.1. B VHB estimate was

ti in line with the $1.74B CARL T Force estimate..

[J The Peer Review Estimate: Integral to the MIS/DEIS/DEIR process, was the
review of the VHB financial estimates by independent professionals with
experience in underground construction. The peer review of the VHB
construction cost estimates verified that they were both reasonable and

conservative. They even suggested that newer'mining techniques could likely
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reduce those estimates. The Peer Review panel recommended a NSRL project

construction cost of $2.4B.

[ The Final MIS/DEIS/DEIR Estimate: Just before the MIS/DEIS/DEIR
document was to be published in 1998, the initial VHB total project cost estimate
was escalated substantially, even though the underlying project costs remained
unchanged. This was done over the Citizens Advisory Committee's expressed
objections. The higher costs were justified based on rationales of dubious merit

and arguable relevance. These included:
> An additional, undefined $500M to reflecttbe Artery experience.

> An additional $820M to address possible project scope changes - pump

stations, access shafts and building underpinning.

> Another $950M to cover new locomotive and coach pufchases, most of which

would have been required of the MBTA regardless.

> A further $1.3B (30%) for unspecified design, construction management and

administrative costs - beyond the previous 50% contingency.

> Another $1,82B for inflation to the presurhed mid-point of construction - the

first time such a standard was applied to a major infrastructure project.

Because of these late changes to the initial VHB costs estimates, the estimated
NSRL cost increased by two and a half times the earlier estimate - from $3.1 B to
$8.3B. Lost in the process was the fac t ject.constructi

increased ~ and probably had decreas based on improvements in tunnel and

station construction methodology.

OPERATIONAL SAVINGS AND COST CONSIDERATIONS: Additional to this
major NSRL project cost increase, projected re‘venue increases and cost savings were
not directly factored into the MIS/DEIS/DEIR financial analysis. As documented in the
MIS/DEIS/DEIR related technical studies, these included:

*> Increases in annual operating revenues ($120M+) from significantly

increased rail ridership.

*> Operating expense savings ($70-90M annually) from major staff, equipment and

logistical effi(_:ienc'ies.

[] Reductions in initial equipment purchases ($75M) that wouid otherwise have
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been made by the MBTA, a significant, albeit non-recurring cost.

These revenue sources were carefully calculated in the initial phases of the
MIS/DEIS/DEIR technical studies; and for the 4-track/3-station option, it was estimated
they could total $270M annually in 2010 dollars. The nationally known and

respected Infrastructure Management Group (IMG), in doing a financial plan fo.r the
project, concluded that half of the $270M would result from improved system-wide
equipment utilization, increased crew productivity, direct access to the Boston Engine
Terminal for equipment maintenance throughout the system, a reduction in non-
revenuel deadhead trips, and stopping trains from having to back out of congested
terminals. These are the continuing operational benefits the NSRL would provide,

along with the essential additional transportation capacity required to sustain our

economic growth.

Curiously, they were' not reflected in the MIS/DEIS/DEIR. If they had been so
reflected, these recurring cashflows would e suffic] er.the

annual bonding amo;ti;a;ig.n costs of virtually allof the projected project capital costs
based on initial VHB estimates - and almost half of even the most inflated estimates.

POTENTIAL COMMERCIAL AND JOINT DEVELOPMENT INCOME: The IMG
also concluded real estate development at and around North and South Stations
could generate $14.6M to $19;2M in annual revenues — and perhaps as high

as $66.8M to $96,1M, assuming a design-build procurement strategy combined with

higher levels of joint development and shared pubiic/private construction.
Four things are particularly significant about these estimates:

[l Relevance: As with the operating revenues and savings described above, these

potential income sources were left out of the MIS/DEIS/DEIR financial analysis.

[ Timeliness: These estimates likely understate the commercial potential of NSRL
stations, when deéigned, constructed, financed, marketed and managed
as integrated transpoftation and retail facilities. Recent trends in integrated retail,
restaurant and other commercial tenants in the design and operation of airport
terminals throughout the country, as well as the successful retaillexperience of
underground transportation complexes elsewhere in the world, demonstrate

interesting and relevant opportunities.

[J Scope:. The pubiic/private partnership and joint economic development
potential of the NSRL Project is not limited to North and South Stations, and likely
substantially understated in the MIS/DEIS/DEIR. Such opportunities include

development possibilities elsewhere in Downtown Boston - the adjacent Seaport
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District, the future development of which is constrained by accessibility issues, as
recent MEPA comments on previous Seaport District development proposals

have made clear. While many of these development opportunities are likely to be
undertaken eventually, ail would be expanded, facilitated and accelerated by the

additional transportation capacity and mobility the NSRL alone can provide.

[1 Equity: The economic development opportunities facilitated by this project
encompass virtually all areas already identified as economic enterprise zones;
specifically including critical areas of intersection among the present and

proposed elements of our multi-modal transportation network.

Such development opportunities include those locations where rail intersects with
highway, as in Westwood or Woburn; but also include Boston, Cambridgé,
Somerville and Chelsea, in these communities, the existing rail system intersects
with current transit lines and with the planned Urban Ring circumferential route.
These communities bear all of the burdens of rail facilities without securing any of

their benefits - making the NSRL an important issue of environmental justice.

The increased regional accessibility and mobility that would be provided by the NSRL
would support and accelerate development in these areas. It would also extend such
economic and employment opportunities beyond the reach of the existing rail

network as both commuter and interstate rail continues to grow in Massachusetts,

New England and along the Northeast Corridor. In that context, the North/South Rail
Link is truly a New England or Northeast Corridor Rail Link, given the extensive scope
of the regional transportation, economic and environmental benefits that it would

generate

THE NSRL AS A FOUNDATION FOR A NEW TRANSPORTION VISION:

More than thirty-five years ago, a combination of responsive gubernatorial leadership .
and informed community involvement resulted in a BTPR process that changed the
way

we thought about the balance and symmetry of public and prilvate transportation
systems in Boston and Massachusetts. It also provided a practical and long-term
blueprint for our regional transportation strategy investment in the decades that
followed - one that culminated in the CA/T Project and has now been effectively

completed.

Today we need a new vision for the future - one that values and integrates all of our
economic, environmental and transportation plans, priorities and values. And rather
than basing that perspective on a project that should not be done, as was the

case with the BTPR, now we can build it on a project that should' be done- the NSRL.
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The NSRL is uniquely suited to be a principal foundation on which to build such

renewed and integrated regional vision for at least four reasons:

[ Benefits: The NSRL produces regional transportation, environmental and
economic benefits that are timely, relevant and demonstrable - and are not

otherwise possible on that scale from any other proposed transportation projects.

[0 Scope: The NSRL physically and functionally intersects all aspects of multimodal
regional transportation network - highway, rail, transit, air, water; it does so in a

manner that supports and enhances their complementary interaction.

[J Scale: The NSRL is truly regional in scope, given the fact that it finally integrates
a growing commuter and interstate rail network that extends throughout and
beyond the Commonwealth and actually encompasses all of the states in New

England and the Northeast Corridor,

*> Synergy: This project complements economic development policies and plans
in both the public and the private sectors in a manner that lends itself to the kind
of public/private planning and development and financing partnerships that are
now becoming increasingly characteristic of transit-oriented development
initiatives. These inciude recent district improvement financing proposals
advanced by the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) in connection with
Seaport District infrastructure funding and could be relevant for transit-oriented

development'elsewhere as we!!.

For all of these reasons, there is no other present or proposed project that has the
potential to reflect and reinforce the issues and opportunities that should inform our
regional vision for the 21st Century as fully as does the NSRL Project. It also offers an
opportunity for political leadership on the scale of the BTPR and in the context of a
gubernatorial campaign debate about how we should think about transportation,
economic and environmental plans and priorities in new substantive an(i institutional

ways. This is an opportunity not to be missed.

RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS: To that end, there are a specific series of next

action steps that we believe must be promptly and seriously considered: ¢

[J Designate the New Executive Office of Transportation (EOT) to
Complété and
File the Final NSRL Project EIS/EIR: The NSRL Project MIS/DEIS/DEIR,
which
was completed after eight years of professional and community input in 2003, has

yet to be officially received by federal or state authorities, in large part because no
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state agency was ready, willing and able to accept responsibility for completion of

the Final EIS/EIR document.

The MBTA, to which the formerly named Executive Office of Transportation and
Construction (EOTC) had perhaps unfortunately delegated responsibility for
preparing the draft MIS/DEIS/DEIR document, was clearly unready or unwilling to
do so in 2003, given project priorities that wer.e already beyond its capabilities

and its continuing and very serious budget problems. EOT itself, based on its
original legal relationship with Amtrak and on the scope of its multi-modal
transportation purview, is the most appropriate and advisable candidate for this
.task, and the new Governor, regardless of his or her party affiliation, should direct

EOT to proceed to the next steps.

-
»

% Engage the Other New England States in this Collective Endeavor: As

a truly

regional project that has substantial benefits for all of the New England states,
both individually and collectively, it is both appropriate and advisable for all of
New England, in both the private and the public sectors, to work together on the
NSRL Project. Undoubtedly, the lack of consistent coordination and
communication among the New England states to date has contributed to the lack
of significant progress on the NSRL since the MIS/DEIS/DEIR was published. In
that regard, it's especially regrettable that Governor Romney has taken

Massachusetts out of the National Governors' Association.

Leadership to that end by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, of the type that
Governor Weld applauded when he appointed the CARL Task Force, is clearly in

order.

% Update the .Financial Analysis: Because of the incompleteness of the
MIS/DEIS/DEIR financial analysis as described above, and in the light of new
information and changed conditions since that time, it is appropriate and
advisable to expand and update the financial analysis as quickly as possible. This

should include the following steps:

> Review the generally agreed-upon project construction costs and their
possible revision based on new construction methodologies including
technology, expertise and experience, and update all estimates to current

dollars.

> Review the basic scope of the project in order to determine the optimum

number of tunnels, tracks, stations, and platforms.
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> Adjust ridership and related revenue projections to reflect the optimum

system configuration(s),

> Verify projected operating and equipment costs/savings,

> Determine the appropriate levels of contingency for a project of this type at
this stage of its development, with due consideration to emerging risk-based

estimating polices and procedures.

> Identify the nature and scope of related commercial and development

opportunities

> Prepare a comprehensive funding/financing strategy that includes all these

updated projections.

> Identify critical right-of-way issues and develop and Implement interim
right-of-way protection strategies in cooperation with city, state and federal

environmental review, and development planning and permitting agencies.

<* Submit this Analysis to Peer Review, in order to validate the basic
engineering, transportation, development and funding assumptions of the
financial analysis,

both to verify their objecti\}ity and enhance their credibility.

[J Undertake Preliminary Engineering based on the proposed project

configuration and logistical assumptions.
[] Publish a Final EIS/EIR for further action, as appropriate.
[0 Request and Utilize Federal Funds already authorized for these purposes.

CONCLUSION: What this report attempts to underscore is that there is no other
practical means to achieve the essential goal of additional regional transportation
capacity and operational efficiency that the North/South Rail Link alone can provide
and our regional rail system desperately needs. That is a fact that Governor
Romney's recent long-range transportation plan confirms, even though that plan

neither embraces the NSRL project nor offers any practical alternative to it.

Clearly, both of our major rail terminals are already running out of station and track
space. South Station will barely be able to accommodate the new Greenbush service

scheduled to begin operating next year. That will seriously jeopardize critical plans
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for expanded commuter rail to Fall River, New Bedford, Taunton and Cape Cod;
hopes for improved service and frequencies to Worcester; and at least a serious
beginning on regular rail service from Boston to Springfield. And that does not take
into account the fact that existing commuter rail ridership has itself been increasing

quite dramatically in the past decade and will iikely continue to do so - if it can.

Critics argue that in the wake of the CA/T Project the NSRL is unaffordaBle, either
financially or politically. We do not believe that to be the case - quite the contrary.
Unlike the CA/T Project, a very significant percentage of the costs of this project
would be offset by increased revenues and operating savings, even before the
commercial and development income potential of the project is taken into account.
Without the scale of transportation improvements that only the rail link can provide,
biliiohs of dollars of development potential may be put in jeopardy and billions' of

related dollars of property, income and other taxes will be foregone.

Now is the time for renewed public leadership on the transportation front. A new
Massachusetts Governor will be taking office in January 2007; and in the interim, the
gubernatorial candidates of.all parties will be putting forward their policy priorities
and investment plans during their campaigns. In that context, we stand ready to work
with our governors, our mayors, our legislators and other elected officials.to advance
the NSRL Project. To that end, we will join efforts with the broad and bipartisan
coalition of groups and individuals who support the need for é renewed commitment
to our regional rail system and understand the unique role of the North-South Rail

Link in the success of that system in the decades ahead.

That is the kind of historic civic vision'that has created in Massachusetts a pubiic
transportation system that other communities are even now trying to emulate at very
great expense; and that is the kind of vision that will sustain_aﬁd enhance our region

well into the 21st Century.

For further information contact:
Brian Sieben

Assistant to Michael Dukakis
Northeastern University

331 Meserve Hall

Boston, MA 02115
sieben.b@gmail.com
617.373.4396 tel

617.373.5311 fax
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it Democrat Patrick finds support within N. Shore -
¢ - delegation for governor bid " - />\.. Az +Duakss
~ kO Rep. AAAYE LAN(
By Claude Marf ' (b = BEAHLHA L*{X

Democraté without previous elective experience who are not part of the political establishment
rar€ly win the governorship in Massachusetts.
‘ -,Deval,Eamtk hopes, to defy that trad1t10n next year He is bonlng up on issues of 1mp0rtance to

In an 1nterv1ew in .his sparsely furnlshed ofﬁce at hlS Charlestown campalgn headquarters Patrick
talked about the importance of spending more money to improve the region's roads and rails. He
accused Gov. Mitt Romney of paying lip service to the area's problems, but treating them with

@ benign neglect. = Pro s Iet TIILH)
%( /Hmnromlses to "bear in on” building a rail link between North Station and Soirft] ﬂpthutujiyg‘_ v i

Romney s long-term.transportation plan rejects), work hard to expand the Blue Line toward Lynn
.and find money to expand parking at area commuter rail stations. On highways, he wants the state
to be more proactive-in making improvements to existing roads or building new ones.

—
EYou should do the engineering 4ow) before.you have the money for the project,” Patrick said.
"liiat wqy, you can move quickly wheqdhe rnnds"become available”
nat wqy 3’ q Vi q >

The first-time candidate, attired in a blue shirt with silver cufflinks and a green-pattemed tie, did
* not refer to notes, nor did he have to consult with his press secretary who sat in on the session

NEY

When asked about economic development in the region, he talked about statewide concerns and
did not offer solutions tailored to North of Boston.

He agrees with Romney about the need to streamline the permitting process, but wants to be sure
any changes don't hurt the economy . He hopes that as a Democrat working with a Democratrc—
controlled Legislature, he will have more success in achieving that goal.

Patrick said the caliber of the Bay State's schools is a major selling point to companies seeking to
.expand here. But he wants to make education quality more even and decrease the financial burden
on local government.

"Too often, the kind of education you receive depends on the town or neighborhood where you
live," he said. "This has been made worse by the increased reliance on property taxes because of
cuts in local aid. That was reversed a bit this year, but we need to do more."

Before he can implement his ideas, Patrick needs to win his party's nomination and then emerge
victorious in the general election. Those are tough hills to climb in light of the strong backing that
the Democratic establishment has given to Attorney General Thomas F. Reilly.
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Thank you for the opportunity to address what I believe is one of the key issues
involved in the expansion and improvement on the north end of the Northeast

Corridor. x

Let me begin by saying that the Northeast Corridor no longer terminates at
South Station, if it ever did. Thanks to the success of the Downeaster, thousands
of people are now taking the train from Boston through New Hampshire to
Portland, Maine—and by the end of the year to Brunswick. Thousands more
would do the same thing but for one missing link in the chain—our failure to

connect South and North Station by rail.

L —

-

In short, the North-South Rail Link must be a key part of your environmental

review and of the future of the Corridor for three very important reasons.

First, South Station is now effectively at capacity. A combination of commuter
rail to the South Coast, stepped up Acela and Northeast regional frequencies, and
what I hope will be progress on the Inland Route south through Worcester,

Springfield and Hartford will put it well over capacity.

The currlent response to the capacity problem at South Station is a $32 million
planning study designed to pave the way for at least a half a dozen added tracks
and additional storage capacity to deal with the problem. And that project will
probably cost in excess of $200 million dollars. Far better at long last to connect
South and North Station by rail, eliminate any capacity problem at South Station
wit.h run-through service, and take sixty thousand cars off the road everyday
while simultaneously integrating the region's commuter rail system. In fact, if a
fraction of the currently allocated $32 million dollars for the planning study were
used to complete the environmental impact work that has already been done on

the Link, we could be well on our way toward actual work on the Link itself,
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Second, North Station also has a éapacity problem that will soon be upon us.
Far better to e!iminate that problem vas well wit"the Link than begin an elaborate
process for moré‘tracks and more stora"ge capacity. Like South Station, neither
will be necessary with through service. In fact, a number of the existing tracks at

both stations will no longer be needed.

t
Finally, it's time we expanded our vision about what the Northeast Corridor

should be as we look north to Maine and, ultimately, Montreal, The Downeaster
has been a smashing su_cce,Ss, and its ridership continues to go up and up; The
extension that is currently under way to Brunswick will simply add to those
numbers. There is no reason why people north of Boston should not have the
opportunity to fravel by train to New York and beyond vyithout having to
dismount at North Station, take a cab or the Orange Line to Back Bay, and then
get back on the train again. Providing through service for our neighbors to the
north can have nothing but positive effects on overall ridership in the Northeast
Corridor while it reduces congestion on both our regional highways and at our

airports.

Finally, awvord about costs. Over the course of the past many years we have
been presented with estimates of the cost of the Link that can only be described
as " off the wall," ranging from 1.9 to 8.3 billion dollars and everything in
between. Some of that is simply the result of incompetence or indifference.

Some of it, I fear, involves the residual traumatic effects of the huge overruns on

the Big Dig.

Fortunately, we know what similar projects are costing these days in other
parts of the world and how much improved tunneling technology is doing to bring
costs down, not up. The average per mile cost of the London Cross Rail project is
less than a billion dollars. Barcelona has recently completed its 3.3. mile version of
the Link under Barcelona connecting two major railroad stations for much less
than that, as was outlined by representatives from Barcelona at a recent

~

conference on rail and public transportation at Northeastern University where I

teach these days.



Better yet, the Link would eliminate the need for two commuter rail
maintenance facilities on the south and north sides of Boston, and a huge
increase in commuter rail ridership will result in a corresponding increase in
passenger revenue. In short this is a, project which at any reasonable cost should

be able to pay for itself.

I strongly urge you to include the Link within the scope of your work on the
Corridor. Needless to say, I and many of us here in the Boston area will be

delighted to work with you on it.

Thank you.






JOHN KERRY

*  MASSACHUSETTS

WASHINGTON, DC £0510-2102

One Bowdoin Square
Tenth Floor
Boston, MA 02114

September 13, 2012

\

Joseph Szabo, Administrator

Federal Railroad Administration -
1200 New Jersey Ave., SE m

Washington, DC 20590

Dear Administrator Szabo:

[ am writing in support of the proposed North-South Rail Link in Boston, Massachusetts,
Currently, all trains operating north of Boston begin and terminate from North Station,
while all southerly trains begin and terminate at Boston’s South Station. The North- ‘
South Rail Link would connect these two stations by rail in order to better accommodate
passengers already travelling on Amtrak’s Downeaster and the Northeast Corridor. As
such, I respectfully request that the North-South Rail Link be included in the Federal
Railroad Administration’s environmental review' and any future planning of the Corridor.

Massachusetts is on the forefront of improving our rail infrastructure and expanding
service across the Commonwealth. With a boost from American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act funding, Boston’s historic South Station will add up to eleven new
platform berths to allow trains from different tracks to come and go in sequence without
colliding. This work would also be necessary for Amtrak and the federal government to
pursue its vision of operating faster high-speed rail and more frequent service between
Boston and Washington. The North-South Rail Link would., also support that service to
operate even more efficiently by eliminating an onerous transfer in Boston.

As you know, the existing intercity service provided by Amtrak’s Downeaster service,
which runs between Portland, 'ME and Boston’s North Station, is part of the designated
Northern New England High-Speed Rail Corridor. The Northern New Ehgland
Passenger Rail Authority (NNEPRA) intendq to expand Downeaster service from five m
round trips daily to seven. As a longtime advocate for both commuter and high-speed
passenger rail, I am encouraged by the ever growing ridership along this route. However,
travelers from this route should be able to travel beyond Boston without the need to
dismount at North Station, take a cab or public transit to South Station, and then continue
south on another high-speed train. The North-South Rail Link will ultimately relieve
congestion on busy streets, connect smaller communities to major urban areas, reduce
emissions, lessen o dependence on foreign oil, spur economic growth and tourisin, and

create jobs.

COMMITTEES:

COMMERCE. SCIENCE.
AND TRANSPORTATION

FINANCE
FOREIGN RELATIONS

SMALL BUSINESS
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I ufge you to include this rail connection,prq;:)dsal £ato yonr en

i

vironmental review of the

Northeast Corridor. I thank you for giving this matter your most serious consideration.

erely,

.

JobnF. Kerry
United States

Senator
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October 19, 2012

Joseph Szabo, Administrator

Federal Railroad Administration

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20590 ‘ .

Dear Administrator Szabo:

"We write to offer our comments on scoping for the Northeast Corridor Tier 1 Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS), in particular .with regard to the proposed North-South Rail Link (NSRL)
in Boston. As you are likely aware, theNSRL would connect Boston’s North and South Stations
by rail. Both stations are terminal points for Amtrak as well as reglonal commuter rail.
operations. At this time, there is no direct connection for rail vehicles between the two stations.

There is certainly a local benefit to connecting North and South Stations. Currently, commuters
traveling between North and South Stations must disembark their train and then either take a
taxi, make light rail connections or walk from one station to the other. .Given Boston s
geography, making this journey through congested downtown city streets takes much longer than
one would expect. This situation is far from ideal and ought to be addressed.

For passénger rail travel to be truly viable in the Northeast Corridor,rrideTs must be able to travel

all along the line without being forced to change trains. This sort of single seat ride potential
* will also spur economic growth alongthe Northeast Corridor. While Massachusetts would
unquestionably benefit from this, it is clear to us that l1nk1ng North and South Stations would
advantage the entire Northeast Corridor.

As Massachusetts continues to invest in rail infrastructure and expanding service throughout the
Commonwealth, we feel that now is the time to seriously consider the NSRL as an essential *
component to the region’s transportation plan for the 215t century and beyond. The NSRL will
improve efficiency and affordability for local commuters and regional passengers as well. By
offering a viable alternative to traveling by car, it will also have a positive impact, on the
environment.

a)
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.We urge you to include the North South- RaftJ fok 11Lthe Northeast COI‘I‘ldOI' T1er 1 EIS. Thank

you for your consideration of this maftef, ,%/ ’f/—
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Edward J JNMﬂcdgey
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Mlchael E. Capuano

Steplien F. Lynch
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William R. Keating

' Niki Tsongas
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

THE GENERAL COURT

-
STATE HOUSE BOSTON02133- 1053 |

D)
October 18,2012

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

USDOT, Federal Railrbad Administration k

Office of Railroad Policy & Development : ’ =
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE: '

Mail Stop 20

Washington, DC 20590

Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea,

We are reaching out to you today in our capacity as members of the Massachusetts General Court to
request that the North-South Rail Link be a key component of the Federal Railroad Administration's Tier
1 Environmental Impact Statement for the Northeast Corridor of high-speed rail (NEC).

Over the past few years, New England residents have seen the growth and success of the Downeaster
service into Boston from New Hampshire and Maine, as well as the Amtrak service down to New York
and Washington D.C. However, the expansion of both services is restricted and limited by a
disconnection of the system at the city of Boston's North and South stations. Connecting these stations
through the North-South Rail Link project would allow the NEC to reach its full transportation potential.

The North-South Rail Link is critical to accommodating the region's growth. Boston's South Station is
currently over-capacity and the North Station is nearing capacity. In response, proposals have been
made for costly projects in excess of $200 million to increase the number of tracks and storage capacity
at both North and South Station. Such projects will be unnecessary with the construction of the North-
South Rail Link and integration of the commuter rail system, which will increase capacity at both
stations. Allowing for more seamless travel through Boston by commuter rail will also reduce
congestion at our airports and take thousands of cars off our state highways.

Massachusetts' economic competitiveness, business climate and tourism industry will benefit from the
construction of the North-South Rail Link. Currently, riders coming from North of Boston must dismount
at North Station and take a cab or the subway before again boarding the commuter rail at South Station.
Our constituencies, and indeed residents across Massachusetts, will benefit from the integration of the
commuter rail service and the subsequent ease of travel. Therefore, construction of the rail link will

serve as a job creator as we emerge from one of the worst economic recessions in history, while ease of
travel will bolster the state's tourism industry as it improves ridership in the NEC.



-

The North-South Station Rail Link is of para_r{)()unt impdrtanc_e, to the development of high-speed rail on
the NEC. While construction of and imprové'me’nts to major stations is underway in key NEC cities such
as Washington, D.C., New York City, Baltimore and Providence, we see much less progress being made in
Massachusetts. The rail link between North and South Stations will prbvide the necessary infrastructure
for a gateway station to boost ridership from Boston through New Hampshire and into Maine, bringing
Massachusetts up to speed with the rest of the region.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of the North-South Rail Link as a key component of the
Administration's Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement for the Northeast Corridor. Please do not
hesitate to contact Senator Eldridge at 617,722.1120, Representative Smizik at 617.722.2676, or
Representative Garballey at 617.722.2090 with any questions you may have.

-~ /’
" Sincerely,

(. ﬁ@,}vc

Q Senator Jamie Eldridge Representative Frank I. Smizik
Middlesex & Worcester. Fifteenth Norfolk

Representative Sean tfa/bil}ej Senator Susan C. Fargo
Twenty-Third MiddlesS' < Third Middlesex
Senator Patricia D. Jehlen Representative Ruth B. Balser
Second Middlesex Twelfth Middlesex
Repr fntative Chris Walsh ] Represel 1itive Linda'Campbell
Sixth Middlesex Fifteeni Essex

)ev&-ﬁ)\_/

Representative Kay Khan
Eleventh Middlesex

oo (oA

Representative Lori A. Ehrlich Representative Jennifer E. Benson

Eighth Essex Thirty-Seventh Middlesex
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{ Representative Peter V. Kocot L ' - Senator William N. Brownsberger
/ F/rst Hayhire - Second Suffolk:-and Middlesexy

Representative Carl Sciortino
Thirty-FourthMiddlesex

Jiepresentatiy&T imothy J. Toomey, Jr.
Twenty-Sixth Middlesex ~
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or Katherine Clark \‘ : Representative Thomas P. Conroy

Middlesex and Essex Thirteenth Middlesex

“Representative Denise Provost
Twenty-Seventh Middlesex

CC: Secretary Richard Davey, Massachusetts Department of Transportation
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OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
'Octoberll',2012 " o 4 '. iy B, R L owd ."f

Rebecca Reyes-Alicea B e
" NEC Project Manager s et & g s Y s T

USDOT,Federal Railroad Ad-m!g tratl on . 3 s £
y 1200 New Jersey Avenue SE. SR o e G ‘e 3 4 g i 5

"Washington, DC 20590 Lo £ s s B ' LAY A
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Dear Ms. Reyes-Alicea,’ ‘ : n . - 2 * } '

As Chancellor of the University of Massachusetts Lowell, 1 am wr1t1ng to express my strong
'support for NEC Future and the proposed North-South Rail Link in Bosto.n Massachusetts

Sustarnabﬂrty is an  important pr1nc1ple for the Unrversrty 'of Massachusetts Lowell As. the m

Chancellor of an urban uanersrty, I see firsthand the challenges that our campus faces in terms of
parking shortages. Over the ‘past couple of years we have expanded opportunities for our students,
. faculty and staff in the area of campus, transportation that include, Zip Car rentals, caipooling

programs, bike sharing and increased shuttle bus services! As a large city on the Boston commuter -,
rail, looking at options to include additional services-for our university community with regards to
rail travel have to be a key part of our alternatwe transportat1on strateg1es enabling us to advance
the development of an 1ntegrated .and sustainable' campus transportation system.

1

" The NEC Future recognizes .the vital importance of continued investment- in transport to ensure an

efficient economy,and continued social development, but it also has the potential to. layout the
necessary steps to ensure that individuals have a choice for more sustainable transportation. This
important planning process is- also a responsible approach to combating the environmental effects

- that continued growth in demand for road transport contribute to global Warmmg, and negat1ve
G 1mpﬂ.‘.ts to health. v ' '

Efforts to expand rail capacity and service far the Northeast Corridor would be of great benefit to
the greater Boston area community. Thank yon for giving this matter your consideration.

Sincerel




GREATER BOSTON'.;; " -
CONVENTION & VSSSTQRS BUREAU =

September 6, 2012

Ms. Rebecca Reyes-Alicea

USDOT, Federal Railro_ad Administration
Office of Railroad Policy & Development
Mail Stop 20

120Q New Jersey Avenue, SE
Washjngton, DC 20590 '

Dear Ms, Reyes-Alicea:

On behalf of the region's visitor industry, I am writing to ask you to include a
key issue in your environmental review study.

Thanks to the success of the Downeaster, thousands of people are now taking
the train from Boston through New Hampshire to Portland, Maine—and by the .
end of the year, Brunswick. Thousands more would do the same thing but for
one missing link in the chain—our failure to connect South and North Stations
by rail.

In short, the North-South Rail Link must be a key part of our environmental
review and of the future of the Corridor. For our regional visitor industry, the

- Downeaster has been an overwhelming success and its ridership continues to
grow. The extension that is currently underway to Brunswick will simply add to
those numbers. People north of Boston should have the opportunity to travel
by train to New York and beyond without having to dismount at North Station,
take a cab or the Orange Line to Back Bay, and then get back on the train
again. Providing through service will reduce congestion on both our regional
highways and at our airports.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and, again, I strongly urge youto
include a North-South Rail iink within the scope of your work.

Sincerely,

Patrick B. Moscaritolo
President and CEO

o8 8 % iAo A
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FINAL REPORT
National Commission  on
Intermodal Transportation

September 1994

Washington , D.C. /
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National Commission on Intermodal Transportatlon o
' 301 North Falrfax Street/ /s
Alexandna, Vlrglnla 22314 <0

The Honorable Albert Gore
President

United States Senate
Washington, D.C.

The Honorable Thomas S. Eoley
Speaker

United States House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sirs:

Historically, America's transportation system has been a key factor in our Nation's development
and prosperity. But, as Congress has recognized in forming the National Commission on
Intermodal Transportation, this system must be improved to ensure it meets the changing needs
of the Nation.

Congress charged the Commission, in the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA), with investigating the intermodal transportation system in the United States. !

In this report, the Commission presents to the Congress, the President, and the American

people recommendations to improve intermodal transportation. This report will help Congress
develop greater understanding of the benefits of intermodalism and assist Congress as it con-
siders the reauthorization of ISTEA. It will also be of value to the U.S. Department of Transpor-
tation as it develops the concept of a National Transportation System and provides leadershlp

in developing national transportation policy. *

Therefore, I have the honor to transmit to Congress the final report of the National Commission
on Intermodal Transportatlon pursuant to the requirements of Section 5005 of Public Law
102-240.

Respectfully,

Chairman

September 29,1994




National Cor:x,lrpissio.n . on
Intermodal v Tr:aAnspor'tation iy
2
Robert D. Krebs,- Chairman Jacqueline S. Gillan

Chairman, President, and CEO,

Santa Fe Padfic Corporation and The
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway
Company, Schaumburg, Illinois

Jacki Bacharach

President, Jacki Bacharach and
Associates; Vice Chair, Commuter
Transportation Services, Los Angeles,
California

Kenneth L. Bird
President, Illinois Rail,
Woodridge, Illinois

Phillip D. Brady

Vice President and General Counsel,
American Automobile Manufacturers

Association, Washington, D.C.

Anne P. Canby
Secretary of Transportation, State of
Delaware, Dover, Delaware

Wayne E. Davis
Chairman, TrainRiders/Northeast,
Portland, Maine

Thomas J. Donohue

President and CEO,

American Trucking Associations,
Alexandria, Virginia

Leon S. Eplan
Commissioner, Planning and
Development, City of Atlanta,
Atlanta, Georgia

Vice President, Advocates for Highway and
Auto Safety, Washington, D.C.

Edward R. Hamberger

Managing Partner, Washington Office of
Baker, Worthington, Crossley & Stansberry,
Washington, D.C.

Kip Hawley
- Vice President, Reengineering, Union Pacific
Railroad, Omaha, Nebraska

John G. Roach o
President, Roach Consulting, Development
Programming Associates; and Vice President

of Government Affairs, Citizens for. Modem

Transit, St. Louis, Missouri

Damaso Seda

President, Transportation Workers' Union of
Greater New York, Local 100, New York,
New York

mS.

J ohn W. Snow
Chairman, President, and CEO,
CSX Corporation, Richmond, Virginia

John C. Taylor

Assistant Professor, International
Marketing, School of Business
Administration, Way.ne State University,
Detroit, Michigan




y/tment," issued January 28, 1994. The.
y ;Rident directed all agencies to:

Seek private sector participation in infrastriii- & *

ture investment and management. Innovativé
public-private initiatives can bring about
greater private sector participation in the own-
ership, financing, construction, and operation
of [Federal] infrastructure programs agen- m
des should work with State and local entities
to minimize legal and regulatory barriers to

m private sector participation. ’

3efore ISTEA, Federal transportation funding
vas almost entirely through grants matched by
hate or local funds. ISTEA opened up the play-
ng field by encouraging additional
ptions, including: tolls on
.Aglrways and bridges,

matches" for ISTEA funds, ability to match
funds through investment pro-
and creation of revolving loan funds.
:ates are just beginning to take advantage of
lese ~ innovative financing mechanisms.  Sev-
mal States, including California, Florida, Texas,
vd Washington, have passed

financing
federally
private sector

ederal
isions,

credit

legislation to

lable them to benefit from the 1nnovat1ve fi- -

ncrng provisions of ISTEA.

1994, FHWA undertook an Innova-
which suspended many
deral funding rules and regulations,
ed States to submit
nsportation  projects.
:ded expectations. The project's principal
idusion was that multiple strategies are
:ded to leverage Federal dollars and maxi-
‘e investments from nontraditional sources.

: Commission notes that the high number
rvtermodal projects submitted is convincing

imony to the institutional constraints of

ding intermodal projects through conven-

al modal grant programs..

March
‘e Financing Project,
and in-
creative proposals for

Responses  far  ex-

sxibility and Eligibility
ddition to
lommission

the need for additional funds,
heard extensively about the
irtance of allowing State and local officials
cer  flexibility in
Is. Senator Max
ned it up:

spending
Baucus

transportation
of Montana

SAEE 3

aided

| y ISTEA recognized that each State has different
needs and priorities. New Yorkers may find that
,.I,, mass transit projects are the most efficient way
to, spend théir pioney. Montanans need high-
wdys: ISTEA lets both make the best decision
for their State. The flexibility in ISTEA is criti-
cal to good transportation policy. It lets States
focus their Federal funds on those projects that
make sense—rather than having Washington
dictate the types of projects they must complete.

Others, while agreeing, observed that the flex-
ibility promised by ISTEAhas not yet been fully
realized. Susan Stauder of the Bi-State Develop-
ment Agency of St. Louis observed, "ISTEA gives
direction to be intermodal, but funding still
comes out the old way—-via modal silos." T.tnria
Bohlinger of the Los Angeles Metropolitan Trans-
portation  Authority concurred: "the flexibility
message has really trickled down" Tradi-
funding systems put intermodal projects
significant disadvantage. Paul Kaftanski,
Transportation Project Manager for the City of
Everett, Washington, described difficulties try-
ing to fund construction of bus bays at the dty
train station: "FHWA said it wasn't a highway
project. The Federal Transit Administration told

me it wasn't a transit project." His experience is
not unique.

not
tional
at a

The that

restrictive.

other Federal
For
Improvement Act re-
airport funds to
funding

also heard
too

Commission
trust  funds
the . Airport and
stricts use  of on-airport
projects. In this environment, disputes
arise over which sources to tap, eliciting a
from-my-fund"

are example,

Airways

"not-

reaction, even if there is agree-

ment on the merits of a project.

Regional and National
Projects

ISTEA placed new emphasis on empowering
MPOs and States to take advantage of Federal
funding flexibility to meet the needs of their
Jurisdictions. Unfortunately/this strong local
focus might prove to-be a barrier to projects of
national significance_ that provide benefits be-
yond local areas./As Federal Railroad Admin-
istrator  Jolene MoEtoris said recently, "the
MPOs know what they need, but they may not

&




7

—

/ have the bigger picture®} Given the traditional ;
passenger focus' of MPOs and their local po-Vv.:’
litical mandates, this appears to be a particular -
problem for freight projects. o g Ve

The need for incentives to ensure funding of 't

projects of regional or national significance was
pointed out across the country. Port, rail, and
truck operators expressed concerns that with-
out such incentives, freight projects would re-
main unfunded. .

Jean Godwin, representing the American As-
sociation of Port Authorities, expanded on this
concern: "It appears that under ISTEA, national
priorities are in danger of being lost in the cur-
rent decision-making framework at the MPO
level. We are concerned that freight projects
that support the global
ness must continue to compete for funds un-
der a process that inherently favors more popu-
lar local passenger and transit projects."

Nation's competitive-

John Glover of the Port of Oakland concurred:

"The problem with the current ISTEA process
is that projects such as freight rail improve-
ments that contribute to the economic vitality
of the Nation, but do not have obvious ben-
efits to their immediate local or regional areas,
are penalized. Priority and funding need to be
established for nationally significant projects."

An example is the Alameda Corridor Project
in Southern California—a partnership between
ports, railroads, and surrounding cities to move
international  freight more efficiently through
the ports and to the rest of the country. Such
projects should be eligible for supplemental
funds from the Federal government due to their
national significance.

——
/Similar

examples exist on the passenger net-
“work. In Boston, the Commission received tes-
timony about the Central Artery Project, origi-
nally an all-highway project that has been ex-
panded to include a rail link to close a gap in
the passenger rail- system. The rail link will
connect more than 600 miles of commuter rail
lines and more than 140 stations, and it will
transportation alternatives in  North-
ern New England by connecting the region to

Amtrakj The highway portion of the project
|

improve

_includes new port and airport access routes and
removes séveral major bottlenecks.

O

.+ Research, Education, and

¥

Technology Development

Federally supported  transportation research,
education, and technology development are re-
stricted by the traditionalmodal funding system.

As outlined by Professor Michael Meyer of the
Georgia "Institute of Technology, there is a criti-

cal need to change how transportation profes-
‘sionals are educated. Meyer said to the Com-

mission in Atlanta that "there is a need to en-
courage transportation educators to incorpo-
rate intermodal considerations into the class-
room. Without domg so, we perpetuate the old
paradigms instead of training transportation

professionals for the 21st century."

The modal organization of transportation data
compounds the challenge to planners trying to
develop intermodal systems. As the new Bureau
of Transportation Statistics observed in its first
report, issued in 1994, "Substantial data exist
about the transportation system, but it falls short
of providing the information needed to inform
policy makers about the strategic issues facing
the USDOT." The Commission heard consider-
able testimony from State and MPO planners
about the difficulty of planning and project analy-
sis in the absence of intermodal data.

DOT's National ° Surface Transportation Re-.
search plan, submitted to Congress in 1993,
candidly observed that, "the individual
within DOT conduct the majority of their re-
search independently." This is reflected in the
organization ~of transportation research  foun-
dations, institutes, and trade associations.

The Transportation Research Board and Marine
Board could assist DOT in identifying and coor-
dinating research that cuts across individual
modes. As Christina Casgar of the Transpor-
tation Research Board said, '"rail, transit, wa-

terway, aviation, highway, environmental,
management and logistics issues need to be
considered under one tent. Separate = research
approaches foster inefficiencies and encourage

overlapping, if not redundant research."

modes -
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May 20,1995-.

Honorable John PI. Chafee Honorable Max .Baucus

Chairman \ . Ranking Democrat

Environment and Public Works *Environment and Public Works
Committee Committee

410 Dirksen Senate Building 458 Dirksen Senate Building

Washington, D.C, 20510 Washington, D.C 20510

: A

Dear Gentlemen:

.As the conference committee moves toward completion of its work on
the reauthorization of the Intermodal.Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
(ISTEA), we want you to be aware of our support for a project authorized in
the House--ena.cted bill (BESTEA, Sec.- 332(a), #98) — the North-Squth Rail
Link'. We hope the conferees will support this project by incorporating the
following provision into the final legislation:

"Completion.-of the-North-South Rail Link between North Station and

South Station in Boston, Massachtisetts wrill close the only gap in the East
Coast intercity rail passenger system. This Rail Link will greatly enhance the
federaHnvestment in the Northeast Corridor by providing continuous . '
interstate rail service along the entire Northeast Corridor from Washington,
D.C., to Portland, Maine, serving many communities in between. Similarly,
the Link will enhance public investment in. the regional commuter rail
network by dramatically increasing'the distribution capability and accessibility
of the rail lines that radiate from North Station. The benefits of this '
intermodal project will extend to regional international airports, thus
increasing efficiencies at these facilities, reducing the need for expansion and

* land acquisition, and maximizing high-speed rail throughout the entire
region. The Rail Link project provides an opportunity for innovative
financing initiatives, including public-private partnerships. $60 million, is
authorized to complete the final design, éngineering and' environmental

permitting necessary for the .Rail. Link, and to begin preliminary
- construction,"

D e - i W+ T




/. The 1994 Fma}Report of the National Commission on In’cermcadal 2
Aransportation, established*by the, ISTEA 1eg1slat10n of 1991, cites the North— g, &7 AR
/South Rail Link as a project of* régmnal and-hational significance” that ' o
/ deserves federal funding (p. 16):*We 160k forwiard to- working with you to
/' obtain funds needed to close the only gap i intercity passenger rail semce St
along the Eastern Seaboard. Thank -you for your CDI‘LSldEIatLOI'L |

3

- Sincerely, . ) I

Susan M. Colling !

o

Joseph R. Biden, Jr. - \
(U[(/‘ _)DA_LS !fo/é.vf)







Johnson, Holly (EEA)

F rom : nathaniei_cu rtis@comecast. net

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2013 11:07 AM

To: Johnson, Holly (EEA)

Subject: In Support of the South Station Expansion

Good Morning Holly,

I hope this note finds you well and wrapping up your week smoothly. | wanted to take a moment and
express my support for the expansion of South Station. | won't be able to attend the scoping session
on Monday the 1st since that's going to be something of a jam-packed week at work so this email is
going to have to do the job for me.

The expansion of South Station would confer a number of environmental benefits on the
Commonwealth, both directly by allowing for expanded commuter rail service, and indirectly by
making commuter rail service more reliable and the place where people board and exit trains more
pleasant to use. More trains means more riders directly. Indirectly, a better experience when riding
also leads to more riders and fewer drivers. | may be mistaken in this concept, but | believe that as
South Station operates almost at capacity, South Coast Rail and the plan to extend commuter rail to
Springfield really cannot be implemented until South Station is expanded to accommodate additional
trains. An expanded South Station could also play host to additional Amtrak trains which would be in
keeping with that railroad's plans to offer more and faster service in the Northeast Corridor. In the
past several years, we have improved our roadway network through the implementation of the
Central Artery Project, and added runway capacity at Logan Airport. It is now certainly appropriate,
especially as we become increasingly concerned with global climate change and rising fuel costs, to
spend some money and effort to upgrade our rail infrastructure to meet the transportation challenges
of the 21st century. In the long-term, over the next 50 years, | would hope that an an expanded

South Station would also facilitate the eventual full electrification of Boston's commuter rail network.
Unlike the current fleet of diesel locomotives, an electrified fleet could be powered by wind, solar or
biomass produced electricity and do a great deal to improve the Commonwealth's air quality.
Ultimately, as we try to get people out of their cars and onto mass transit, an enlarged, easier to use,
and more attractive South Station just makes sense. New York’s massive East Side Access project is
really setting the tone for rail infrastructure in the 21st century and we ought to be keeping up with the
Joneses to the south. This is an excellent opportunity to do just that.

Regards & Good Wishes,
-Nate

74 Wood lawn Street
Boston, MA 02130

N-15.3






Johnson, Holly (EEA

From: Frank S. DeMasi [fsdemasi(@yverizon.net]

Sent: Friday, April 05, 2013 2:45 PM

To; Elisa, Louis (SEAPORT) ;

Ce: dhadden@massport.com; Ray, John (DOT); Johnson, Holly (EEA)
Subject: Re: RE: TIGER 2013

Thanks for the info Louis...

It would be good to get Massport to reapply their TIGER Grant for extending track 61 and constructing north n-16.1
jetty. A private public partnership including the city of Boston needs to participate in any grant funding as

well. Boston Terminal Co should be involved as a supporter of rail as well as the brewery and fish processing
enterprises already located adjacent or in the Marine Industrial Park/North Jetty Area.

I note that the layover facility needed by MBTA should be located at Widett Circle and the location of the
Americold Freezer there as well as food distributors should be moved into the Boston Marine Industrial Park

with the needed rail extension finally constructed there. The South Station Expansion needs to reconfigure the n-16 3
Bay Junction track alignment and interlocking at the same time providing direct access to track 61 with

Fairmount line access via diamond crossings over the Braintree Main Line at the former Old Colony/Red Line
flyover. The D Street flyover track 61 has sat unused since constructed and seems a waste of opportunity and

funds to bring rail on dock at the port. This may be a good opportuity to bring the already large investment in

rail in the port area to fruition.

Regards,
Frank DeMasi

On 04/05/13, Elisa, Louis (SEA1<louis.elisa@state.ma,us> wrote:

Thanks Jeffery, we will share this information with our cities and towns as well as the other state agencies that
have helped us in the past to identify and prepare grant application that have relevance to the collective needs of
the Commonwealth. Our goals of intermodal collaboration have very much been facilitated by the interagency
sharing of information and cooperation. I see this as a wonderful opportunity to get our collective thoughts
together to strengthen any proposal that may come forward.

Thanks you very much.. .again,

Louis

Louis Elisa

Executive Secretary

n-162



Director of Port Development
Seaport Advisory Council

40 Center Street

Fairhaven, MA 02719

Phone (508) 999-3030

Fax (508) 999-6442

From: ieffrev.flumignan@dot.gov fmailto:ieffrev.flumignan@dot.govl
Sent: Friday, April 05,2013 12:07 PM

To: Elisa, Louis (SEAPORT); Cebula, Ellen (SEAPORT)

Subject: TIGER 2013

Louis / Ellen,

This is a heads up in anticipation of an announcement from the Secretary of Transportation of a new round of
TIGER Grants to allow you as much time as possible to consider an application.

MARAD anticipates the announcement will appear very soon (don’t have a date) in the Federal Register and the
round will likely have a very short turnaround time. We anticipate the amount will be upwards of $ 400 million
and hope that America’s seaports and intemiodal systems will be well represented in the application pool and
ultimately successful in obtaining a grant.

Please contact me if you have any questions and feel free to forward this to any stakeholders you feel my be
appropriate.

Thanks & Regards,

Jeff



Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: jay demasi lbroadwayjay76@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 04,2013 t;09 PM

To: Johnson, Holly {EEA}

Subject: - South Stations

Hi Holly !'!

I'm .hoping we can work that SL4 route into this project at an early stage., N-17.1
I'd love to see it relocated to the Dorchester Ave side of South Sta,,

That area reminds me of Area 51 in Nevada, the way it is today! !

Thanks Holly

Jay Demasi

Silver Line Bus Operator

#65534
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#5928 @

June 20,2013

Dear Rick:

Unfortunately we were out of the country when the time for comment on the South Station
expansion EIS expired. Enclosed is a memo outlining my thoughts regarding the scope of

this project, which I hope can be included in the record of proceedings.

Michael S. Dukakis
(P



June 20, 2013

To: FRA Administrator Joseph Szabo

Governor Deval Patrick ‘ HE e m m

Mass DOT Secretary Richard Davey JUN
$ 4 2011

EEA Secretary Richard Sullivan

From: Michael S. Dukakis M E P A

Re: Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Expansion of South Station

Unfortunately, t was out of the country when the time for comment expired on the scope of the
environmental impact statement for the proposed expansion of South Station in Boston, I am very ~.”8 1
concerned about the deficiencies in the proposed scope of the study which is being funded by the FRA

and am asking you to intervene and correct these deficiencies. My primary concerns are the following:

1. Those of us who support the building of the North-South Rail Link connecting South and Northn_18 2
Stations by rail as a much more effective response to the congestion problem at South Station

"

than further expansion do not expect the Secretary to mandate, in his words, improvements
that include underground rail tracks and platforms for the North South Rail Link Project." What
we do urge him to do is include the NSRL as an alternative in the review of the Project to confirm
that the most appropriate option 1is being pursued. For example, the draft scope asserts a need
for substantially more midday layup/layover space by 2045. The NSRL would completely obviate

the need for such space and any need to expand South Station other than to provide access to

the NSRL tunnel. Yet the tunnel is not evaluated as an alternative. It should be.

2. The ENF refers to the NSRL environmental analysis but does not explain how the need for track ~.*8 3
approaches to the tunnel can be integrated into the track and switch and signal modifications

contemplated for the South Station expansion. This analysis is critical and should be required.

3. The ENF refers to the intent to run Inland Route service through AElston to Worcester, Springfield, N-18.4
Hartford and New Haven to New York. With the relocation to Worcester of the CSX freight
facility in Beacon Park Yard , the serious one-track constraint in Ailston can finally be relieved. Yet
the draft scope proposes to  waste the opportunity in  Ailston for dramatically improved
commuter rail and Inland Route service by placing midday layup/layover in the way with no
analysis of the adverse impact on Inland Route potential. A serious study of how to optimize
Inland Route services, as well as preserving freight connectivity with a revised track and signal

configuration through Ailston, should be required as part of the South Station EIS.



4. The draft scope does not explain how the one billion dollars to relocate
expand South Station can be funded. Moreover, the state has asserted that
over six billion dollars. That estimate is patently absurd. Rail tunnels are

over the world at a per mile cost dramatically lower than the state's estimate. For example, the

Los Angeles Regional Connector in downtown Los Angeles is currently under construction and will
integrate the rapidly expanding Los Angeles subway system. It is 1.9 miles long—substantially longer

than the NSRL- and includes three new stations. Its cost is $1,395 billion.

the

the Post Office
NSRL would
being constructed

5. With the Obama administration proposing to spend $40 billion on improved passenger rail,

is the time for an honest look at the numbers and for developing a plan that can

integrate our commuter rail system but that will make it possible for high speed

Northeast Corridor to proceed wunder and through Boston to  northern
Montreal. Our Canadian neighbors are particularly interested in partnering
service. I realize that Congressional action to fund the President's vision will

but this FRA-funded study should develop the blueprint to move forward, not backward.

6. Expanding South Station does nothing for the growing congestion at North

considering the NSRL as an alternative to South Station expansion would solve

well.
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Stephen H. iiaser
101 Hamilton St
Cambridge Mass 02139

To: Secretary Richard K. Sullivan, Jr.
Executive Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs
Attention: Holly Johnson, MEPA Analyst
Email: Holly.S.Johnson@state.ma.us
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

From : Stephen H. Kaiser

Scope for South Station Expansion, Boston, EEA # 15028

The ENF and the Consultation meeting on April 1 were encouraging for me,
because they both were clear and thorough, were focused on an EIR, listed all
permits and government actions, discussed the alternatives, and submitted early to
MEPA at only a 5 percent level of design. My comments below will concentrate on
those elements that should be within the scope of an EIR, and will express no
preference for any given alternative until the Draft EIR is submitted.

Alternatives

I suggest a variation on the build alternative, such that there be no 1,000 N-19.1
parking increase, but only minimal service parking. The overall transportation plan
should be a combination with increased access from Commuter Rail, Red Line,
commuter bus and Amtrak. Such an approach would be more compatible with the
MBTA responsibilities to provide regional transit service.

In the 1980s, the Green Line relocation from elevated Causeway to a
tunnel/garage proposal became quite controversial. The MBTA was split down the
middle, with some employees rejecting the scheme because it was not appropriate for
the regional transit agency to be building a downtown parking garage. What was the
transit connection with that garage?

At South Station there should be a full discussion of MBTA sponsorship of a
development project which might include an increase in downtown parking, whether
constructed with public or private funds.

For all alternatives, an assessment should be made of both pedestrian access N-19.2
through Dewey Square and Red Line capacity. MassDOT should already be planning
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for various Red Line scenarios. At one optimistic level there could be new cars
purchased to replace 43-year old Red Line cars, as well as funds to increase service.
These operational changes could allow more trains, with more capacity and service
on the Red Line. At the other extreme is no funds for either new or rebuilt Red Line
cars, and a continued deterioration of Red Line service. Either way, operational
improvements could include achieving evenly spaced train headways, rather than the
typical span today of two-minute to ten-minute measured headways at Park Street.

The storage/layover options should include an identification of track
configuration, storage of trainsets, and the need for drill track operations. Expanded
commuter rail service should also consider the potentials for improving or worsening
the danger of track arrangements that include the notorious "malfunction junction."
The analysis should identify any critical switch in the system that would shut down
commuter rail functions at South Station if the switch were blocked or damaged.

All alternatives should preserve the option for a North-South rail link, with at
least one window or corridor space protected for a future 4-track rail tunnel. Efforts
should be made to identify a secondary option for the corridor as well.

Chapter 91 Tidelands

For Chapter 91 interests, the MassDOT proposals to open up public access to
Dorchester Avenue are an important step forward from the Postal Services reclusive
restrictions on Dorchester Avenue. Fort Point Channel is further rejuvenated. EIR
analysis should document the DEP designations of historic low-water and high-water
lines, with clear designations of private and Commonwealth tidelands. From mapping
done so far, it appears that the south station site is about 2/3 private tidelands and
1/3 Commonwealth tidelands. The EIR should make clear the different levels of
tidelands protections offered for private vs. commonwealth lands, consistent with the

findings of the Boston Waterfront case (1979) and the Opinions of the Justices (1981),

Mahajan vs. DEP (2013) developed into a combination of a Chapter 91 appeal
mixed with considerations of Article 97 protections. However, neither the plaintiffs
nor defendants attempted to argue or find out whether tidelands are subject to Article
97 and its requirements for a 2/3 vote in the legislature. Under what conditions are
tidelands (filled or unfilled) generally subject to Article 97 protection? How would
those conditions be applied to the South Station site?

Existing conditions prior to any Chapter 91 licensing should be clearly
established. The ownership of land and status of any legislative action at South
Station must be documented. In the 1600s, the original First Point channel was
owned by the Commonwealth. When did the New Haven.and Hartford railroad
purchase its fee ownership? When, if ever, did legislative action to buy or sell land at
South Station occur?

N-19.2
(cont.)

N-19.3

N-19.4

N-19.5

N-19.6

N-19.7
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When did the Postal Service acquire its land, and did its actions as a Federal
agency override all state concerns, such as Chapter 91?7 What were the historical
filling licenses granted by the state to place solid fill in tidelands? Were any of the
licenses ever revoked or made permanent? Does the state have easements in the
tidelands at South Station?

N-19.8

Air Pollution

With a larger area of track coverage at South Station, locomotive emissions may N-19.9
be both bigger and more confined. How will the track area be ventilated? What will
be the effect of retaining the high polluting F40 locomotives, compared to new or
retrofitted locomotives? Could diesel odors intrude into South Station itself?

One obvious problem with the old Spaulding Hospital at North Station was its
proximity to the North Station tracks and the idling locomotives. The smell of diesel
exhaust was evident within the hospital, possibly from roof intake systems and rising
exhaust from the locomotives. At South Station, how are nearby building ventilation
intakes protected from diesel emissions?

Public-Private Partnerships

Any arrangements between MassDOT and private developers must be reviewed N-19.10
for compliance with Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights of our state constitution: ‘
Government is instituted for the Common good ... and not
for the profit, honor, or private interest of any one man,
family or Class of men.

By Article 7, the purpose of government cannot be for the profit of private
developers, and must instead be for the common good.

Historical Compliance with MEPA

The focus of the South Station Expansion project begins with South Station
itself. Thirty years ago it was a forlorn structure, partially derelict, with broken down
wooden fences, and pigeons fluttering around the dark and dirty interior. It is
difficult to see today's South Station and remember the dreadful conditions of 30+
years ago. Truly revitalizing a functional historic.structure may well be the finest
achievement of Fred Salvucci, more than the controversial Big Dig project.

Compliance with MEPA is another question. The Draft EIR for South Station N-19.11
included the electrification of the Amtrak lines to the Rhode Island border. The .
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Certificate of the EOEA Secretary at the time asked questions about energy efficiency
of electrified rail, and other matters. When the Final EIR for South Station was
submitted by the MBTA to MEPA, it saw sent back — because it did not include the
Secretary's Certificate and a response to it. Over the following years, no FEIR with a
response to the Secretary's Certificate was sent to MEPA. An appendix to the FEIR
was submitted by the MBTA and reviewed by MEPA, but there was no MEPA
certificate saying that the Final EIR as a whole complied with Chapter 30 Section 62.

N-19.11
(cont.)

It is ironic that one of the best projects ever done by the state - the renovation
of South Station — should be burdened with an incomplete MEPA process. I have
communicated with MEPA and the MBTA over the years about the missing
compliance, without ever receiving a reply.

The best response would be for the MBTA to prepare a new Final EIR for South
station #3205, describing its transformation and usage over the years, and making
the document into a tribute to the contribution of Fred Salvucci and his team towards
this effort. Mike Dukakis should surely be mentioned as well. The Secretary’s
Certificate can be included, as well as a suitable response.

Clearing up the legal questions over South Station #3205 could also clear up
legal obstacles to South Station Expansion and the Hines tower project.

Histori cal/Architectural

In the entire South station block, the only admirable structure historically or
architecturally is the station headhouse. Its architectural virtues stand out from any
elevation and direction, except for the sidewalk pedestrian standing right next to the
building and who is not prepared to appreciate the massiveness of stone construction.

The headhouse is unfortunately dwarfed by One Financial Center and the
brutalesque Federal Reserve Building, Erecting the Hines tower into the heart of
South Station would be the third insult to the grandeur of South Station.

While I believe that the Hines tower should be moved a good distance away,
there is nothing that MEPA and other state agencies can do, now that the Hines
Tower has passed through MEPA review. The visually overbearing nature of this
tower will have widespread impacts. One virtue is that the new development buildings
shown on MassDOT planning model have a vastly lower profile, and serve to give
South Station the respect that it deserves.

Legitimate questions arise for South Station and its concourse. The restoration
of three decades ago preserved the exterior and provided an exhilarating human
experience inside as well. What will the concourse experience be if natural light is
blocked out, or areas of high ceilings are diminished by new building intrusions?

N-19.12
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We can learn so much from the experience of New York's Grand Central
terminal and the magnificent waiting room, with the sun cascading in the windows.
Humane priorities will say that Grand Central gets higher marks for its interior than
for its exterior.

By contrast, Boston's North Station is -- like Penn Station with Madison Square
Garden atop - a disappointing afterthought. North Station has a low ceiling, many
obstructive posts, and strolling pigeons. South Station does not. North Station is
bloodless. South Station is not.

I suspect that South Station and Grand Central work better because
transportation was set first as a value and has been so for over a century. As soon as
we start mixing in private development priorities, other priorities take over, and we
end up with cramped and inelegant waiting areas squeezed under non-transportation
structures overhead. The public purpose gets derailed, and citizens are left to ask :
how was this allowed to happen?

Sincerely,

PLIS S N

Stephen H. Kaiser, PhD




April 1,2013

To: Secretary Richard K = Sullivan, EEA
Attention : MEPA Office, Holly Johnson

From : Stephen H. Kaiser

ENF for South Station Expansion, EEA #15028

As part of my public comment I am hereby submitting a copy of my analysis of
Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights of the state Constitution, entitled Treatise on
Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights of the Massachusetts Constitution, dated
January 2013, first edition. Article 7 requires that all actions of government be for
the common good and not for the profit of any man, family or class of men. Such a
restriction has application to the option for additional parking at South Station and to
any public/private arrangement for the development of the site.

Sincerely,

Stephen H. Kaiser, PhD
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Treatise on Article 7 of the Declaration of Rights of the Massachusetts Constitution

INTRODUCTION

~ The Massachusetts State Constitution begins with a brief Preamble, followed immediately by
a Declaration of Rights. Article 7 of the Declaration lays out a surprisingly short and simple
statement of both the positive and negative goals for our government :

Article 7 : “Government is instituted for the common good;
for the protection, safety, prosperity and happiness of the people;
and not for the profit, honor, or private interest of any one man,
. family, or Class of men... ”

The second half of Article 7 asserts the right of the people to create a new form of government —

especially when government officials do not live up to the stipulations for the common good and
against profits :

"Therefore, the people alone have an incontestible, unalienable,
and indefeasible right to institute government, and to reform,
alter and totally change the same, when their protection,
safety, prosperity and happiness require it "'

The Preamble also asserts the right of the people to change their government whenever these
goals "are not obtained." The preamble elaborates on the goals of government for the common
good, and how Government is necessary for the "body-politic" to function :

""The Body-Politic is formed by a voluntary association of individuals.
It is a social contract, by which the whole people covenants with each
Citizen and each Citizen covenants with the whole people, that all
shall be governed by certain laws for the common good. It is the duty
of the people, therefore, in framing a Constitution of Government,

to provide for an equitable mode of making laws, as well as for an
impartial interpretation, and a faithfid execution of them; that

every man may, at all times, find his security in them. "

Several other Rights offer support to Article 7 and help identify the elements of the common
good. Article 1 identifies for all men the natural right of "enjoying and defending their lives and
liberties; that of acquiring, possessing and protecting property; in fine, that of seeking and
obtaining their safety and happiness. " The preamble together with Article 1 focuses on the laws
for the common good, combined with the rights of safety, prosperity and happiness.

The remainder of the Constitution and General Laws can be fairly described as an engineering
specifications - defining the structure and workings of the new government. Only in these early
sections on rights shared values is the magic of this new form of government illuminated.
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The wording of Article 7 does not appear highly technical, but its underlying complexity
arises from crafting clear definitions and rules of application. Different sets of values come into play.
Agreements and understandings become badly tangled up in controversy. The challenge is
sufficiently great that few legal commentaries exist, and case law is. virtually non-existent.

In retrospect it would seem that the legal profession simply ducked the issue.

By contrast, the ancient Greek philosophers engaged in the earliest and deepest thought.
Socrates and Plato dealt at length with societal concepts of the “good.” Aristotle appears to have
been the inventor of the term “common good” and its application to an assessment of governments.
Among the Romans, only Cicero seems to have sought a functional meaning as applied to real world
governments and the laws. Not until the late 18th century times of the Enlightenment activists were
natural rights and the common good applied to the Constitutions of real governments.

Article 7 presents us with two key mandates : one desirable and one undesirable. It is illegal
if a government action does noi serve the common good. A/l government actions must clearly
service the common good.

It is illegal if government actions result in profits for select individuals or groups.
All government actions must exclude such illegal profits.

The task of this treatise is to assemble materials from various sources and apply additional
analysis to yield an improved understanding of where Article 7 would take us, were it to be treated
as a bona fide law that would affect the behavior of governments. In a practical world, one could
ask : what changes should occur in decisions about zoning, subsidies, tax breaks, contracts, and all
selective government-related benefits? The combination of concerns for the common good and
against selective profits would have great implications for corruption and other criminal behaviors
by public officials.

Support for the Common Good

Article 7 specifies a purpose, the basis for an ethical form of government. The political
challenge is to focus on the general or common objectives of government actions, while critiquing
the private and the select activities that may favor the private good in society. Private good is linked
in part to the “profit, honor or private interest” for a specialized segment of the populace, as
opposed to the general or common citizenry. To the extent that such profiteering is excessive, it may
be simple avarice. It become more or an evil than a good.

Article 7 goes further than the Preamble by lirr}iting the only function of government to
serving the common good, and not the private good. Nor can it do a little bit of both. It is all or
nothing — for the common good.

Article 7 does not tell us who defines or determines the common good in practical terms.
The accumulation of court cases and the understandings compiled in case law could be one valid
approach. Another option is the assembled Legislation — shorn of contradictions — to identify those
government actions that do or do not serve the common good. An elitist approach would be to
assign the task to enlightened and sensitive experts or to an aristocracy of Wise Men and Women.
Furthermore, the values of society are constantly changing, so a public sense of the common good
may gradually change as well. A vivid example is same-sex marriage and the dramatic shift in
public and legal opinion in the past decade (Goodridge v. Department of Public Health).

EEEEEEEEREEEEREEREEE ENNXE N NBENNEBIR N BN BN
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Neither courts nor Legislatures are perfect in their decisions. But both over time are called
upon to issue judgments in the public interest. For better or for worse, the practical way they go
about this task can be informative.

We are at the very beginning stages of understanding what Article 7 means for society in the
21st century. For this reason, this treatise cannot include such a legal and legislative review and
assemble a comprehensive list of government actions that do or do not serve the common good.
Some individual examples are obvious — such as police, fire, hospitals, public schools, anti-slavery
efforts, water supply and sewers. Clearly negative examples are hazardous waste dumps near
populated areas, bribery of public officials, child abuse and general criminal activity. Between the
negative and the positive is a gray area of controversy : gambling casinos, assault weapons,
abortions, tax breaks, and the benefits or burdens of technology. As noted earlier, some issues have
been transformed from anathema to general popular acceptance : the abolition of slavery, equal
voting rights, and same-sex marriage.

Limitations on Profits

In no other state constitution is there anything like Article 7 of the Massachusetts Declaration
of Rights with its specific restriction against special profits. It is important to recognize that the
profit restriction is limited. Private profits are allowed when -- without government intervention —
private interests engage in legal business within our capitalist/free enterprise system. Article 7 sets
limits only on government actions that directly increase special interest profits. It does not affect
government actions that decrease profits. It does not forbid actions where everyone profits.

Despite our national participation in a dynamic world economy, there is remarkably little
discussion among economists of capitalism and profits. Article 7 tells us that indeed, capitalism
does exist in our society, but it is limited in certain ways whenever government acts. Economists
understand that in certain cases there are limits on profits of such things as public utilities. There are
anti-trust laws that exist to prevent excessive profits from monopolies or anyone engaged in restraint
of trade, price fixing, price gouging, or producing products dangerous to the public health. All of
these concerns are part of a conventional regulatory structure of government Article 7 tells us that
there should be an additional element — one that prevents special interest profits caused by any
government action. Article 7 does not forbid greed or profit, but simply states that government shall
not facilitate such activity in a selective way.

The strict nature of Article 7 leaves little room for compromise. Where a private interest has
achieved a profit from government action, it is not’sufficient for that private entity to "kick back"
some fraction of that profit to community benefits — or to politicians and agency officials or board
members. The entirely of the profit must be surrendered. An example would be an upzoning action
at the local level, where all affected property owners would pay back to the government the
increased value and revenues that would be counted as profits from government action. Article 7
would imply that the reimbursement must be fotal It cannot be a partial or token payback of
landowner benefits.

The historical context of Article 7 is easier to understand if we imagine a somewhat
conservative Federalist John Adams writing up the Constitution in 1780. He and his fellow
colonialists had suffered unpleasant experiences with the East India Company and related British
taxes designed to favor the company (see Appendix F). Their non-radicalism is shown by the
success in persuading both American and British business groups to oppose the Tea tax and other
impositions. The idea was that honest and fair businessmen should oppose selective favoritism.
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Ethical Implications

The ethical implications of Article 7 are quite astounding. If we could ever achieve full
compliance with Article 7, ail corruption in government would stop. Corruption is basically giving
special favors and riches to the select few. Both government officials and lobbyists would be unable

to reap financial benefits.

Case Law

A preliminary review of Case law shows a scattering of cases seeking to use the common_ __ _
good clause to promote government reform on certain issues, such as same-sex marriage, fair
competition in business, veterans preference, or matters of welfare equity. There is no evidence of
any court case dealing with profits to private interests from government actions. Nor are there
examples of citing common good or profit as a weapon to deal with public corruption.

It appears that any legal challenge to government actions to allege inconsistency with the
common good or to cite special interest profits could be an entirely new issue to place before the
courts. The concerns have never been tested.

State Constitutional Law

Generally our society seems at peace with its state constitutions. Ferocious battles over the
Federal Constitution may occur, but with rare exceptions (such as same-sex marriage) state
constitutions are treated like a dowager empress : to be respectfully allowed to rest in comfort. If we
don't bother her, she will not bother us.

This situation is quite puzzling because by law -- by the Constitution itself -- every elected
and appointed public official must take a solemn oath to support the Constitution. One suspects that
most of these officials have little idea of the document they are sworn to uphold.

Article 7 is reality. It is the law, and it is the highest law in the Commonwealth — short of the
U.S. Constitution. If the state Constitution is moribund today, this condition is wrong. It is
important for all municipal agencies, all state agencies, the Legislature and the Governor to be aware
of the primacy of the state Constitution. .

V"

Our constitution should be a document that is alive, that has a unifying effect, and that
stimulates everyone from citizens to judges. It should give meaning and purpose during those times
when society settles into patterns of moral drift.

Article 7 and the Constitution generally are the province of the state Supreme Judicial Court
for interpretation of meaning and precedent. Such interpretation is not the duty of the Governor or
the Legislature. The state Constitution and its interpretation should be reasserted as the guiding
force for our laws, thereby reducing the role of well paid lobbyists. It may well be that the avenue
for obtaining a definitive clarification of Article 7 may come from a court appeal that reaches the
Supreme Judicial Court.

January 14, 2013
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Origins of the Treatise

The idea of a treatise on Article 7 can be traced back to May 2011, during public discussions
before the Cambridge Planning Board and City Council. The issue was a theoretical one whether a
downzoning could result in a reduction in value of properties and hence a claim could be made for
damages payable by public agencies. Simple logic would suggest that an upzoning of property
should result in an increase in the property values and hence full compensation to the city should be
paid by the landowners who benefit from the upzoning.

A brief dialogue ensued between this author and Cambridge Attorney James Rafferty, who
offered a contrary interpretation. He promised to prepare a "Treatise" on Article 7, and to compare it
critically against current rules for development in the City. These rules that all developers must
follow have been described as "Pay-to-Play."

A good dialogue is always welcome. But when no such treatise appeared in over a year, the
best course of action appeared to be to prepare a treatise under a different authorship and
perspective. I recognize the concept of a treatise on Article 7 is an original concept from Mr.
Rafferty. I have proceeded to produce my version of the treatise without the benefit of seeing his
contribution.

Outline of the Analysis

The first task will be to elaborate on the meaning of common good, both before and after
acceptance of the state Constitution in 1780. Consideration will be made of the view of allies to the
concept of the common good, as well as the detractors.

The second task will be to identify the limits and applications of government-induced profits
to special interests. This effort will include a review of possible motivations for the unique reference
to profits in the 1780 Constitution, in order to understand historical intent.

The final task will be to apply the meaning of Article 7 to actions by City and State
governments and determine where policies will need to be revised to comply with the requirements
of Article 7

Relevance of our state Constitution may have been diminished by the decline of the
Enlightenment. That decline was triggered by experiehces with the French Revolution and the
Industrial Revolution. In America, the past two centuries have seen a Civil War, a Gilded Age of
business excess and related class warfare, two horrendous world wars, and a long Cold War. Anyone
could logically conclude that modem history has offered less than fertile ground for an improved
understanding of the common good.

An historical view begins with Plato and Aristotle, and passes through St. Augustine and St.
Thomas Aquinas into the Renaissance and the growth of humanistic thinking that led to the
Enlightenment. A bitter conflict threatened the cohesiveness and common purpose of the early
Massachusetts colony, starring two religious zealots -- John Winthrop and Anne Hutchinson. As an
immediate stimulus for the American revolution, a stubborn and recalcitrant King George III and
Parliament orchestrated the "perfect storm," unleashing the ideals of the Revolution and the various
state Constitutions. Key personnel are Montesquieu, Rousseau, George Mason, Thomas Jefferson,
John Adams, and James Madison.
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A Brief Historical Review

The earliest references to the common good appear in Aristotle's Politics, as good and bad
governments are evaluated by success in providing for the common good. Aristotle's concepts were
carried through the early Roman times by Cicero, but the constant appearance of various tyrants
prevented the idea of the common good from being established during the Roman era.

Aristotle's concepts of common good were extended in the early fifth, century by an Irish
monk named Pelagius, who advocated a policy of good works as an alternative to predestination,
original sin and rigid allocations of grace. Good works represented efforts to help society in general.
Pelagianism claimed that doing good works was a way of winning God's grace and a successful
afterlife : the good done during one's stay on earth was meaningful. Pelagius had the misfortune of
running afoul of St. Augustine and his allies, at a time the Roman empire was being battered by
invading Vandals. Pelagius was crushed by Augustine, and in the subsequent Dark Ages good works
and the common good were forgotten. Augustine's views held sway for another 800 years.

The beginning of the Medieval era triggered by the outreach of the Crusades produced an
influx of Arabic knowledge into northern Europe. Arabic translations of Aristotle were introduced.
By the thirteenth century St. Thomas Aquinas succeeded in resurrecting Aristotle's philosophy within
the church. Aquinas distinguished between three types of good : an Ultimate good in God's
world a common good in this world ....and a private good. He saw the priorities as being in
precisely that order. This contrast between private and common good is not explicitly mentioned in
the Massachusetts Constitution, but it is implied.

Author Robert Nisbet recognized a common theme along almost all the philosophers from the
ancient Greeks to the 20th century* :

“Different as are the writings and ideas of Plato, Aristotle, Augustine,
More, Machiavelli, Hobbes, Rousseau, Marx, Tocqueville, and
Kropotkin, all may be seen, from at least one great vantage point,
as minds tormented by fear of the social void and in search of
redeeming, fulfilling community. ”

Indeed, the "redeeming, fulfilling community" could be seen as one definition of the common good.

Anne Hutchinson andl\lohn Winthrop

On 1987 then Governor Michael Dukakis pardoned Anne Hutchinson to revoke the order of
banishment initiated by John Winthrop in 1638, Hutchinson and Winthrop were both fierce-minded
neighbors, but on opposite sides of virtually every religious belief in colonial Boston (see Appendix
B). She engaged in independent leadership and made accusations about the local leadership, while
he felt increasingly threatened and offended. They saw each other as heretics and troublemakers.
The ultimate collision occurred in a special politico-religious tribunal of the Great and General
Court, with Winthrop ultimately destroying Hutchinson and her supporters and banishing many of
them. While seen be many liberals as a feminist heroine, she was an advocate of a highly traditional,
even retrograde, “covenant of grace” espoused by St. Augustine in opposition to Pelagius. The
contest became a colonial war of the religious factions.

** Robert Nisbet, The Social Philosophers, Paladin Publishinc. 1976. n 446
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During the 1630s, the Boston colony struggled to establish its own way of life, including
provisions for lands held in common and shared among the residents (see Appendix E). Today,
only Boston and Cambridge Commons have survived. The ideal of harmony in the New World
was difficult to achieve.

In the end, Hutchinson was banished to Rhode Island and later to Long Island. Through a
peculiar irony of history, the Hutchinson River in New York City was named after Anne, and in 1928
the Hutchinson River Parkway was opened. Meanwhile, the Massachusetts community of Winthrop
had been named after John Winthrop, and in 1909 the state constructed the Winthrop Parkway. Both
of the protagonists of 1638 have had state parkways named after them — a form of reconciliation
denied to them during their lifetimes.

The American Revolution

The American Revolution grew to maturity in the "perfect storm" of outrageous conduct by
the King of England and the British parliament over the period 1765 to 1782. The litany of these
outrages is summarized in the Declaration of Independence, listing all of the offenses that had driven
the colonists to rebel and seek their independence. An overpowering resentment against the abuses
of tyranny produced a reaction that sanctified rules by the people.

In June 1776, Adams served on the drafting committee for the Declaration of Independence.
The first accusation of "repeated injuries and usurpations" by King George HI was that "He has
refused his assent to laws the most wholesome and necessary for the public good.” Typically, the
terms "public good" and "common good" are used interchangeably.

With the realization of independence, colonists pressed forward with ideas for the proper form
of government — what King George had denied them : a government responsive to the needs of the
people. The protection of all citizens was envisioned by George Mason in 1776 in the form of the
Virginia Declaration of Rights.

Many of the concepts of Mason's Declaration were carried over into the Massachusetts
Constitution in 1780, as drafted by John Adams. In Article 7, Adams prescribed the positive goal as a
common good, while he disallowed government-stimulated special profits. The Massachusetts
Constitution is the only one in all fifty states that is explicit about limiting profits.

Modern Interpretations

The frequent modem response is to view "common good" as an idealistic anachronism, as a
topic for idle discussion by philosophers. Critics routinely ignore the issue, preferring to bypass
consideration of the common good as a serious topic. One of the few exceptions is renowned
economist Joseph Schumpeter, who in 1942 submitted an essay to discredit the credibility of the
common good.

Schumpeter sought to tie common good to the idea of the General Will as advocated by
Rousseau. The tactic was effective, in that Rousseau is usually seen by modem commentators as an
erratic and radical father of the French Revolution. Schumpeter also sought to discredit common
good by claiming that the term is undefmable and hence should be discarded.
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His major error was in trying to suggest an alternatiye. He proposed a form of government
whose only obligation was to win periodic elections. Once the government was elected, they were
free to do anything they wished until the next election. From a current day perspective, this view is
too reminiscent of the philosophy of Karl Rove and Dick Cheney, with their all-expansive
perspective on government power. Schumpeter made the mistake of proposing a government with
no sense of the common good.

In sum, the Schumpeter critique of the common good is neither persuasive nor useful in any
way. Yet his essay is the only text that has been offered to rebut the ideal of the common good.

By contrast, the Catholic church has been far more active in addressing the issue of the
common good. In the aftermath of the Wall Street meltdown of 2008, Pope Benedict X VI expressed
official concerns about modem capitalism, with the growing divide between rich and poor. He urged
the establishment of a “true world political authority” to oversee the economy and work for the
“common good.” He perceived current economic systems, “where the pernicious effects of sin are
evident,” and asked financial leaders to “rediscover the genuinely ethical foundation of their
activity.” This view of the good and bad sides to economic activity suggests a parallel with John
Adams over two centuries earlier.

The Pope called on business to exercise “greater social responsibility” in their daily activities.
“Once profit becomes the exclusive goal, if it is produced by improper means and without the
common good as its ultimate end, it risks destroying wealth and creating poverty,” Benedict wrote in
a 2011 encyclical. He asserted that “Financiers must rediscover the genuinely ethical foundation of
their activity, so as not to abuse the sophisticated instruments which can serve to betray the interests
of savers The so-called outsourcing of production can weaken the company’s sense of
responsibility towards the stakeholders — namely the workers, the suppliers, the consumers, the
natural environment and broader society — in favor of the shareholders One of the greatest
challenges facing the economy is to achieve the most efficient use — not abuse — of natural
resources, based on a realization that the notion of ‘efficiency’ is not value-free.” *

In his annual message on peace, January 1, 2013, the Pope criticized capitalism and economic
inequality. He identified "hotbeds of tension and confrontation" caused by "the prevalence of a
selfish and individualistic mentality also expressed by unregulated financial capitalism." He
criticized economic models that seek to maximize proﬁt and unnecessary consumption, while
stimulating competition at all costs.

The Catholic church has been careful not to become ensnared in controversies of evolution
and Darwinian theories. However, certain Darwinian spinoffs into the social and especially the
economic sphere have resulted in an exultation of "survival of the fittest" in the same sort of
competitive excesses identified by Pope Benedict. The result is a societal fragmentation into cliques
and factions, dominated by aggressive individualism. Charles Darwin the scientist provided a
technical description of a process of survival in the natural work, but also realized much of the
nastiness and insensitivity of the process. He was strongly opposed to slavery. Were Darwin alive
today, he would likely find much in the Pope's comments to agree with.

* New York Times, July 7, 2009
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Successes and Failures

Seeking to engage in good works with society and government has produced an inconsistent
history of successes followed by failures. People like Mahatma Ghandi and Martin Luther King are
revered for their upright moral leadership. But there have been enough failures to evoke the cynic's
witticism that “No good deed goes unpunished.”

The most positive example is that of William Wilberforce, who succeeded in abolishing the
slave trade in England and influencing other countries to abolish slavery. As leader of the anti-
slavery campaign between 1787 and 1807, he spent twenty years of his life patiently working to
abolish the slave trade in the British colonies. He established the first successful abolitionist
movement and did so motivated by Christian principles of morality. He converted to Methodism

~ and later to Christian Evangelism. His primary weapons were reason, moral propriety, and patience.

A few years earlier in Massachusetts, slavery had effectively been banned in 1783 by the
action of Judge William Cushing, the chief justice of the Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts.
Cushing wrote in his notebook that "there can be no such thing as perpetual servitude of a rational
creature." When the judge gave his instructions to the jury, he explicitly declared slavery violated
the new Constitution of Massachusetts : "I think the Idea of Slavery is inconsistent with our own
conduct & Constitution..."

Historian Henry Steele Commager observed : "how fascinating that one man, Judge
Cushing ... got rid of slavery in Massachusetts. He said, ‘The Constitution of Massachusetts says
that all men are bom free and equal, and that means there cannot be slavery in the state.! And that
was the end of it.” *

Wilberforce, as a legislator, decided to take the long legislative route of changing the laws.
Ultimately he was successful. Judge Cushing acted in a judicial appeal to the Massachusetts highest
court, and the result was quicker but similarly decisive. An SJC decision on slavery in
Massachusetts would seem a precedent for an SJC decision on Article 7.

Since 1807, social progress has been slowed by contrarian court decisions and resistance in
the legislatures. A Federal judge could have ruled slavery illegal nationwide, just as Justice Cushing
did. Similar judgments could have been issued allowing women to vote. Federal court rulings were
effective in advancing the desegregation of interstate buses, schools and other facilities, but only
after earlier Supreme Court decisions had stalled anti-discrimination efforts for half a century.
Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation became possible to two reasons : Union success at the Battle
of Antietam, and the ability -- during a Civil War and with Southern states in secession — for the
President to issue his decree. Ridding society of the evils of slavery and segregation was an
extremely difficult and drawn-out proposition.

The negative history of the common good ideal has jointly been a failure to strengthen and
enforce those aspects of the common good that are explicit or implied in the legal statute, as well as
a failure to achieve a consistent record of achievement in the way governments actually work. It
would appear that governments follows the easier path of operating for the benefit of special
interests.

* Henry Steele Commager, in Moyers, A World of Ideas, Doubleday, 1989. p, 227
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In the absence of clear standards and limits of behavior, our presently weakened concept of
the common good has great difficulty asserting itself against the pervasive powers of greed and
selfishness and the lobbying pressures of special interests. There are other situations where simple
power predominates over greed.

Enforcement of Article 7 would provide for a stronger division between government and
business. President Dwight Eisenhower was one of the few top officials who recognized the
corrupting influences when governments and other institutions become too large and functionally
intertwined. He addressed this societal danger in his Farewell Address in 1961, when he warned the
nation to be on guard against a military-industrial complex :

""In the councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition
of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the

* military-industrial complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of
misplaced power exists and will persist We must never let the weight
of this combination endanger our liberties or democratic processes.
We should take nothing for granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable
citizenry can compel the proper meshing of the huge industrial
and military machinery of defense with our peaceful methods and goals,
so that security and liberty may prosper together.... “
""In the same fashion, the free university, historically the fountainhead
offree ideas and scientific discovery, has experienced a revolution
in the conduct of research. Partly because of the huge costs involved,
a government contract becomes virtually a substitute for intellectual
curiosity. .... The prospect of domination of the nation's scholars by
Federal employment, project allocations, and the power of money
is ever present and is gravely to be regarded..... Yet, in holding
scientific research and discovery in respect, as we should, we must
also be alert to the equal and opposite danger that public policy could
itself become the captive of a scientific-technological elite. "

Of the immense shift in economic and political power, Eisenhower warned "we must not fail
to comprehend its grave implications." The same claim could be made of modem developers and
the megacorporations they serve, and that a separation between business and government is as
important as a separation between church and state.

Joyce Appleby in her history of the power of E_apitalism, concluded that there is a danger in
both the concentration in power and any collaboration between the powerful.

“The danger of concentration is even greater if the two leviathans

in our lives — the government and the economy -- read off the same
profit sheet. When government works hand in glove with the
nation’s businessmen, you can be sure that the market’s own
corrective mechanism will be disabled. Competition will then

be muted, cronyism rampant, and inefficiency protected.

The cash nexus for candidates for public office and wealthy

donors, including labor unions, causes problems.

The lobbyists have a field pro quo of donations and favors.” *
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Pressures from these powerful sources have limited the ability of modem leaders to advance
themes of common good. The primary source of support has corae from the Catholic church, both in
initiates from Rome and from theologians. In recent years, an important initiative of Perestroika was
advocated by Soviet Premier Mikhail Gorbachev. He had tried to change Russia, a centrally planned
economy. But in the end the effort in Russia failed under heavy hand of the Putin Administration.

In 1990, Gorbachev was awarded the Nobel Peace Price, and he spoke of his valid goals :

“We want to be an integral part of modem civilization. To live in
harmony with mankind’s universal values, abide by the norms
of international law, follow the ‘rules of the game’in our
economic relations with the outside world. The Cold War has
ended. We live in a new world. > *

Gorbachev did not have an Article 7 in his Russian Constitution. If he had, it might have
applied its provisions to more permanent effect.

Advocates for Article 7 will likely find very strong forces arrayed against them. How does
protecting the common good become a practical reality and a continuing one? Legislatures are too
dependent on the generosity of lobbyists, and will not be likely to pass bills enforcing Article 7. The
most likely strategy for success is to seek a favorable decision from the courts. It may be possible
that business interests could see a separation of business and economic interests as advantageous in
the long run. Milton Hershey, founder and longtime president of the Hershey Chocolate company
used many innovative techniques. His general view was :

“The more closely we work together, the more effectively can
we contribute to the better health of all mankind; this should
be our common objective, and its achievement would make
the world a happier place in which to live. ” **

Factions : Majority and Minority Rights.

James Madison probably developed the concept of factions to its highest level, including the
necessary actions to avoid abuse of power. Unanimity is a rare occurrence in human affairs, so when
votes or noses are counted, a supermajority is often identified as sufficient at Town Meetings or for
important votes in legislatures. Most common is thé nia\ljority vote, when only 51 percent can claim
victory. Madison struggled brilliantly with ways to keep a simple majority from abusing its powers, 1
typically at the expense of minority rights.

Thus anyone starting from a position of common good may find a practical situation when he
has marginal majority power and a responsibility to defend minority rights. Such a defensive
posture is quite different from a positive statement of the common good. Madison's solution was to
create a playing field where the various factions competed with other for supremacy, often quite
inefficiently so as to delay decisions. The result may be less abuse of power but can produce
ineffective or frustrating government. Madison's ultimate hope was that the protracted debates
would compel ultimate compromise, with the resolution coming closer to meeting the essence of the
common good.

* Nobei Lecture on June 5, 1991. !I
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Actions Allowed Under Article 7

A fair interpretation of Article 7 would stress openness and accessibility by the public, with
full freedom of information assured. Article 7 allows companies and individuals to earn business
profits when there are no specific government actions seen as the stimulation for those profits.
Government action could also be taken if there were full reimbursement by private beneficiaries to
governments for any profits resulting from the government actions, such as up-zoning.

Competitive bidding for government contracts could continue if there was more than one
bidder. Selecting the lowest bidder implies that the lowest profit was being selected among the
choices. Government actions can increase profits but only if they do it for everyone, and not for a
single person or select few. Where there was a doubt about Article 7 compliance, public agencies
could make a legal finding that they were indeed in compliance with the law.

Limits on City and State Governments

Article 7 requires two things : the government action must serve the common good, and the
action cannot produce profits. Both conditions must be met. Any government action that does not
serve the public good is not allowed. Any government action that produces a profit to an individual
or select group is not allowed.

It is a simpler task to identify those activities that do not serve the common good than those
that do. A useful challenge is to draw up three fists : government actions which are undeniably a
common good .... those actions that are absolutely not.... and those for which there is a dispute or
an uncertainty, like gambling casinos.

Governments can begin by making clear choices -- yes or no — as a common good. Agency
procedures could require findings that they are acting for the common good. These descriptions
would help judges, legislators and citizens to logic for decision and compliance with the law.
Irreconcilable disputes could be referred to the Inspector General's office.

Article 7 requires that legislators must rise above the special interests of individual
constituents and instead pursue a common good based on a generally shared community perspective,
not an isolated selfish one. Other guidelines could come from a restatement of the ethical and social
objections of Pope Benedict. )

Identifying the existence of a profit situation is easier to determine. In the case of an
upzoning to benefit a single owner, such as Novartis, qualitative judgments are fairly
straightforward. Up-zoning increases the value of the property and potential incomes in future
years. More difficult judgments must be made in quantifying the full amount of compensation to be
paid by the owner to the City. Without full compensation, the up-zoning is illegal by Article 7.

For the Forest City rezoning, there appear to be three beneficiaries, Forest City, MIT and a
second landowner. This is a small group and thus is contrary to Article 7. MIT's rezoning proposal
at Kendall Square has a single landowner proposing up-zoning of its land.

The Central Square plan raises many new issues : transfer of development rights as well as
up-zoning. Every landowner within the rezoning area could be a party receiving a profit from the
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government action, namely a rezoning by the City Council. In all cases, failure to mitigate impacts
such as traffic, parking and noise serves to undennine any claim of serving the common good.

Compliance with Article 7 is not a voluntary or casual matter. The Preamble to the
Constitution refers to a social contract between the citizens and their government. Where the
government engages in such a contract with its citizens, and also sets out the rights of citizens and
obligations of government, a promise has been made. It would imply a commitment, an obligation
to meet the requirements that are spelled out in the Constitution.

An additional problem for the City occurs when zoning amendments are developed and
endorsed by an advisory committee containing businessmen and entrepreneurs as stakeholders of
interest. All of these stakeholders could be beneficiaries of profits that generated by up-zoning.
When any such members make recommendations to CDD and the Planning Board, their conflict of
interest should be recognized. They should have resigned from the advisory committee for that
reason. This situation is true for both the Kendall and Central Square rezoning.

Changes in Government Operations
The City would need to change its current policies on up-zoning.
The City would need to change its current interpretation on spot zoning.

Any payment from a private party to a government official (or advisory committee member)
should be perceived as a personal profit from an action of government. Such payments would
include any gratuity of value, including contributions to accounts for future college expenses.

The making of the payment is sufficient to violate Article 7, since the issue is profit -- and it is not
necessary to show a motive. Only the existence of a profit is at issue.

The theoretical down-zoning situation identified by Mr. Rafferty finds its response in a mirror
image logic. The argument is as follows. If downzoning would create a condition where the City
would have to pay damages for loss of value or income, then a up-zoning would require the reverse
payment -- with the property owner paying the city the amount of the property enhancement. In
either case, a calculation of the monetary compensation would be difficult, but the procedure would
be similar for downzoning and for up-zoning.

This position is logical and consistent. Otherwise, there would be an unbalanced condition,
where the city pays for downzoning. In the case of an up-zoning, the landowner must pay the City
for the difference in value.

Mr. Rafferty has criticized the Article 7 approach as undermining existing programs for
incentive programs giving grants and tax breaks to companies like Evergreen Solar or Curt Shilling's
computer game company. These government contributions are unconstitutional because they benefit
select private interests. This conclusion supports an increasing body of evidence that tax breaks and
grants to special companies are both unfair and not productive. Thus Article 7 supports those critics
who would do away with tax breaks and grants to special companies.

Article 7 is also a protection against bailouts of “fat-cat” companies that encounter financial
difficulties. Just because a company is “too big to fail” is no legitimate justification for a bailout,
according to Article 7.
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CONCLUSIONS and RECOMMENDATIONS

There are two options to resolve the issue of Article 7 and matters of the common good and
profits. One is to bring a legal challenge to any city zoning action that serves to further enrich
landowner-developers. The result would be a court determination similar to the case of Moot vs.
DEP.

The second option is to file a bill in the Legislature, and obtain a vote of the Legislature to
send the bill to the Supreme Judicial Court for an Opinion of the Justices. Such an initiative was
made in 1980 and 1981 on a Chapter 91 tidelands bill, for which the Justices identified those parts of
the bill which were legitimate and those which were not.

Both approaches are aimed at achieving a similar result : clarifying the application of Article
7 to zoning or any other government action.

With either formal approach for an Article 7 resolution, a strategy to stimulate informal
dialogue could assist in discovering if various interested parties might achieve agreement on certain
aspects of Article 7. There could be a clearer definition of what the disagreements are. This treatise
is submitted with the intent of contributing to that dialogue.

This treatise is a first edition. I am not aware of any other analysis that concentrates with
Article 7 and its implications for our public agencies. No claim can be made that this edition is the
final word, and indeed the expectation is that revised editions will be issued in the coming months,
as additional appendices are completed and as comments and suggestions are received from the
various parties in the dialogue.
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Appendix A. Classical Philosophers and the Common Good

A useful first step is to identify the allies of the common good concept, as well as its
detractors. The status of the debate should be summarized and evaluated.

The allies of the common good are Aristotle, Aquinas, Thomas More, John Locke,
Montesquieu, Jefferson, John Adams, Peter Kropotkin, Ghandi, Martin Luther King, Mikhail
Gorbachev, Pope Benedict and many catholic theologians, World Federalists and supporters of the
United Nations. Madison developed a sympathetic treatment as he sought to resolve the conflict of
factions. Some advocates of enlightened despotism could also be called supporters, such as
Frederick the Great and Catherine the Great. Adam Smith in his idealism for the hidden hand and
the harmony of individual economic judgments could also be considered an advocate. Some of the
leaders of the great terror phase of the French Revolution may have thought they were serving the
common good, but history has concluded otherwise.

Detractors include Plato, St. Augustine, various tyrannical dictators, super-competitors and
zero-sum-game advocates in business and economics, Joseph Schumpeter, technocrats, minority
rights advocates, lobbyists, criminals, and aristocrat/elitists.

The philosophical foundations that went into the Constitutions of the Enlightenment have now
largely disappeared from our society, and there are no philosophers to be called on to give us expert
opinion on what is meant by the "common good." Arguments and evidence are scattered
inconsistently over twenty-four centuries of human existence.

Socrates and Plato began the discussion 2400 years ago with their consideration of "the
good." Plato asserted that the laws should be "for the sake of what is common to the whole city."
This statement comes close to the concept of common good.*

The guardians in Plato's Republic were a band of intellectual elite, with the power to do what
is right for the people, even killing them. His goal was to find and exercise “the good,” but the
actual process was very autocratic. Augustine, in sympathizing with Plato, saw the world as
impossibly corrupt.

Jefferson gave a lacerating review of Plato's Republic in a letter to John Adams :

"while wading through the whimsies” the puerilities, and the
unintelligible jargon of this work, I laid it down often to ask
myself how it could have been that the world could have so long
consented to give reputation to such nonsense as this?'" **

A generation after Plato, Aristotle formulated the "common good." In the many centuries
since, interpretations have been offered by theologians, political philosophers and economists. A
few have been offered by legal experts but such commentaries are very rare.

* 56 DePaul L. rev. 469 p. 477
*% Jefferson letter of July 5, 1814 to John Adams.
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Aristotle identified three different forms of shared land ownership and use. These were
private ownership of the soil and common use ... common ownership plus private use ... and
ownership and use alike common. These concepts are heavy on common use, which American
attitudes are more attuned to completely private ownership of land and use, with the home being a
man's castle.

Aristotle was the worldly optimist, while Plato and Augustine were other-worldly pessimists.
Aristotle made a valiant early attempt to be the first man who knew everything. He describes six
types of constitutions, three pursuing the common good and three mired in perversion and
corruption. Ideal monarchies, the ideal aristocracy and the ideal polity were the forms that served
the common good. The perversions of government were tyranny, oligarchy, and democracy. Later
inventors of new constitutions in the 17th and 18th century tried to improve on democracies so that
an ideal polity might be approximated. Then the focus was often on the common good, a balance of
power, and .punishment for corruption or non-performance.

With regard to equity and favoritism in the law, Aristotle asked,

"Should the laws be made for the higher classes, or for all?
We answer that the laws should be just, and that the just is
the equal, and has regard to the common good of the citizens.
The laws therefore cannot regard the good of one class only,
but of all the citizens. ""*

Aristotle’s influence carried through to the present day by his support from Aquinas and many
influential thinkers in the Catholic church. The result was an added religious aspect to common
good, although the general perspective can be virtually non-sectarian. The simple structure of
Article 7 contains much ethical, cultural and religious influence in its use of "common good" and the
hazards of certain profits and special benefits to certain preferred influential forces in society. For
better or for worse, religion has been important throughout the history of Massachusetts, and it
cannot be ignored.

The Romans filled the space between the Greek civilization and Augustine. The statesman
Cicero contributed the best commentary, as he devised the ideal of a universal law of reason that is
binding on all people and governments everywhere. People were presented as having natural rights
that governments must honor.

"We ought to follow nature as a guide, to contribute our part
to the common good, and by the ini‘erchange of kind offices,
both in giving and receiving, alike by skill, by labor, and by
the resources at our command, to strengthen the social union
of men among men what I have laid down as the

fundamental principles of justice, first, that injury should be
done to no one, and in the next place, that service should be
rendered to the common good.

""... common possession is to be maintained as to whatever
nature has produced for the common use of men; so that

* Aristotle, The Politics of Aristotle; translated into English by B. Jowett. Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1885. 1 of 2 vols.
Liberty Fund's Online Library of Liberty.
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while those things that are specially designated by the statutes
and the civil law are held as thus decreed, according to these
very laws other things may be regarded in the sense of the
Greek proverb, All things are common among friends.
Indeed, all those things seem to be common among men... " *

By the thirteenth century the ideas of Aristotle and Cicero had been imported into Europe.
Aquinas assembled the package, while others were able to codify rules of right and wrong, the seven
deadly sins and the cardinal virtues.

One of the earliest version of the seven deadly sins was offered by St. Gregory in 590 AD.
By the 14th century, the list reached its modem form as lust, gluttony, greed, sloth, anger, envy and
pride. The seven cardinal virtues were chastity, temperance, charity, diligence, patience, kindness,
and humility. For the common good aspects of Article 7, the relevant virtues are temperance,
charity, patience, kindness and humility. On matters of favoritism and profit, the relevant sins are
gluttony, greed, envy and pride. Greed takes the form of seeking excess and undeserved proﬁts and
the envy and pride associated with seeking special privileges.

Like the Enlightenment intellectuals, Aquinas wedded ideas of personal good and common
good. He identified three types of good : "the individual good, the good of the family, and the
good of the political community and kingdom.... each one has different objectives. One is
prudence, which is directed to one's own good,.... another is domestic prudence, which is directed
to the common good of the home, while a third, political prudence is "directed to the common
good of the political community or kingdom. "' He defined political prudence to be "the same as the
prudence which is directed to the common good.” **

Aquinas’ role was to assure that morality was included in the process :

“Aristotle had argued that it as the natural impulse of human beings

to desire ‘the good.! Aquinas goes further. The combination of this
impulse towards “the good’ with the power of rational thought allows
human beings to reach an understanding of what is morally right.” ***

Aquinas saw a natural law of common use, with each person's access to earthly goods having
a related responsibility to assist in meeting the needs of others. He highlighted the importance of
reason and seeing that the common good is served'when each person controls and protects his own
property. This view is an early version of Adam Smith's influential “invisible hand” in the field of
economics. For Aquinas, private property exists to serve the common good and any excess over
individual needs can be distributed to help the needy.

Both.Aquinas and Aristotle agreed that the city became the ideal human community and that
the purpose of government was to serve the public good. Aquinas provided the basis for a new view
that those in power served as long as they could do right. Otherwise they would be replaced. He
asserted that the common good was superior to the individual good in the hierarchy of virtues.

* Cicero, Ethical Writings of Cicero, First Century BC, translated by Andrew P. Peabody, Little, Brown, and Co., 1887
Liberty Fund's Online Library of Liberty.
** St Thomas Aquinas, On Law, Morality, and Politics, Hackett Publishing, 1988 p. 272
*** Charles Freeman, The Closing of the Western Mind, Random House 2002, Vintage Books 2005, p. 330-331
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Appendix B : ST. AUGUSTINE : OPPONENT OF ARTICLE 7 INTERESTS

St. Augustine's most active years were in the early fifth century. He dominated the important
intellectual chasm between Aristotle and Aquinas. For life on earth, he became a forceful pessimist,
convinced of the inevitability of sin and corruption among men. He established the basic church
ideology on original sin and how the sins of the past were transmitted to all humans, without the
opportunity for purification, forgiveness or recompense.

Human society, said Augustine, must be organized around God, and when it is not whatever
remains is a human Hell. “For Augustine the reality of life on earth cannot be transformed by
human effort as it will always be mired in sin.” * The sinfulness of man knows no limits, and
governments must be organized around a system of strong hierarchy, binding authority, and strict
censorship to control the forces of the mind that may seek freedom to think, plan or act. For
Augustine, the intellectual mind was always at risk of disturbing the irresponsible masses.

Seeing no value in a covenant of works and free will, Augustine was vehemently opposed
to all such suggestions.

Early in the fifth century the Irish monk Pelagius appeared with proposals for banishing
original sin and instead living lives of free will and good works. Pelagius believed that people could
bring about their own salvation through the power of reason, the exercise of free will and the
achievement of good works. People could make society and themselves better, and thus win the
approval of God and the reward of grace in the next life. Pelagius was a a sharp critic of corruption
and expected his followers to be free of corruption as well.

But Augustine had the power and the influence. He was frilly energized into preventing any
spread of Pelagianism. In the battle with Pelagius, it was the issue of grace and spirit versus
morality and good works. Pelagius was crushed, and his writings disappeared from history.

Augustine's influence established Church doctrine for the next eight centuries, driving out

Aristotle, the common good, science and optimistic thinking. There was no hope in this world, only
in the next.

The defeat of Pelagianism stabilized Christian doctrine, and established policies in favor of
predestination, pre-ordained grace and original sin, while condemning free will and good works —

the key elements in common good. The result was a cultural desert that lasted for 850 years, until
Aquinas resurrected the ideas of Aristotle. h* -

\

Anne Hutchinson and John Winthrop

The Massachusetts experience with its Declaration of Rights is important in terms of a distant
and seemingly unrelated religious crisis that befell the Massachusetts colony in the 1630s. In the
epic clash of two extremely strong willed individuals in Puritan Boston, Anne Hutchinson and John
Winthrop, the two combatants locked horns over a three year period. Winthrop won the battle
through a massive show of force, resulting in the shattering of Anne Hutchison's coalition.

* Charles Freeman, The Closing of the Western Mind, p. 299
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Had Arne Hutchison been victorious, the likely result would have a significant conservative
repression and a return to the priorities of Augustine - a covenant of grace and spirituality above all
else. There would be little room for self-improvement, good work, forgiveness, or the practice of
virtue. Enlightenment thought would have struggled to get a foothold.

Boston almost saw a replay of the clash between Augustine and Pelagius 1200 years before.
The stability of the new society was at risk. Historian David Hall stated the challenge faced by
Winthrop : “ What safeguards could be introduced to prevent contentious saints from overthrowing
their ministers, as nearly happened in the Boston congregation in 16362 ”*

Winthrop's vision was to create a paradise on this earth, worthy of God's approval. His dream
was underlain with utopian visions based on a spirit of cooperation and community. Dedication and
hard work were essential to achievement, and that meant a covenant of works. It was an acceptance
of the principles of St Thomas Aquinas. Winthrop saw Anne Hutchinson as a direct threat to this
dream, and she had to be banished.

BIBLIOGRAPHY :

Brooks Adams, The Emancipation of Massachusetts Houghton Mifflin Riverside Press 1887 /
1962

Francis J. Bremer, First Founders : American Puritans and Puritanism in an Atlantic World
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Eve LaPlante, American Jezebel, The Uncommon life of Anne Hutchinson the woman who defied
the Puritans. Harper Collins 2004
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** David Hall 4 Reforming People, Knopf 2011. p. 122
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Appendix C THE CONCEPT OF THE COMMONWEALTH

The more common and modem use of "Commonwealth" is a state or group of states or

nations. Commonwealth is the formal title for the states of Massachusetts, Kentucky, Pennsylvania,
and Virginia.

Commonwealth or originally "common weal" mean a strong, healthy or prosperous state,
intended to reflect the general welfare or the general good. It meant a group of people banded
together for the common good. Welfare was the state of doing, going, faring or living well —
without evil or calamity. Welfare work became an organized community or government efforts for
social betterment of society. This effort often took the form of a whole community acting to assist
the whole of society, including those elements who needed assistance and who lacked the prevailing

welfare. Gradually, over time the terms weal and wealth came to be identified with economic
affluence. '

The juxtaposition of common and wealth produces the clear implication of sharing the wealth
among the community through a process of economic equality. A traditional commonwealth would
appear to be a system where competitive striving for personal gain was restrained, if not
discouraged. From this viewpoint, Article 7 in preventing the advancement of private interests
through government action would be consistent with advancing the interests of society.

January 14, 2013
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APPENDIX D MADISON'S CONCEPT OF THE PUBLIC GOOD

James Madison's single greatest contribution was to advance the views of Montesquieu and
Hume about factions, as explained in the Federalist Number 10. He argued that without strong
public virtue, any democratic government would be constantly threatened by intense battles between
competing factions, each seeking to advance its own narrow interests while defeating similar hopes
of others. Areal danger could occur when one side won outright and imposed its mandate
recklessly.

Madison saw factional abuses being at the expense of the public good. His solution was not
to legislate good will and the common good, but to structure government in a way to neutralize the
powers of the combatants, slowing down the speed and efficiency of the process. Competing
interests would feel pressure to compromise and work out an arrangement that settled the issues
fairly and agreeably. The net result was less selfishness and a better chance for a socially useful
result, conducive to the public good. In effect, it was Madison's version of Article 7.

He borrowed from Hume another feature of factions and governments — that the higher levels
of government and political associations could be better trusted to protect the concerns of larger
society — and not to espouse petty local preferences. Hence, the structure of government would
begin at the local level, with increasing powers extending upwards to the national level ; to the
President, the Congress and the U.S Supreme Court. This recognition of executive virtue and local
injudicious behavior served to defend against the opponents of the common good, who Madison saw
as concentrated at the local and state levels.

The clash of factions could produce the tyranny of the majority and the oppression of the
minority. The separation or powers became the bulwark to guard against abuse of majority rule, at
least in theory.
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APPENDIX E COMMON EANDS

The transition away from medieval real estate took much of the monopoly in land ownership
away from feudal lords and assigned it to the public as common land. The Puritans brought the
common land concept with them to the new world, but problems with overgrazing of shared public
lands and a preference for private house lots caused the colony to sell most of the common lands.

Cambridge in the early 1630s set aside extensive lands on its westerly border as common
lands for grazing and other shared uses. Large grazing areas between what are now Harvard and
Porter Squares were later converted for use as livestock markets. The common lands effort fell apart
due to overgrazing (known as "the tragedy of the commons").* Typically, common lands were
either sold to private owners or retained as public parks (Boston, Cambridge, Burlington Commons).
These lands continue to exist today without significant commercial abuse.

One of the early initiatives of the Puritan government in the 1640s was to redefine coastal
tidelands. The Puritan government invented a new form of coastal regulation based on the shared
interest in tidelands. The beach or flats area was automatically declared to be owned by the adjacent
uplands landowner, but with a shared interest in the land to include a public access right owned by
the Commonwealth for the purpose of navigation, hunting and fishing. To this day, these common
law rights are protected by M.G.L. Chapter 91.

* Garrett Hardin, "The Tragedy of the Commons," Science Vol. 162, pp.1243-1248, December 13, 1968
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APPENDIX F RESENTMENTS AGAINST PROFITS

In one of the earliest efforts to visualize the ideal commonwealth, Thomas More's Utopia
(1517) identified avarice as contrary to the public good. He proposed "the prohibiting of many
things under severe penalties, especially such as were against the interest of the people ... those
whose avarice led them to transgress would be severely fined, so the selling licenses dear ... would
be against the public good."*

Beginning with the 1765 Stamp Act and continuing through Intolerable Acts, the British
strategy became a sequence of incendiary taxes on basic commodities. These taxes resulted from the
reorganization of the British empire and large expenses for past and anticipated wars. The most
unpopular imposition was a tax on tea that favored a hated monopoly, the East-India Company.
Parliament approved this tax with little debate and expected minimal controversy.

Instead intense resentment raged through Virginia and Massachusetts, with Patrick Henry
heading the charge in Virginia and John Adams being the leader in the Bay State. Both claimed that
rights were being infringed, that colonists should have the same rights as native Englishmen, and
protested imposed taxation as tyranny.

The company of concern, the East-India Company, was a British govemment-business
partnership. They used high prices and monopoly on tea supplies throughout the world. Prof. Henry
Steele Commager described the origins of the tea crisis :

"An act of May 1775 permitted the East India Company to export tea
directly to the American Colonies free from all duties except the
three-penny tax payable in America. The Company disposed of its
enormous quantities of tea through its own agents, and thus had a
practical monopoly on the tea business in the Colonies. It was the
danger of this monopoly rather than the principle of the tea tax that
aroused resentments in the Colonies. "' **

The revolt of the Boston Tea Party was actually against a government tax imposed to assist a
private company.

The decade from 1765 through 1776 marked the beginning and the culmination of the fracture
between Britain and its American colonies. Britishbist;orian W. H. Lecky concluded that :

""From this time, the English government in America is little more
than a series of deplorable blunders. " ***

In short, Britain had completely failed in its obligations to be a good government.

* Thomas More's Ufopia at http://www.gutenberg.org/cache/epub/2130/pg2130.txt
** Henry Steel Commager, Documents in American History, Seventh Edition, 1963, p. 70
**% W, H. Lecky in History of England in the Eighteenth Century, Vol Ut of VIIL, p. 379
Quoted by Commager, Documents in American History, p. 63.
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John Adams appears to be the first and only author of a Declaration of Rights to refer
specifically to certain profits as undesirable. The exact reasons for such inclusion have not been
explained, but Adams' background as a recognized conservative does not suggest traditional anti-
business motives. The unrest that produced protest and revolution was more about economic issues,
like taxes, than any other fundamental irritant. Article 7 does not mention taxes but it does mention
profits. The U.S. Constitution makes no mention of profits.

It is possible that Adams was affected by a similar concern as Adam Smith. Both believed
that a free market was better and that the old mercantile system was based on privilege and
favoritism. In 1765 he wrote the instructions for the Town of Braintree, complaining that the new
taxes were "so numerous and so high, and the embarrassments to business in this infant, sparsely
settled country so great, that it would be totally impossible for the people to subsist under it."
Adams, unlike his Virginia counterparts a lifetime opponent of slavery, concluded "we never can be
slaves..." * '

However, Adam's complaint about profits was a limited one, with Article 7 being directly only
at profits abetted by government action. The colonists were not early Marxist radicals opposed to
capitalism, and instead the record shows local merchants supported many of the protests against the
escalating British tax program.

Adams in opposing taxes that were excessive and unreasonable was clearly trying to speak for
the colonies as a whole, including business. At no time did he express opposition to business profits
that were reasonable and not exorbitant.

Yet Adams' critical approach to government-based profits finds a parallel in concerns about
other government abuses such as freedom of religion, and the need for no favoritism or penalties for
sectarian reasons. Madison's biographer Harold Schultz recounts how

“Madison left among his papers the draft of a resolution on the
free exercise of religion which was not accepted by the convention.
If broadly interpretedthe resolution could have been used to sanction
the separation of church and state. It declared "that no man or class
of men ought on account of religion to be invested with peculiar
emoluments or privileges, no subjec_ﬁzd to any penalties or disabilities. ' " **

s

The astute reader will notice the reference to "No man or class of men," in similar fashion to
Atrticle 7.

* Henry Steel Commager, Documents in American History, Seventh Edition, 1963, p. 70
** Harold Schultz, James Madison, Twayne Publishers, 1970 p. 32
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Appendix G The Virginia Declaration of Rights

The Virginia Declaration of Rights was written by George Mason, and approved three weeks
before Jefferson's' more famous Declaration of Independence. Mason's work is a precursor of both
Jefterson's work and John Adams' Preamble and Article 7 :

“that all men .. have certain inherent rights, of which, when
they enter into society, they cannot by any compact deprive
or divest their posterity; namely the enjoyihent of life and
liberty, with the means of acquiring and possessing property,
and pursuing and obtaining happiness and safety. "'

Mason's Article 3 comes the closest to the essence of Article 7 :

"That government is, or ought to be instituted for the common
benefit, protection, and security of the people, nation, or community
... producing the greatest degree of happiness and safety, and is
most effectively secured against the danger of maladministration; "'

The Declaration of Independence contains a long list of offenses by the Crown — a litany of
"repeated injuries and usurpations" by King George III. The very first offense was : "He has
refused his assent to laws the most wholesome and necessary for the public good. " The themes of
"We the people," "provide for the common defense" and "promote the general welfare" are included
with "inalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness."

Massachusetts was the eleventh state to adopt a constitution after the Declaration of
Independence. George Mason's work on the Virginia Declaration of Rights was so remarkable that
almost all states used his work as a guide for their own Declarations. Indeed, while the U.S.
Constitution has a Bill of Rights — added as amendments — all states except one have Declarations
of Rights, and are modeled after Virginia.
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Johnson, Holly (EEA)

From: Joel N. Weber II [joel@joelweber.com]
Sent: Monday, April 08,2013 11:55 PM
To: Johnson, Holly (EEA); Fichter, Katherine (DOT)

Cc: patricia.jehlen@masenate.gov; denise.provost@mahouse.gov; Davey, Richard (DOT);

gm(@mbta.com; info@necfuture.com; jarrett@jarrettwalker.com; Joel N. Weber I!

Subject: South Station scoping comments

As Ma s s DOT explores South Station expansion., | hope the study will include
people arriving by commuter rail in the morning go when they get off the
Station.

| expect that some passengers transfer to the Red Line., others to the
SL1 and SL2 buses, still others get on a Hubway bike, some walk, etc.

As the number of passengers arriving at South Station by commuter rail increases as a result
of South Station expansion, the number of passengers transfering to the Red Line, the SL1 and
SL2 buses, and Hubway will increase,

| think that it would be valuable for the South Station study to look at how many passengers
are expected to transfer to each of those modes, and what capacity improvements might be
needed on the Red Line, on the SL1/SL2 tunnel, and on Hubway.

In the case of the Red Line, my understanding is that the current signal technology could
likely accomodate 3 minute headways, perhaps with a need to upgrade a few specific
bottlenecks in the existing system, and switching to a different signal technology might
allow something closer to 2 minute headways. Will that be sufficient, or will lengthening
Red Line platforms become necessary to keep up with increasing numbers of riders?

The 11/23/2009 blog post entitled "minneapolis: unlocking downtown with transit malls" on
humantransit.org claims that a busway where buses cannot pass other buses has a capacity
limit of approximately 60 buses per hour. My understanding is that SL1/SL2 plus the short
turn South Station to Silver Line Way service is probably currently operating somewhere
around 30 buses per hour during peak travel times, and | have never seen anything that
clearly explains whether the non-revenue turnaround loop at South Station has space for
passing.

The extra lugage racks in the SL1 buses not present in the other buses, and the need for SL1
to do schedule recovery at South Station given that the airport is a loop may further
complicate things if passing is not possible.

If there is some chance of doubling SL1/SL2 ridership, and if that would
capacity, exploring options for 80 foot buses, or Green Line trains, or
to the underground bus stations would be appropriate.

As Hubway ridership increases, Hubway may need additional land in the vicinity of South
Station, and planning to make that land available is important.

Additionally, I'd like to see the study explore whether the North South Rail Link combined

with additional commuter rail stops near subway stations and/or employment centers could be
an effective way to reduce the pressure on South Station to accomodate south side commuters,
by providing additional options to allow more south side commuter rail riders to complete

useful trips without getting on or off at South Station.

The 49th page of the 158 page pdf (numbered as page 45 in the bottom of the image of the
page) available from mbta.com dated 01-Sept-10 describing the possibilities for regular
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weekday Foxborough Commuter Rail list some reasons why South Station can only accomodate two
trains per hour per platform track, even though some other systems have been known to
accomodate three (and while not acknowledged in any MBTA document, | believe that New Jersey
Transit's now canceled New York Penn Station Expansion project was planning to operate four
trains per hour per stub end platform track).

The Foxborough study claims that single tracked mainlines are one of the factors that limit
the number of trains each track at South Station can serve. | think that exploring the
alternative of additional passing sidings or double tracking to increase capacity would be
appropriate.

At the same time, | think a goal of no new at grade crossings with more than one track and
adding no more tracks to existing at grade crossings unless converting them to grade
separated crossings in the process might be appropriate; at some point in the last 15 years,
there was a fatal accident in which a young child saw a train go by, and went passed the
still-lowered crossing arms on the assumption that once a train went by, crossing the tracks
would be safe, only to be hit by a train going the opposite direction on the other track.

As the study looks at ways of making the Flarborwalk along Dorchester Avenue attractive to
pedestrians, looking at ways to attract boating activity to the southern part of Fort Point
Channel may be appropriate. 1 once walked along the Flarborwalk from Rolling Bridge Park to
Summer St, generally along the east side of Fort Point Channel, and found the body of water
to be quite empty and unused (and therefore boring to look at).

If the reopened section of Dorchester Avenue to the south of Summer St is expected to be two
way, a careful look at how to best accomodate passenger drop-offs by northbound traffic would
be appropriate.

Encouraging that traffic to take Atlantic Avenue instead may be appropriate, and looking at
whether there is anywhere where Dorchester Avenue would be significantly easier to get to

than Atlantic Avenue and whether there are road improvements that would make Atlantic Avenue
easier to get to may also be appropriate.

With the possibility of building over a thousand new parking spaces in what MassDOT is trying
to portray as transit oriented development, | would like to see the study explain in detail

why replacing those cars with transit would be difficult. If there are concerns about access
from the north side commuter rail system, a discussion of whether the North South Rail Link
might be a good substitute for building more parking may be appropriate.

Additionally, a good part of the disincentive to use taxis (and thus an incentive to build
and use parking spaces) is the cost of the taxi medallion which must be paid for indirectly
by taxi riders. I'd like to see the study explore what pricing would be possible for taxi
service if we eliminated the taxi medallion system and continued to pay drivers what they
currently tend-to be paid when they are not the owner of the medallion, and whether that
lowered price would allow fewer parking spaces to be built in the vicinity of South Station.

Google has been experimenting with technology that allows cars to move themselves without
drivers. If the technology matures to the point where it could drop people off at South

Station and then bring the empty car somewhere else to park, is there a better place to put
that parking, and is there road capacity to get the empty vehicles to that parking? (The
answer to this needs to take into account the faster reaction time of a computer vs a human
driver which can allow computer driven cars to follow each other more closely, as well as the
opportunities to have computer driven cars park each other in to use less land while parking
if they have the ability to ask each other to move as needed.)

I hope the study will go into more detail about what bus route(s) might be rerouted onto
Dorchester Avenue, and what existing bus stops those routes would then miss, and what the
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impact of missing those stops would be, both for present use and for potential future N-21.13
development in the vicinity of those stops. (cont.)

loel N. Weber II
225 Summer St #3
Somerville MA 02143






Wig Zamore
13 HighLand Ave #3
Somerville MA 02143

Logan Health Study CAC (DPH)

Logan Airport CAC (Noise Study)
MBTA Rider Oversight Committee
MAPC MetroFuture Steering Com. (to 2008)
Somerville Transportation Equity Partnership
Mystic View Task Force (of Somerville)

617-625-5630
wi gzamore@rcn. com
April 9, 2013
Richard K. Sullivan Jr., Secretary EEA
Attn: Holly Johnson, MEPA Office
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston MA 02114

Via Email: hollv.s.iohnson@state.ma.us

RE: South Station Expansion Project
Environmental Notification Form, EEA No. 15028

Dear Secretary Sullivan and Analyst Johnson,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the South Station Expansion ENF and the MEPA scope for
the Draft EIR. | will start by noting what | consider to be positive aspects and then move on to a few
areas of project concern. My comments will follow the general outline of my oral statement at the site
meeting for this project several weeks ago.

Positive Aspects

First, | am glad that MassDOT is going to consider a range of private sector co-development options at N-22.1
South Station. Though many citizens concerned with the fabric and history of Boston may disagree, |

would be happy to see highly visible gateway developments at both South and North Station, as well as at
Downtown Crossing, all marking key public transit nodes. With regard to the physical form of the city, it

would be fine with me if these nodes have the tallest buildings in the city, with uplifting crowns.*

Second, transit nodes of great cities should be very public meeting places that celebrate the vibrancy, 00 9
life and diversity of urban economies and gathering spots. The re-development of South Station in the

late 1980s instilled such vibrancy. The Silver Line addition, with its waterfront and Logan connections,

fits into the mix as well even though it would have been far better to re-route the Red Line from under

the Fort Point Channel to a more useful route through the South Boston Seaport / Innovation District.

Third, expansion of electrified Acela capacity and trains is a great long term goal. Expansion of electric ~  ,, 3
transit at all geographic scales delivers an important double benefit - much less urban pollution and much
greater clean energy power flexibility in the future. Electrified rail based transit is good whether it is at

regional AMTRAK corridor scale, heavy subway or more nuanced light rail that interacts at a finer grain

with local land uses. All these electrified rail modes have their place within the public transit mix.

-Logan’s jets should not be flying over downtown even when following emergency procedures.



Fourth, the opportunity to eliminate idling trains awaiting South Station platforms would certainly be a N-22.4
passenger benefit and might also be an environmental benefit, depending on both future capacity and '
future train technologies. However ...

Project Concerns

First, expansion of diesel bus and rail capacity in the vicinity of South Station specifically, and the MBTA
service area more generally, is an awful idea. Notwithstanding several generations of EPA effort at diesel
engine improvement, the last year has been very tough on diesel emissions and black carbon. Last
summer, after many years of debate and delay, the World Health Organization’s International Agency for
Research on Cancer (IARC) declared diesel emissions to be a Class 1 Carcinogen for lung cancer.

N-22.5

IARC is the world’s most authoritative body on carcinogenicity. The Class 1 category for lung cancer, the
world’s greatest cancer killer, includes both tobacco and asbestos. IARC’s designation is based on robust
occupational epidemiology of miners exposed to diesel machinery, career truck industry workers and
diesel train engineers. Similar levels of lung cancer risk have been found among residential populations
who live in locations most exposed to mobile pollution, even in clean cities such as Stockholm and Oslo.

Then in the last several months, many of the world’s most respected climate scientists co-authored a
consensus paper in the Journal of Geophysical Research (with TC Bond as first author) establishing black
carbon’s pre-eminent role as the number two Green House Gas, trailing only C02 but moving into second
place ahead of methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N20). This followed years of work by Ramanathan at UC
San Diego, Jacobsen at Stanford, and others. Diesel is the world’s most certain source of black carbon.

The ENF did not disclose post expansion diesel bus and rail capacity at South Station but the Draft EIR N-22.6
scope really must require MassDOT transparency on the full range of capacity increases possible.

Second, the total level of transportation pollution in the South Station, Leather District and N-22.7
Chinatown areas is extraordinarily high. These areas are already profoundly affected by 193 and

its Big Dig portals, the MassPike, all the diesel rail and buses associated with South Station, and

nearby transportation maintenance and layover facilities. Chinatown should be given special

attention as it houses one of the densest environmental justice populations in Massachusetts.

Chinatown lives right next to these regional transportation facilities which exist largely for the
benefit of commuters and the downtown economy at the expense of local resident health and
that of their children and elders. Affordable housing and public schools in Chinatown provide no
designed or engineered protection from this transportation air pollution onslaught. Nor is this
population protected from the annoyance of and hypertension from transportation related noise.

The recently released WHO 2010 Global Burden of Disease determined that air pollution has now
edged out smoking and second hand smoke as a risk factor for disease and mortality worldwide.
For both genders combined, hypertension is the world’s number one health risk. But for women,
air pollution is the single greatest global health risk. We have known for years that residential
proximity to transportation pollution is associated with 50 to 100% increases in risk of lung
cancer and cardiovascular mortality, as well as similar increases in risk of childhood asthma.

More recently, a California study with exposure analysis assisted by experts at Sonoma, the
company responsible for EPA’s AirNow network, has found that the children of women who were
most exposed to transportation pollution during their pregnancies have three times the risk of
developing autism of children whose mothers were not so exposed. | have attached the Volk
study, with its mother and child autism findings, for your MEPA and MassDOT project records.



It would be helpful if the MEPA Draft EIR scope can require that MassDOT detail the full level n 22.8
of transportation related noise and air pollution affecting Chinatown and other nearby
neighborhoods, including the NAAQS pollutants but also air toxics, diesel PM, and ultrafine

particle levels determined with quality bench instruments. It would also be nice if MassDOT

details the subtantive contributions it can make to cleaning up the air in Chinatown,

including its residences and schools, and what MassDOT might additionally contribute to
Chinatown neighborhood livability more generally.

Notwithstanding a severe shortage of public revenue sources, in the Los Angeles and Long Beach
Ports area of southern California all the elementary schools of Wilmington are being outfitted

with HEPA filters, and all of the diesel trucks serving the ports have been required to accelerate
clean diesel retrofit technologies. In San Francisco, some projects associated with large air
pollution exposures are now required to provide residential HEPA filtration. The transportation,
public health and air quality management agencies of California take their obligation to protect
citizens and workers from the environmental health hazards of diesel emissions very seriously.

It would be nice if Massachusetts and MassDOT assumed similar levels of protective
responsibility. 1 realize that our public servants are extremely conscientious, and often
overworked and underpaid. Thus it is difficult to ask anyone to do more than what has been
previously expected. But the cumulative environmental health effects imposed upon Chinatown
and other nearby neighborhoods are already very large and will increase with South Station
Expansion unless a concerted effort is made to lessen all future damages.

Any environmental improvements that MEPA can suggest for study and that MassDOT can
eventually offer as mitigation in the real world would be greatly appreciated.

With Best Regards,
Wig Zamore

Volk paper and Updated Environmental Epidemiology references attached.



Online First

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Traffic-Related Air Pollution, Particulate Matter,

and Autism

Heather E. Volk, PhD, MPH, Fred Lurmann; Bryan Penfold; Irva Hertz-Picciotto, PhD; Rob McConnell, MD

Context: Autism is a heterogeneous disorder with ge-
ne tie and environmental factors likely contributing to its
origins. Examination of hazardous pollutants has sug-
gested the importance of air toxics in the etiology of au-
tism, yet litde research has examined its association with
local levels of air pollution using residence-specific ex-
posure assignments.

Objective: To examine the relationship between traffic-
related air pollution, air quality, and autism.

Design: This population-based case-control study in-
cludes data obtained from children with autism and con-
trol children with typical development who were en-
rolled in the Childhood Autism Risks from Genetics and
the Environment study in California. The mother’s ad-
dress from the birth certificate and addresses reported from
a residential history questionnaire were used to estimate
exposure for each trimester of pregnancy and first year of
life. Traffic-related air pollution was assigned to each lo-
cation using a line-source air-quality dispersion model. Re-
gional air pollutant measures were based on the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s Air Quality System data.
Logistic regression models compared estimated and mea-
sured pollutant levels for children with autism and for con-
trol children with typical development.

Setting: Case-control study from California.

Participants: A total of 279 children with autism and a
total of 245 control children with typical development.

Main Outcome Measures: Crude and multivariable

adjusted odds ratios (AORs) for autism.

Results: Children with autism were more likely to live
at residences that had the highest quartile of exposure
to traffic-related air pollution, during gestation (AOR, 1.98
195% Cl, 1.20-3.31]) and during the first year oflife (AOR,
3.10 [95% Cl, 1.76-5.57]), compared with control chil-
dren. Regional exposure measures of nitrogen dioxide and
particulate matter less than 2.5 and 10 p.m in diameter
(PMis and PM,.) were also associated with autism dur-
ing gestation (exposure to nitrogen dioxide: AOR, 1.81
[95% Cl1, 1.37-3.09]; exposure to PM”": AOR, 2.08 [95%
Cl, 1.93-2.25]; exposure to PMi,: AOR, 2.17 [95% CI,
1.49-3.16) and during the first year oflife (exposure to
nitrogen dioxide: AOR, 2.06 [95% Cl, 1.37-3.09]; expo-
sure to PM.s: AOR, 2.12 [95% Cl, 1.45-3.10]; exposure
to PM;,: AOR, 2.14 [95% Cl, 1.46-3.12]). All regional
pollutant estimates were scaled to twice the standard de-
viation of the distribution for all pregnancy estimates.

Conclusions: Exposure to traffic-related air pollution,
nitrogen dioxide, PM,;, and PM, during pregnancy and
during the first year of life was associated with autism.
Further epidemiological and toxicological examina-
tions of likely biological pathways will help determine
whether these associations are causal.

Arch Gen Psychiatry.
Published online November 26, 2012.
doi:1 0.1001/jamapsychialry.2013.266
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severe), the incidence rate of all autism
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as high as 1 in 110 children: Emerging evi-
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Recently, air pollution has been exam-
ined as a potential risk factor for autism.
Using the Environmental Protection Agen-
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Table 1. Spearman Correlations of Traffic-Related Air Pollution (TRP) and Regional Pollutants for 524 Children'

All Pregnancy Estimates

First Year of Life

Estimates TRP PMji PM,i Ozone Nitrogen Dioxide
TRP 0 S2¢6 0.36° 033° -0 36° 0.80°

PM;s 025° 0.57» 077° -011° 063

PM;¢ 027° 084° 0.82s 013° 0.66°

tame -031° 0264 0274 074» -0.29°
Nitrogen diovidp 0.58° 060¢ 0.644 -019° 0.89°

Abbreviations: PMjj, particulate matter less than 2.5 p,m in aerodynamic diameter; PM,,, particulate matter less than 10 pm In aerodynamic diameter.

aAll correlation measures were statistically significant (P<.05).
b Correlations ot the same pollutant across time periods.
'Correlations across pollutants within pregnancy.

Correlations across pollutants within the first year of life.

cy’s dispersion-model estimates of ambient concentra-
tions of hazardous air pollutants, Windham and col-
leagues: identified an increased risk of autism based on
exposure to diesel exhaust particles, metals (mercury, cad-
mium, and nickel), and chlorinated solvents in North-
ern California census tracts. Additional research using
dispersion-model estimates of hazardous air pollutants
also reported associations between autism and air tox-
ics at the birth residences of children from North Caro-
lina and West Virginia: These epidemiologic findings on
autism are supported by additional research.s describ-
ing other physical and developmental effects of air pol-
lution due to prenatal and early life exposure. For ex-
ample, high levels of air pollutants have been associated
with poor birth outcomes, immunologic changes, and de-
creased cognitive abilities.s

Recently, we reported an association between the risk
of autism and an early life residence within 309 m of a free-
way in the Childhood Autism Risks from Genetics and the
Environment (CHARGE) study. The near-source traffic-
related air pollutant mixture has a large spatial variation,
returning to near-background daytime levels beyond this
distance.» Herein, we report associations of autism with
estimates of exposure to the mixture of traffic-related air
pollution and with regional measures of nitrogen diox-
ide, particulate matter less than 2.5 p.m in aerodynamic
diameter (PM,.;), and particulate matter less than 10 pm
in aerodynamic diameter (PMi,) in the CHARGE sample.

—

The CHARGE study is a population-based case-control study
of preschool children. The study design is described in detail
elsewhere.!0 In brief, the participants in the CHARGE study were
between the ages of 24 and 60 months at the time of recruit-
ment, lived with at least one English- or Spanish-speaking bio-
logic parent, were bom in California, and lived in one of the
study catchment areas. Recruitment was facilitated by the Cali-
fornia Department of Developmental Services, the regional cen-
ters with which they contract to coordinate services for per-
sons with developmental disabilities, and referrals from the
MIND (Medical Investigation of Neurodevelopmental Disor-
ders) Institute clinic at the University of California, Davis, and
from other research studies. Population-based control chil-
dren were recruited from the sampling frame of birth files from
the state of California and were frequency matched by sex, age,
and broad geographic area to the children with autism.

Each participating family was evaluated. Children with a pre-
vious diagnosis of autism were evaluated using the Autism Di-
agnostic Observation Schedules, and parents were adminis-
tered the Autism Diagnostic Interview-Revised.!!''2 Children
who received a diagnosis of developmental delay and control
children from the general population were given the Social Com-
munication Questionnaire to screen for the presence of autis-
tic features.!? If the Social Communication Questionnaire score
was 15 or greater, the child was then evaluated using the Au-
tism Diagnostic Observation Schedules, and the parent was ad-
ministered the Autism Diagnostic Interview-Revised. In our
study, autism cases were children with a diagnosis of full syn-
drome autism from both the Autism Diagnostic Observation
Schedules and the Autism Diagnostic Interview-Revised. All
children were also assessed using the Mullen Scales of Early
Learning and the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales to collect
information on motor skills, language, socialization, and daily
living skills.!#-15 Controls were children from the general popu-
lation who received a Social Communication Questionnaire score
of less than 15 and who also showed no evidence of other types
of delay (cognitive or adaptive).

Parents were interviewed to obtain, among other factors,
demographic and medical information and residential histo-
ries. Race/ethnicity data were collected by self-report in cat-
egories defined by the US Census (Table 1 ). The residential
data captured addresses and corresponding dates the mother
and child lived at each location beginning 3 months before con-
ception and extending to the most recent place of residence.
Further details about the collection of clinical and exposure data
have been previously reported.!0

To obtain model-based estimates of exposure to traffic-
related air pollution, we applied the CALINE4 line-source air-
quality dispersion model.'® The dispersion model was used to es-
timate average concentrations for the specific locations and time
periods (trimesters of gestation and first year of life) for each
participant.. The principal model inputs are roadway geom-
etry, link-based traffic volumes, period-specific meteorologi-
cal conditions (wind speed and direction, atmospheric stabil-
ity, and mixing heights), and vehicle emission rates. Detailed
roadway geometry data and annual average daily traffic counts
were obtained from Tele Atlas/Geographic Data Technology
in 2005. These data represent an integration of state-, county-,
and city-level traffic counts collected between 1995 and 2000.
Because our period of interest was from 1997 to 2008, the counts
were scaled to represent individual years based on estimated
growth in county average vehicle-miles-traveled data,!”? Traf-
fic counts were assigned to roadways based on location and street
names. Traffic volumes on roadways without count data (mostly
small roads) were estimated based on median volumes for simi-
lar class roads in small geographic regions. Meteorological data
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from 56 local monitoring stations were matched to the dates
and locations of interest. Vehicle fleet average emission fac-
tors were based on the California Air Resource Board’s
EMFAC2007 (version 2.3) model. Annual average emission fac-
tors were calculated by year (1997-2008) for travel on free-
ways (65 mph), state highways (50 mph), arterials (35 mph),
and collector roads (30 mph) (to convert to kilometers, mul-
tiply by 1.6). We used the CALINE4 model to estimate locally
varying ambient concentrations of nitrogen oxides contrib-
uted by freeways, nonfreeways, and all roads located within 5
km of each child’s home. Previously, we have used the CA1INE4
model to estimate concentrations of other traffic-related pol-
lutants, including elemental carbon and carbon monoxide, and
found that they were almost perfectly correlated (around 0.99)
with estimates for nitrogen oxides. Thus, our model-based con-
centrations should be viewed as an indicator of the traffic-
related pollutant mixture rather than of any pollutant specifi-
cally.

A second approach was to use the regional air quality data
for the exposure assignments for PM, 5, PM,,, ozone, and nitro-
gen dioxide. These were derived from the US Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s Air Quality System data (http://www.epa.gov
/ttn/airs/airsaqs) supplemented by University of Southern
California Children’s Health Study data for 1997 though 2009.!8
The Children's Health Study continuous PM data were used for a
given monitoring station when no Federal Reference/
Equivalent Method data for PM were available from the Air Qual-
ity System. The monthly air quality data from monitoring sta-
tions located within 50 km of each residence were made available
for spatial interpolation of ambient concentrations. The spatial
interpolations were based on inverse distance-squared weight-
ing of data from up to 4 of the closest stations located within 50
km of each participant’s residence; however, if 1 or more sta-
tions were located within 5 km of a residence, then only data
from the stations within 5 km were used for the interpolation.
Because special studies have shown large offshore-to-onshore pol-
lutant gradients along the Southern California coast, the inter-
polations were performed with pseudostations (or theoretical lo-
cations used for estimating pollution gradients from extant data
when geography did not permit observed data) located approxi-
mately 20 to 40 km offshore that had background concentra-
tions based on long-term measurements (1994-2003) at clean
coastal locations (ie, Lompoc, California).

Periods and locations relevant to the modeled traffic expo-
sure were identified based on dates and addresses recorded on the
child’s birth certificate and from the residential history ques-
tionnaire. The birth certificate addresses corresponded to the
mother’s residence at the time of the child’s birth, whereas the
residential history captures both the mother’s residences dur-
ing pregnancy (required for estimation of prenatal exposure)
and the child’s residences after birth through the time of study
enrollment. We determined the conception date for each child
using gestational age from ultrasonographic measurements or
the date of last menstrual period, as determined from prenatal
records. We used these locations and dates to estimate expo-
sure for the child’s first year of life, for the entire pregnancy
period, and for each trimester of pregnancy. When more than
1 address fell into a time interval, we created a weighted aver-
age to reflect the exposure level of the participant across the
time of interest, taking into account changes in residence. Traffic-
related air pollution was determined based on the required in-
puts reflecting change in each address over the study period.
For the regional pollutant measures, we assigned PMi,s. PM,,,
and nitrogen dioxide measurements based on average concen-
trations for the time period of interest. For ozone, we calcu-
lated the averages for the period of interest based on the aver-
age range of ozone measurements from 1000 to 1800 hours
(reflecting the high 8-hour daytime). Based on these methods,

we were able to assign traffic-related air pollutant estimates and
regional pollutant measures for 524 mother-child pairs.

Spearman correlations were calculated pairwise between traf-
fic-related air pollutant estimates and regional pollution mea-
sures for pregnancy and the first year of life to assess the in-
dependence of these exposure metrics. We used logistic
regression to examine the association between exposure to traf-
fic-related air pollution and the risk of autism. Models of au-
tism risk as a function of traffic-related air pollutant exposure
levels from all road types were fitted separately for each time
period. Categories of exposure were formed based on quar-
tiles of the traffic-related air pollutant distribution for all preg-
nancy estimates because this provided the most comprehen-
sive data for each child. Levels of regional pollutants were
examined as continuous variables, and effect estimates were
scaled to twice the standard deviation of the distribution for all
pregnancy estimates. When levels of correlation permitted, we
examined both traffic-related air pollutants and regional pol-
lutants in a single model. Pertinent covariates were included
in each model to adjust for potential confounding due to so-
ciodemographic and lifestyle characteristics. We included chil-
dren’s sex and ethnicity, maximum education level of the par-
ents, mother’s age, and whether the mother smoked during her
pregnancy, as described previously.” To examine whether our
findings were affected by participants living in an urban or ru-
ral area, we included population density, which was obtained
from Environmental Systems Research Institute Inc 2008 es-
timates of people per square meter using ArcGIS software ver-
sion 9.2. We used the US Census Bureau cutoff of 2500 people
per square meter to categorize population density into urban
vs rural areas and included this variable as a covariate in our
analysis of the effects of air pollution from the first year of life
because these residences were the most recently recorded.

We also fitted logistic additive models to evaluate the rela-
tionship between autism and traffic-related air pollution. These
models used the smoothing spline with 3 degrees of freedom
for continuous traffic-related air pollution and used the same
adjustment variables as in the linear logistic models already de-
scribed. Statistical tests were conducted using an « level of .05,
and 95% Cls were used to measure precision. All analyses were
conducted using the R package version 2.9.2 (http:/www
r-project.org). The institutional review boards of the Univer-
sity of Southern California and the University of California, Da-
vis, approved the research.

— O

The children in our study were predominantly male
(84%), and most were non-Hispanic white (50%) or His-
panic (30%). No differences were found between cases
and controls for any demographic, socioeconomic, or life-
style variables that we examined (eTable, http:/www
.archgenpsychiatry.com). Details regarding the expo-
sure distributions are presented in the eFigure, A and B.
The Spearman correlations calculated for the first year
of life and the pregnancy time periods are presented in
Table 1. During pregnancy and during the first year of
life, traffic-related air pollution was moderately corre-
lated with PM, and PMio, highly correlated with nitro-
gen dioxide, but inversely correlated with ozone. Among
the regional pollutant measures, PM,., and PMio were
nearly perfectly correlated, and both were highly corre-
lated with nitrogen dioxide. Correlations with ozone were
low and often negative, demonstrating an inverse rela-
tionship. We also examined correlations of eachpollut-
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Table 2. Risk o! Autism for 524 Children, by Quartile3
of Modeled Traffic-Related Air Potiutien Exposure
From All Road Types

0dds Ratio (95% CI)

Time Period 4tti Quartile 3rd Quartile 2nd Quartile

First year 01 life

Crude 29711 71-5 £7) 1.00 (0.S3-1 60) P 88 (0 55-1 42)

Adjusted’? 3.10 (1 76-5 57) 1.00 (0.62-1 62} 0 91 (0 56-1 47)
All pregnancy

Crude 199 (122-328) 110 (0.67-1.78) 1 20 (0 74-1 95)

Adjusted!! 198 (120-331) 109 (0.67-1.79) 126 (0 77-2 06)
First trimester

Crude 191 (1 67-3 14) 128 (0.80-2 06) 128 (0 77-2 1 4)

Adjusted*! 185i.111-308) 128 (0.79-208) 128 (077-215)
Second trimester

Crude . 169 (104-278) 115 (0.71-1.87) 0 89 (0 £4-1 47)

Adjusted!! . 165(1.00-274) 1 13 (0.69-1 84) 0 90 (0 54-1 49)
Third trimester

Crude . 204.(125-338) 092 (057-148) 1 12 <0 68-1 84)

Adjusted!! 210(1 27-351) 091(056-146) 1 17(0 71-1.93}

2Quartile cut points correspond to traffic-related air pollution exposure
levels of 31.8 ppb or greater (fourth quartile), 16.9 to 31.8 ppb (third
quartile), and 9.7 to 16.9 ppb (second quartile), compared with 9.7 ppb or
less (first quartile [reference group]).

bModel adjusted for male sex of child, child's ethnicity (Hispanic vs white;
black/Asian/other vs white), maximum education of parents (parent with
highest of 4 levels: college degree or higher vs same high school, high
school degree, or some college education), maternal age (>35 years vs s35
years), and prenatal smoking (mother's self-report of ever vs never smoked
while pregnant).

ant across time periods, and high levels of correlation were
identified.

EXPOSURE TO TRAFFIC-RELATED
AIR POLLUTION

An increased risk of autism was associated with expo-
sure to traffic-related air pollution during a child’s first
year oflife. Children residing in homes with the highest
levels of modeled traffic-related air pollution were 3 times
as likely to have autism compared with children resid-
ing in homes with the lowest levels of exposure (Table 2).
Exposure in the middle quartile groups (second and third
quartiles) was not associated with an increased risk of
autism. In our analysis, which included population den-
sity, this association with the highest quartile of expo-
sure was still evident (adjusted odds ratio [AOR], 3.48
[95% Cl, 1.81-6.83]), and living in an urban area, com-
pared with living in a rural area, was not associated with
autism (AOR, 0.86 [95% Cl, 0.56-1.31]). When we ex-
amined traffic-related air pollutant exposures during preg-
nancy, the highest quartile was also associated with au-
tism risk (AOR, 1.98 [95% Cl, 1.20-3,31]) compared with
the lowest quartile. We further divided the pregnancy into
3 trimesters and modeled traffic-related air pollution based
on these intervals. During all 3 trimesters of pregnancy,
we found associations with the highest quartile of expo-
sure (S31.8 ppb), compared with the lowest quartile
(s9.7 ppb), and autism (Table 2). Inclusion of demo-
graphic and socioeconomic variables in the models did
not greatly alter these associations (Table 2).

1 First Year of Lite Estimates

Probability of Autism

All Pregnancy Estimates

Probability of Autism

Total Traffic-Related Air Pollutant Exposure, ppp

Figure. Probability of autism by increasing level of children's exposure to
traffic-related air pollution during the first year of life and during gestation.
The dashed lines indicate ihe 95% Cl.

Because
there

our quartile-based categories indicated that
is a threshold upon which traffic-related air pol-
lutant exposure is detrimental, we also examined the re-
lationship  between traffic-related air pollutant  expo-
sure and autism using smoothed models for the first year
oflife and all of pregnancy. An increasing probability of
seen with increasing traffic-related air pol-
lutant estimates, with the odds reaching a plateau when

these estimates were above 25 to 30 ppb (Figure).

autism was

REGIONAL AIR POLLUTANT EXPOSURE

The higher levels of exposure to PM,s, PM,,, and nitro-
gen dioxide based on the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s regional air quality monitoring program were asso-
ciated with an increased risk of autism (Table 3).
Specifically, for an 8.7-unit increase (micrograms per cu-
bic meter) in PM, (corresponding to the
dard deviation of the PMoas distribution) exposure dur-
ing the first year of life, children were 212 times more
likely to have autism. Increases were also present for preg-
nancy and trimester-specific estimates of PM,.;, with the
smallest effects present in the first trimester. For PM,, a
14.6-unit increase (micrograms per cubic meter) dur-
ing the first year was associated with twice the risk of au-
tism (Table 3). Associations were present for pregnancy
and for each trimester, with the first trimester having the
smallest magnitude. We did not find associations be-
tween levels of regional ozone and autism. Regional ni-

twice stan-

trogen dioxide exposure during the first year was asso-
ciated -with a 2-fold risk of autism. Similar effects were
identified for nitrogen dioxide exposure during preg-
nancy. Although exposure during each of the 3 trimes-
ters was associated with autism, the effects of the first
trimester were the smallest. For all regional pollutant mea-
sures, adjustment for demographic and socioeconomic
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Table 3. Risk of Autism for 524 Children Based on Continuous Regional Pollutant Exposure®
Odds Ratio (95% CI)

Time Period PMes PM,, Ozone Nitrogen Dioxide
Firsl year

Crude 214(1 48-3 09) 214(147-310) 1.15(0 72-1 84) 206 (1.39-3.06]

Ad|usted® 2 12n45-3 10) 214(146-312) 1.15(0 72-1 86) 2.06 (1 37-3.09)
All pregnancy

Crude 211 (1.46-3 03) 217(1 50-313) 1.08 (0 76-1 52) 182 (1.26-2 641

Ad|usted® 208 (193-2 25) 217(149-316) 1.09(0 76-1 55) 181 (123-265)
First trimester

Crude 124 (0.991 56) 147(110-1 98) 1.07 (0 86-1 33) 147(1 07-2.01)

Adjusted!s 122 (0.96-1 53) 144 (107-196) 1.08 (0 801 35) 144 0 05-1.20)
Second trimester

Crude 150 (1.16-193) 1.82 (1 35-2 45) 1.03 (0 84-12.7) 162 H 17-2.25)

Adjusted® 1 48 (1 40-157) 1.83 (1 .35-2 47) 1.04 (0 84-1 29) 161(115-2251
Third tnmester

Crude 139(1 11-1 75) 161(121-213) 1.03 (0 84-127) 165 (119-227)

Adjusted!s 140(1 11-1 77) 1.61(120-214) 1.03(0 83-126) 164 (118-229)

Abbreviations: PM*, particulate matter less than 2.5 p.m in aerodynamic diameter; PM,. particulate matter less than 10 p.m in aerodynamic diameter.
"Regional pollution effects reflect risk of autism based on 2 SDs from the mean value, specifically per increase of 8.7 p.g/m3 of PM*, 14.6 pg/m? of PM,, 14.1

ppb of nitrogen dioxide, and 16.1 ppb of ozone.

“Models adjusted for male sex of child, child’s ethnicity (Hispanic vs white; black/Asian/other vs white), maximum education of parents (parent with highest
of 4 levels: college degree or higher vs some high school, high school degree, or some college education), maternal age (>35 years vs £35 years), and prenatal

smoking (self-report of ever vs never smoked While pregnant).

variables did not alter the associations. As with traffic-
related air pollution, when we included population den-
sity in the models that included exposure during the first
year oflife, the associations with PM,;, PM,;,, and nitro-
gen dioxide did not change, nor did they change when
living in an urban area vs a rural area was included (data
not shown).

TRAFFIC-RELATED AIR POLLUTION,
pm,.;, AND PM,

Because pairwise correlations between traffic-related air
pollution and PM,_and between traffic-related air pol-
lution and PM, were moderate, we included both in mod-
els to examine whether local pollution estimates (traffic-
related air pollution) and regional pollution measures
(PM,, and PM,,) were independendy associated with au-
tism. In these analyses, we included the same set of co-
variates already described in the single pollutant analy-
sis. When examined in the same model, the top quartile
of traffic-related air pollutant exposure (AOR, 2.37 [95%
Cl, 1.28-4.45]) and the exposure to PM:s (AOR, 1.58
[95% Cl, 1.03-2.42]) during the first year oflife re-
mained associated with autism. Examining both traffic-
related air pollution and PM,,, we found that the top quar-
tile of traffic-related air pollutant exposure (AOR, 2.36
[95% Cl1, 1.28-4.43]) and the exposure to PM, (AOR,
1.61 [95% Cl, 1.06-2.47]) remained associated with au-
tism. For the all pregnancy time interval, we found that
the top quartile of traffic-related air pollutant exposure
(AOR, 242 [95% Cl, 1.32-4.50]) and the exposure to
PMu (AOR, 1.60 [95% Cl, 1.07-2.40]) were associated
with autism when examined in the same model. Simi-
larly, both the top quartile of traffic-related air pollutant
exposure (AOR, 2.33 [95% Cl, 1.27-4.36]) and the ex-
posure to PM, (AOR, 1.68 [95% Cl, 1.11-2.53]) re-
mained associated with autism when examined jointly.

—

Our study found that local estimates of traffic-related air
pollution and regional measures of PM,,;, PM], and ni-
trogen dioxide at residences were higher in children with
autism. The magnitude of these associations appear to
be most pronounced during late gestation and early life,
although it was not possible to adequately distinguish a
period critical to exposure. Children with autism were

3 times as likely to have been exposed during the first

year of life to higher modeled traffic-related air pollu-
tion compared with control children with typical devel-
opment. Similarly, exposure to traffic-related air pollu-
tion during pregnancy was also associated with autism.
Examination of traffic-related air pollution using an ad-
ditive logistic model demonstrated a potential thresh-
old near 25 to 30 ppb beyond which the probability of
autism did not increase. Exposure to high levels of re-
gional PM.s, PM],, and nitrogen dioxide were also asso-
ciated with autism. When we examined PM.,, or PM, ex-
posure jointly with traffic-related air pollutant exposure,

both regional and local pollutants remained associated

with autism, although the magnitude of the effects de-
creased.

We previously reported an association between liv-
ing near a freeway (based on the location of the birth and
third trimester address) and autism: That result relied
on simple distance metrics as a proxy for exposure to traf-
fic-related air pollution. The present study builds on that
result, demonstrating associations with both regional par-
ticulate and nitrogen dioxide exposure and to dispersion-
modeled exposure to the near-roadway traffic mixture
accounting for traffic volume, fleet emission factors, and
wind speed and direction, in addition to traffic proxim-
ity. The results provide more convincing evidence that
exposure to local air pollution from traffic may increase
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the risk of autism. Demographic or socioeconomic fac-
tors did not explain these associations.

Toxicological and genetic research suggests possible
biologically plausible pathways to explain these results.
Concentrations of many air pollutants, including diesel
exhaust particles and other PM constituents, are
creased near freeways and other major roads, and diesel
exhaust particles and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(commonly present in diesel exhaust particles) have been
shown to affect brain function and activity in toxicologi-
cal studies.!'”'?3 Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons have
been shown to reduce expression of the MET receptor
tyrosine kinase gene, which is important in early life neu-
rodevelopment and is markedly reduced in autistic
brains.2!-25 Other research indicates that traffic-related air
pollution induces inflammation and oxidative stress af-
ter both short- and long-term exposure, processes that
mediate the effects of air pollution on respiratory and car-
diovascular  disease = and  other  neurological  out-
comes.?'” Data examining biomarkers suggest that oxi-
dative stress and inflammation may also he involved in
the pathogenesis of autism,30'33

Emerging evidence suggests
tion may also result in damage
brain and may compromise the
temic inflammatory mediators
brain barrier, activating brain microglia, and peripheral
monocytes may migrate into the pool of microglia.34'36
In addition, ultrafine particles (PM,.i)) may penetrate cel-
lular membranes.’’-3 These particles translocate indi-
rectly through the lungs and from the systemic -circula-
tion or directly via the nasal mucosa and the olfactory
bulb into the brain.-40 Toxicity may be mediated by the
physical properties of PM or by the diverse mixture of

in-

that systemic inflamma-
to endothelial cells in the
blood-brain barrier.? Sys-
may cross the blood-

organic compounds, including polycyclic aromatic hy-
drocarbons, and oxidant metals adsorbed to the sur-
face.? Neurodevelopmental effects of polycyclic aro-

matic hydrocarbons may be mediated by aryl hydrocarbon

hydroxylase induction in the placenta, decreased ex-
change of oxygen secondary to disruption of placental
growth  factor receptors, endocrine disruption, activa-

tion of apoptotic pathways, inhibition of the brain anti-
oxidant-scavenging system resulting in oxidative stress,
or epigenetic effects.2!

Our study draws on a rich record of residential loca-
of children with typical development and children
with autism across California, allowing us to assign mod-
eled pollutant exposures for developmental® relevant time
points. However, our results could also be affected by un-
measured confounding factors associated with both au-
tism and exposure to traffic-related air pollution. Al-
though we did not find that including demographic or
socioeconomic variables altered our estimates of effect,
confounding by other factors still These
might include lifestyle, nutritional, or other residential
exposures, if they were associated with traffic-related air
pollution or PM. We have also not explored indoor sources
of pollution, such as indoor nitrogen oxide or second-
hand tobacco smoke, although prenatal smoking was ex-
amined and did not influence the associations of ambi-
ent pollution -with autism. In addition, confounding could
have occurred if proximity to diagnosing physicians or

tions

could occur.

We
included population density as an adjustment in an analy-
sis using estimates from the first year of life to examine
the sensitivity of our results to urban or rural locations,
for which population density is a surrogate. We did not
find that living in a more densely populated area altered
the association between risk of autism and exposure to
traffic-related air pollution or regional pollutants. De-
spite our attempts to use residential history to examine
specific time windows of vulnerability, to incorporate me-
teorology into our traffic-related air pollutant models, and
to include pollutants with seasonal variation, we are cur-
rently unable to disentangle the trimester-specific ef-
fects during the first year oflife because of the high level
of correlation across these time periods.

Exposures to traffic-related air pollution, PM, and ni-
trogen dioxide were associated with an increased risk of
autism. These effects were observed using measures of
air pollution with variation on both local and regional
levels, suggesting the need for further study to under-
stand both individual pollutant contributions and the ef-
fects of pollutant mixtures on disease. Research on the
effects of exposure to pollutants and their interaction with
susceptibility factors may lead to the identification of the
biologic pathways that are activated in autism and to im-
proved prevention and therapeutic strategies. Although
additional research to replicate these findings is needed,
the public health implications of these findings are large
because air pollution exposure is common and may have
lasting neurological effects.

treatment centers was also associated with exposure.
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Trénsportation related Environmental Epidemiology - Wig Zamore

Note that the health risks associated with traffic pollution as calculated in most of the studies below are
AFTER taking into consideration other potential causes of health impact - such as smoking, diet, income
and other personal and socioeconomic factors.

Benbrahim Tallaa 2012 LO Carcinogenicity of diesel engine and gasoline engine exhausts and some
nitroarenes. Formal WHO IARC announcement in Lancet Oncology of designation of diesel emissions as a
Class | carcinogen for lung cancer. (ARC is the world’s most authoritative body for carcinogenicity.

Choi 2010 NBT Rapid translocation of nanoparticles from the lung airspaces into the body.
Nanoparticles with characteristics similar to mobile ultrafine particles translocate rapidly into the
cardiovascular and lymph systems using a rodent model.

Cole Hunter 2012 AE DRAFT Inhaled particle counts along bicycle commute routes of tow and high
motorized traffic. Bicycle commuting routes which are chosen for low traffic and particle exposure result
in significantly decreased ultrafine particle dose to cyclists.

Delfino 2008 EHP Circulating biomarkers of inflammation antioxidant activity and platelet activation are
associated with primary combustion aerosols in subjects with coronary artery disease. Mobile pollution
is related to biomarkers of cardiovascular inflammation.

Forastiere 2005 AJRCC A case cross over analysis of out of hospital coronary deaths and air pollution in
Rome Italy. Increase in coronary deaths associated with increase in ultrafine particle concentrations.

Gan 2010 EPID Changes in residential proximity to road traffic and the risk of death from coronary heart
disease. Over 50% increased chronic risk of cardiovascular death for those living within 50 meters of
highways in Vancouver. Risk decreases for those moving away, increases for those who move closer.

Gan 2011 EHP Long term exposure to traffic related air pollution and the risk of coronary heart disease
hospitalization and mortality. Cardiovascular mortality is related to traffic exposures.

Garshick 2008 EHP Lung cancer and vehicle exhaust in trucking industry workers. Trucking industry
workers have significantly elevated risk of lung cancer mortality.

Gauderman 2005 EPIDEM Childhood Asthma and Exposure to Traffic and Nitrogen Dioxide. Large
increases in childhood asthma for children most exposed to traffic pollution in California.

Gauderman LANCET 2007 Effect of exposure to traffic on lung development from 10 to 18. Increased
lung function impairment in children who grew up near highways in California.

Gehring 2006 EPIDEM Long Term Exposure to Ambient Air Pollution and Cardiopulmonary Mortality in
Women. Large increase in cardiopulmonary mortality for women who live near major roadways.

Grabow 2011 EHP Air quality and exercise related health benefits from reduced car travel in the
Midwestern US. A Health Impact Assessment quantifies air pollution and exercise benefits of bicycling.

Harrison 2010 STE Size distribution of airborne particles controls outcome of epidemiological studies.
Ultrafine particles are more closely associated with acute cardiovascular outcomes while larger particles
may be more closely associated with pulmonary outcomes.

Hoffmann 2006 EHJ Residence Close to High Traffic and Prevalence of Coronary Heart Disease.
Coronary heart disease is elevated for those who live near busy roadways in Germany.



Hoffmann 2007 CIRC Residential exposure to traffic is associated with coronary atherosclerosis.
Coronary artery calcification is associated with proximity to major roadways in Germany.

Int Panis 2010 AE Exposure to particulate matter in traffic a comparison of cyclists and car passengers.
Bicyclists have four to six times the ventilation rates, and therefore inhaled dose, when cycling along traffic
polluted routes compared with those who are not bicycling.

Jerrett 2009 EHP A cohort study of traffic related air pollution and mortality in Toronto. Cardiovascular
mortality is related to traffic pollution exposure in Toronto.

Laden 2007 EHP Cause specific mortality in the unionized US trucking industry. Lung cancer and
ischemic (impaired oxygen supply) heart disease mortality is related to truck driver exposures.

McConnell 2006 EHP Traffic Susceptibility and Childhood Asthma, increased childhood asthma risk for
those living near major roadways in California.

McConnell 2010 Childhood incident asthma and traffic related air pollution at home and school.
Increased risk of asthma for those children who live and/or go to school near major roadways in California.

Mills 2007 NEJM Ischemic and thrombotic effects of dilute diesel exhaust inhalation in men with
coronary heart disease. Increased oxygen crisis in the heart muscle of men who exercise in the presence of
diesel exhaust compared to filtered air.

Mills 2011 EHJ Combustion derived nanoparticulate induces the adverse vascular effects of diesel
exhaust inhalation. Diesel related ultrafine particles associated with cardiovascular effects.

Nafstad 2003 THORAX Lung Cancer in Norwegian men and Air Pollution. Large increased risk of lung
cancer in Oslo men most exposed to traffic pollutants via residential location.

Nawrot 2011 LANCET Public health importance of triggers of myocardial infarction. The most common
heart attack triggers in general population are exercise and elevated exposure to traffic pollution. Long
term the exercise is good, but the traffic exposure is deadly.

Nyberg 2000 EPIDEM Urban Air Pollution and Lung Cancer in Stockholm. Large increased risk of lung
cancer in Stockholm men most exposed to traffic pollutants via residential location.

Peters 2004 NEJM Exposure to Traffic and the Onset of Myocardial Infarction. Recent traffic exposure
associated with three fold increase in heart attacks among drivers, public transit users and bicyclists.

Rosenlund 2009 EPID Traffic generated air pollution and myocardial infarction. Large increase in fatal
out of hospital heart attacks among those most exposed via residential location to traffic pollution.

Schikowski 2005 RESP RES Long Term Air Pollution Exposure and Living Close to Busy Roadways Are
Associated with COPD in Women. Pulmonary mortality in women associated with residential exposure to
traffic pollution.

Stolzet 2006 JESEE Daily Mortality and Particulate Matter in Different Size Classes. Short term total and
cardiovascular mortality associated with ultrafine particles.

Volk 2012 AGP Traffic related air pollution particulate matter and autism. Infants with the highest 25%
exposure to CA traffic pollutants in their first year of life had 3 times as much risk of autism.

Wilhelm 2011 EH Traffic related air toxics and preterm birth. Preterm birth associated with traffic
pollutants and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon at residence.
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Chapter 9 — Response to Comments on the ENF

9.3. Responses to Comments
Table 9-1—MEPA Certificate

Certificate

Comment

" Name

Summary of Comment

Response

(C-XX)
Follow 301 CMR 11.07 for . . .
C-01.1 MEPA outline and content, modified by ]1)1E (I)l; complies with requirements of 301 CMR
scope. o
Include detailed description of . oy
C-012 MEPA project and describe project DEIR Cha}pter 1 addresses project description and
. changes since the ENF.
changes since ENF.
Include updated South Station
conceptual site plans that . .
C-01.3 MEPA identify access points, Upda}ted South Statlon.conceptual site plans are
provided in DEIR Section 3.9.
wetland/Chapter 91 resources,
parking, infrastructure
Describe how development
Ssizgir;oos aelrlgtieo)g)sa:v(iiﬁdirizu;z te DEIR Section 3.4 presents design goals for station
C-01.4 MEPA . P nies development. Integration details will be refined as
into existing South Station, .
. . . . design advances.
including connections to transit
and rail.
Include updated layover
conceptual site plans that . .
C-015 MEPA identify track placement, Updated layoyer conceptual site plans are provided
. : in DEIR Section 3.6.
infrastructure, access points, new
track.
Discuss future permitting
C-01.6 MEPA | feduirements with cach Permitting is discussed in DEIR Section 1.8.
development scenario and
layover facility location.
Evaluate effects of project Environmental Justice analysis is discussed in DEIR
C-01.7 MEPA alternatives on Environmental Section 4.15 and Appendix 3 — Environmental
Justice populations. Justice and Title VI Technical Report.
Include expanded alternatives
analysis for South Station, to
consist of: No Build; Alternative
1-Transportation Improvements
C-01.8 MEPA Only; Alternative 2- DEIR Chapter 3 presents the alternatives analysis.
Joint/Private Development
Minimum Build; Alternative 3 —
Joint/Private Development
Maximum Build.
Include expanded alternatives has furth | h
analysis for layover facilities to MassDOT has further eva‘uatedt e BTD Tovy Lot,
C-01.9 MEPA consist of: BTD Tow Lot; Bf:acon Park Yarq, .Reafivﬂle ) Yarq 2 an.d Widett
. Circle layover facility sites as described in DEIR
Beacon Park Yard, Readville - Section 3.6
Yard 2, Widett Circle. o

South Station Expansion
Massachusetts Department of Transportation

October 2014
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Chapter 9 — Response to Comments on the ENF Draft Environmental Impact Report

Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name Summary of Comment Response

Address how location and
operation of layover facilities

(individually or in conjunction Each proposed layover facility site was evaluated for

with other facilities) will impact | its impact to Amtrak and MBTA revenue and non-
C-01.10 MEPA Main Line services for Amtrak, | revenue movements. Freight operations were also

MBTA layover facility considered during the development of the future

alternatives, and freight service plan.

operations. Include phasing

plan.

Discuss steps to further reduce The project has been designed to avoid, minimize, or

project impacts since filing of mitigate impacts, to the greatest extent possible.
C-01.11 MEPA ENF, through design Proposed mitigation for project impacts is discussed

modification or the addition of in DEIR Chapters 1 and 6 and will continue to be

mitigation features. refined as the project is advanced.

Describe how project will alter Land use impacts are discussed in DEIR Section 4.1.
C-01.12 MEPA land uses/require relocation of and Appendix 4 — Zoning and Land Use Technical

existing uses. Report.

Notes that the relocation of the
USPS facilities may be subject
C-01.13 MEPA to separate MEPA review, Comment acknowledged.
pending characteristics and
location of new facility.
Describe potential impacts to
jurisdictional tidelands, public DEIR Section 4.3 addresses potential impacts to
C-01.14 MEPA benefits requirements, public jurisdictional tidelands. Chapter 7 includes a public
realm improvements along benefit review and determination.

Dorchester Avenue.

Discuss easements/impacts to
C-01.15 MEPA Article 97 lands within vicinity
of South Station.

Discuss land impacts associated
with layover facilities, including | Land use impacts are discussed in DEIR Section 4.1.
C-01.16 MEPA impacts to existing, required and Appendix 4 — Zoning and Land Use Technical
easements, existing land uses Report.

within site.

No Article 97 lands exist within the vicinity of South
Station.

MassDOT met with Boston DPW and BTD Tow Lot
Work with Boston Department personnel on March 13, 2013 to better understand
C-01.17 MEPA of Public Works regarding BTD | existing City operations and potential impacts

Tow Lot. attributed to the proposed layover facility at this
location as discussed in DEIR Section 3.6.

Respond to Harvard University's
comments regarding Beacon

Park Yard and existing See Comment N-05 for response to Harvard

C-01.18 MEPA . University comments and N-05.1 in particular for
easements/rights afforded to the ¢ ¢ dine B Park Yard
MBTA, MassDOT, CSXT., response to comment regarding Beacon Park Yard.
Harvard University.

October 2014 South Station Expansion

Page 9-234 Massachusetts Department of Transportation
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Response

Additionally, the DEIR should
evaluate the use of each layover
site with consideration for how
they may preclude reasonably
anticipated future projects by
MassDOT (highway or

MassDOT has further evaluated the BTD Tow Lot,
Beacon Park Yard, Readville - Yard 2 and Widett

C-OL19 MEPA commuter rail service), Circle layover facility sites as described in DEIR
anticipated future Amtrak .
. . . . . Section 3.6.
service, projects identified in
State and local planning
documents, or development
rights vested to Harvard
University
Verity presence of wetland
resource areas and assess DEIR Section 4.2 documents compliance with
C-01.20 MEPA consistency with performance Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management (CZM)
standards as established by MA | Policies..
Wetlands Protection Act.
This information is provided in DEIR Section 4.3
C-0121 MEPA Include Federal Consistency and Appendix 6 - Coastal Resources Technical
’ Assessment in DEIR. Report documents compliance with Chapter 91
licensing criteria.
Include conceptual design plans
and graphics providing Chapter
91 jurisdictional criteria agd DEIR Section 4.3 and Appendix 6 - Coastal
demonstrate how each project Resources Technical Report discusses Chapter 91
C-01.22 MEPA alternative will meet Chapter 91 | . .~ " . . .
licensing criteria for water- Jurlsdlfztlonal material and demonstration of
compliance.
dependent and nonwater-
dependent uses. Identify existing
licenses.
Meet with MassDEP Waterways
C-01.23 MEPA program to ensure that the A meeting was held on June 12, 2014 with CZM and
‘ appropriate level of information | MassDEP to review Chapter 91 requirements.
is provided.
Work with City of Boston and The BRA has initiated the South Station planning
C-01.24 MEPA CZM to determine requirements | process relative to Fort Point Channel Downtown
’ of Phase 2 of the Municipal MHP. MassDOT will coordinate with BRA in
Harbor Plan (MHP). regards to the South Station Master Plan.
Report on status of MHP
planning process, including DEIR Section 4.3 describes historic master planning
C-01.25 MEPA historic master planning efforts, | efforts relative to Fort Point Channel Downtown
location and terms of Phase I MHP.
and Phase 2 MHPs.
In.c lude resu.l ts of quantitative The results of the quantitative wind analysis are
C-01.26 MEPA wind analysis, focusing on addressed in DEIR Section 4.3 and included in

potential wind impacts to new
and existing open spaces.

Appendix 6 - Coastal Resources Technical Report.

South Station Expansion
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Certificate
Com;mnt Name Summary of Comment Response
(C-XX)
Ifgsl;iilil:j;\gpﬁlgft analysis The results of the shadow impact assessment for
C-01.27 MEPA alternative, including each‘ developmept alternatiye are included in DEIR
Transpo rta’tion Only Section 4.3 and in Appendix 6 - Coastal Resources
Improvements. Technical Report.
Notes that the SSX project is a
critical piece of infrastructure for
C-01.28 MEPA City of Boston and Region, and | Comment acknowledged.
key operation of the Northeast
Corridor (NEC).
Discuss how South Station
terminal and layover facilities
will be designed to address sea-
level rise and flooding impacts,
including impacts to public DEIR Chapter 5 presents considerations for facility
C-01.29 MEPA spaces, water and wastewater design that will be further evaluated as design
infrastructure, stormwater progresses.
management, track operations.
Assume 2-foot sea level rise.
Consider adaptation strategies
previously presented.
Discuss project's compliance The project's compliance with the provisions of 301
C-01.30 MEPA with Public Benefit CMR 13.00 regarding Public Benefit Determinations
’ Determination, per 301 CMR for work in landlocked tidelands is provided in
13.00. DEIR Chapter 7.
Discuss how South Station
Terminal and layover facility
zg;?pz;lrll::v(\ll?tsﬁgl\r/ﬁisl]gEP's DEIR Section 4.5 provides a discussion of potential
Stormwater Management stormwater BMPs for each site and the project's
C-01.31 MEPA Regulations, including analysis compliance wnh. t.he MassDEP Stormvyater.
of flow rates and volumes Standards. Additional details are provided in
proposed Best Manageme; ¢ Appen'dlx 7 - Water Quality and Stormwater
Practices (BMPs), low impact Technical Report.
design stormwater management
techniques.
DEIR Section 4.5 provides a discussion of potential
Include narrative and graphic of stor.mwater BMPs fgr each site and the project's
C-01.32 MEPA existing and proposed storm drainage system§ .Wlth the MassDEP SForm\.Jvater
’ drainage systems Standards. Additional details are provided in
’ Appendix 7 - Water Quality and Stormwater
Technical Report.
DEIR Section 4.5 provides a discussion of potential
Discuss BMPs to be stormwater BMPs for each site and the project's
C-01.33 MEPA implemented within proposed drainage systems with the MassDEP Stormwater
' parking areas for managing and | Standards. Additional details are provided in
treating stormwater discharges. Appendix 7 - Water Quality and Stormwater
Technical Report.
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Provide estimates of water usage
and wastewater generation for

Response

DEIR Section 4.6 provides water usage and

C-01.34 MEPA South Station and layover wastewater generation estimates for all of the project
facilities, including specific uses | elements.
and location.
Confirm availability of water
and sewer capacity for each Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
C-0135 MEPA alternative, including identifying | Report discusses the water and sewer capacity for
’ if additional mains will be each project element. MassDOT has coordinated
required for the project's with BWSC and MWRA on utility connections.
components.
Limit or eliminate project
C-01.36 MEPA demand for irrigation, around DEIR Section 4.6 and Chapter 5 address project
' South Station and Dorchester goals to limit or eliminate irrigation.
Avenue.
Provide narrative and graphic of
wastewater system for station
and layover facility alternatives
from point gforlgm to point of DEIR Section 4.6. and Appendix 8 - Water and
treatment/discharge, including .
C-0137 MEPA demonstration that changes to Wastewater Technical Report gddress t.he proposed
. wastewater systems and compliance with Federal
sewers and outfalls will not 4 Stat " . "
affect compliance with Federal and State permitiing requirements.
Court mandates, NPDES
permits, and BWSC and MWRA
regulations and requirements.
Coordinate with MWRA and
BWSC to ensure consistency A coordination meeting was held on February 7,
C-01.38 MEPA with applicable requirements and | 2014 with BWSC and MWRA; coordination is
maximum benefits to overall ongoing through the preparation of the DEIR.
system.
Discuss compliance with
C-01.39 MEPA MassDEP's Infiltration/Inflow DEIR Section 4.6 and Appendix 8 - Water and
’ (I/T) policy and BWSC's Wastewater Technical Report address compliance.
policies.
Prepare Traffic Impact and
Access Study, examining
existing, interim 2025, and DEIR Section 4.8 provides an overview of the
future 2040 No Build and Build | Traffic Impact and Access Study for existing, 2025,
C-01.40 MEPA alternative conditions, and using | and 2035 conditions for the No Build and Build

Boston Transportation
Department and Central
Transportation Planning Staff
(CTPS) data and methodologies.

Alternatives. Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis
Technical Report provides the detailed analysis.
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Response

Include narrative and graphic of
anticipated modifications to
existing roadway network
associated with each alternative
at South Station and/or layover

DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 4.8 provide an
overview of each alternative's anticipated

C-o1.41 MEPA facilities, including modifications to the existing roadway network and
modifications to State Highway | mitigation measures.
Layout, South Station Bus
Terminal ramps. Include
mitigation measures.
Describe bus, taxi, and "kiss and
ride" accommodations around Appendix 9 — Transit Capacity Technical Report
South Station vicinity, including | provides the detailed analysis of bus, taxi, and drop-
C-01.42 MEPA ) . . . L . e
measures to avoid conflicts with | off/pick-up activity along with mitigation measures
bus operations, pedestrians, to avoid conflicts.
bicycles.
Confirm provision for expanded DEIR Sectlon 4.8 and Appendlx 9 - Traffic Analysis
e Technical Report provide an overview of the
Hubway facilities at South o e .
C-01.43 MEPA . . Hubway facility utilization and a commitment to
Station under each Build .
. allow for an expanded South Station Hubway
alternative. -
location as demand warrants.
Provide narrative and graphic of
reopened Dorchester Avenue, | g Section 4.8 and Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis
including impacts and . . . ;
) L Technical Report provide an overview of reopened
C-01.44 MEPA connections to transit, private . S . .
. . Dorchester Avenue including illustrations of typical
vehicle, bus, pedestrians, cross-sections
bicycles, Harborwalk, and ’
adjacent neighborhoods.
C-01.45 MEPA Comply with City of Boston's DEIR Chapter 5 discusses how the SSX project
' Complete Streets Initiative. complies with the City of Boston Complete Streets.
Provide analysis of impacts of DEIR Section 4.7 and Appendix 9 — Ridership
rail ridership upon existing and Forecasting Technical Report summarize the
future MBTA subway and bus analysis of potential SSX project-related impacts to
C-01.46 MEPA route capacity, including effects | MBTA public transportation vehicle loading and to
to MBTA operations within station capacity at South Station, Park Street,
South Station and downtown Downtown Crossing, Government Center, and State
MBTA subway stations. Street.
Consider design The street-level concepts associated with the SSX
C-01.47 MEPA recommendations from project were all developed using MassDOT and the
‘ WalkBoston to accommodate City of Boston's Complete Streets Guidelines, as
increased pedestrian volumes. presented in DEIR Chapter 5.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name Summary of Comment Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design or
construction of any underground rail infrastructure
connecting North and South Stations. Due to
changes in the physical nature of the corridor since
the construction of the Central Artery Project, as
well as new assumptions regarding staging,
construction and costs since the last formal
assessment was made, MassDOT believes that the
goals of the project can be mostly accomplished by
more modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the South
Station Expansion project continues to commit to
expanding South Station in such a way that the goals
of the project can be met without eliminating the
potential for future underground infrastructure, such
as tunnel portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate (EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but also
asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's lack of
financial capacity to execute the project. At this
time, MassDOT believes that many of the capacity-
expansion objectives associated with the
construction of an underground north/south rail
connection can be realized by the expansion of
South Station for significantly less cost. In addition,
MassDOT is currently prioritizing the advancement
of projects in areas of the Commonwealth currently
lacking, or underserved by, rail - particularly the
South Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

Discuss planning and funding
status of NSRL project and
discuss how the SSX project will
be designed to not preclude
future construction of the NSRL
project.

C-01.48 MEPA

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of enhancing
future passenger rail infrastructure along the
Northeast Corridor - and is working now to plan and
design an expanded South Station to help support
those enhancements - it is not currently in a position
to endorse extensive underground infrastructure that
it does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail transportation
in the Commonwealth or along the Northeast
Corridor. In the future, a project this large might be
best pursued through a regional effort in the
Northeast or through a federal process. Nevertheless,
the commitment to protecting potential underground
connection alternatives remains a goal of the South
Station Expansion project.
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Provide data on traffic
associated with layover

Response

Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis Technical Report

C-01.49 MEPA facilities, including vehicle provides data on the layover facilities street traffic.
access.
Provide traffic-related project
mitigation measures, such as DEIR Section 4.7 and Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis
intersection improvements, Technical Report include details on traffic-related
pedestrian and bicycle facility project mitigation measures, such as intersection
C-01.50 MEPA upgrades, implementation of a improvements, pedestrian and bicycle facility
Transportation Demand upgrades, implementation of a Transportation
Management (TDM) Program, Demand Management (TDM) Program, including a
including a review of MassDEP | review of MassDEP recommended TDM measures.
recommended TDM measures.
DEIR Section 4.7 and Appendix 9 — Pedestrian
Analysis Technical Report include details on
Provide parking analysis, measures taken to reduce parking. Consultations
C-0151 MEPA including assessment of with City of Boston officials resulted in parking
’ measures to reduce structured ratios that were substantially lower than the ratios
parking. for the area established by the Boston Transportation
Department - resulting in minimal additional parking
associated with Build Alternative 2 and 3.
11.1c1ud'e re.sults of noise .and Appendix 11 - Noise and Vibration Technical
vibration impact analysis for . o
South Station and layover Report presents the rqsults of the noise and vibration
C-01.52 MEPA e L . analyses at South Station and the three proposed
facility sites, providing existing S . .
and design year Build layover facility 51.tes (Widett Circle, Beacon Park
. Yard, and Readville — Yard 2).
alternatives.
Propose abatement measures to
mitigate impacts that exceed
applicable criteria, including
anti-idling regulations, and
documel}t BMPs equal to or DEIR Chapter 6 addresses Construction BMPs and
more stringent than those o ncludi tioidli
C-01.53 MEPA currently used at layover mitigation measures, including anti-dling .
facilities along the commuter regulatlot.ls that will be implemented through project
X o construction.
rail. Include feasibility
assessment of potential
mitigation measures, phasing
plan, and identification of
responsible parties.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Discuss locomotive
technologies, including Amtrak
or MBTA equipment upgrades

Response

Due to the benefits that an electrified rail network
could offer, MassDOT holds the position that any
new construction and expansion of the commuter
rail system should not preclude the possibility of
electrification in the future. As part of the plans for
the South Station Expansion project, clearance and
right-of-way designs will be carried out so that they
will be able to accommodate electrification in the
future. With the current financial and logistical

C-01.54 MEPA Lhat (;OUId plro((iiucT air %ualiFy ¢ limitations, however, MassDOT is not currently
e,Ill?,ltS Inc du ce ?Ct? ication o planning any system-wide electrification processes
ral lines and use ot plug-n now or in the foreseeable future.
facilities at layover facility sites.
Plug-in facilities (shore power) currently exist at
Readville - Yard 2. All layover facilities proposed as
part of the SSX project will include plug-in facilities
as discussed in DEIR Section 4.9.2 and Appendix 10
- Air Quality Technical Report.
Provide regional emissions
inventory as part of air quality
C-01.55 MEPA analysis, for existing and 2040 DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10 - 4ir Quality
' No Build, Build and Build with Technical Report address air quality.
Mitigation alternatives, 2025
Interim.
Work .Wlth MassDEP to MassDOT met with MassDEP to review the air
establish study area and uality protocol was June 4, 2014. Based on the
C-01.56 MEPA methodology for the air quality quaiity p ’ . .
. : . meeting, MassDEP approved the air quality
analysis regional emissions
. assessment approach.
inventory.
Consider expanding the regional
C-0157 MEPA emission inventory pollutants to | DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10 - Air Quality
’ include air toxics, diesel PM, Technical Report address emission inventory.
and ultrafine particulates.
Provide localized microscale
assessment of CO hotspot, or . . . .
C-01.58 MEPA intersection analysis for South DEIR S ection 4.9 and Appendix 10 - Air Quality
S . Technical Report address CO hotspots.
Station site and four potential
layover facility sites.
C-01.59 MEPA Dlsguss.mgasur.es to limit DEIR Section 4.9 addresses idling policy.
vehicle idling time.
Discuss mitigation measures to . . . .
C-01.60 MEPA offset potential air quality DEIR S ection 4.9 and Appep('ilx .10 - Air Quality
) Technical Report address mitigation measures.
impacts.
Provide Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
analysis for each alternative for DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
C-01.61 MEPA two scenarios: Base case and Gas Emissions Technical Report address the GHG

Build with Improvements
condition.

analysis for the alternatives.
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

C-01.62

Name

MEPA

Summary of Comment

Meet with MEPA office, Mass
Department of Energy
Resources, and MassDEP to
confirm modeling assumptions
and methodologies.

Response

Meeting conducted on November 26, 2013 to
confirm modeling assumptions.

C-01.63

MEPA

Demonstrate that the SSX
project can meet the Stretch
Energy Code requirements.

DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Technical Report address the Stretch
Energy Code requirements.

C-01.64

MEPA

Demonstrate that the SSX
project elements are LEED
certifiable.

DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Technical Report address goals to
reach LEED certification.

C-01.65

MEPA

Provide types of modeling
software and emissions factors
utilized in GHG calculations,
including energy modeling
software to quantify projected
energy use from stationary
source and energy consumption
and mobile source modeling
software to predict
transportation-related emissions.

DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Technical Report address energy
modeling software.

C-01.66

MEPA

Document means to mitigate
damage to environment to
maximum extent possible by
providing modeling printouts for
each alternative and emission
tables comparing Base Case
emissions with Build with
Improvements Condition;
additional, nonquantifiable GHG
reductions; TDM measures for
alternatives; and GHG emission
reductions associated with other
mitigation measures.

DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Technical Report address modeling
scenarios and means to mitigate environmental
damage.

C-01.67

MEPA

Use United States Energy
Information Administration
(EIA) Commercial Buildings
Energy Consumption Survey
(CBECS) Energy Use Index
(EUI) values for modeling Base
Case and Build with
Improvements scenarios.

DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Technical Report address codes and
indices used for the GHG analysis for each
alternative.

C-01.68

MEPA

Provide Draft Tenant Manual
with focus on sustainability and
energy efficiency, including
strategies that could be adopted
as part of private development
agreements.

Appendix 12 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report addresses the Draft Tenant Manual.
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Response

Include renewable energy
evaluation in GHG analysis,
including use of window, solar

DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse

C-01.69 MEPA . Gas Emissions Technical Report address renewable

or photovoltaic (PV) panels, .

energy evaluation.

geothermal power, purchase of

green power.

Include separate feasibility

analysis of ground-mounted or DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
C-01.70 MEPA building-mounted PV systems to | Gas Emissions Technical Report address PV systems

offset electric demand or for hot- | analyzed.

water heating.

Assess GHG emissions DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
C-01.71 MEPA associated with project-related Gas Emissions Technical Report address GHG

wastewater. emissions related to wastewater.

E:(()l?lsclt(iiz; %t?;?g‘;;gie d DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
C-01.72 MEPA . . . Gas Emissions Technical Report address GHG

with electric vehicle charge ) .

) impacts due to vehicles.

infrastructure.

Include assessment of GHG

:ﬁ:jé:nfngfﬁgfstegi:S};ﬁ?:iﬁe DEIR Section 4.11 and Appendix 12 - Greenhouse
C-01.73 MEPA 5, thelucing Gas Emissions Technical Report address GHG

operations, idling at South . .

. o impacts due to mobile sources.

Station and layover facilities,

and vehicular traffic.

Include results of consultations DEIR Section 4.12 and Appendix 13 - Historic and
C-01.74 MEPA conducted with Massachusetts Architectural Resources Technical Report address

Historic Commission (MHC). consultations conducted.

fi%zgiliuriﬁa:gsgigeionc or DEIR Section 4.12 and Appendix 13 - Historic and
C-01.75 MEPA 008 . Architectural Resources Technical Report address

potentially affected by project to existine conditions

include Widett Circle. £ '

Identify Area of Potential Effect | Appendix 13 - Historic and Architectural Resources
C-01.76 MEPA (APE) for historic and Technical Report identifies the APE for historical

archaeological resources. and archaeological resources.

i?:;:sig?ze:;?l ;lllssuiilail effects DEIR Section 4.12 and Appendix 13 - Historic and
C-01.77 MEPA P physica Architectural Resources Technical Report address

of development alternatives on Lo

. . project impacts.

surrounding properties.

Consider effect of proposed DEIR Sections 4.10.1, 4.12.1, and 6.3.2 and
C-01.78 MEPA demolition of USPS facility and | Appendix 13 - Historic Architectural Resources

’ construction-related vibration on | Technical Report address construction-related

South Station Headhouse. vibration impacts.

Evaluate potential effects of DEIR Section 4.12 and Appendix 13 - Historic
C-01.79 MEPA layover facilities on nearby Architectural Resources Technical Report address

historic properties. project impacts.

Work with MHC, Boston On August 19, 2014'1 MagsDOT fecel\'/ed a'letter

Landmarks Commission and from MHC concurring with the identification and
C-01.80 MEPA evaluation findings presented in Appendix 13.

others to develop mitigation
measures.

Coordination with these entities will continue
throughout the project.
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name

Summary of Comment

Summarize results of Phase I
Environmental Site Assessments
(ESAs) prepared for South
Station, USPS facility, and

Response

DEIR Section 4.14 and Appendix 14 — Site
Contamination and Hazardous Materials Technical

C-o1.81 MEPA layover facility sites, including Report address site contamination and hazardous
MCP-regulated conditions and materials.
recommendations for a future
Phase I ESA.
?;;Z?;igsxi\dii_r:imated DEIR Section 4.14 and Section 6.6 and Appendix 14
C-01.82 MEPA construction teychnip ues or — Site Contamination and Hazardous Materials
potential site in fras?ruc ture Technical Report address MCP regulations.
ig;ndt lg dsltf:;atr)g(r)?llslt\s;vgzltzted to DEIR Section 4.14 and Appendix 14 — Site
C-01.83 MEPA mitication at South Station and Contamination and Hazardous Materials Technical
layo% er facility sites Report address compliance with permits.
Consult with MassDEP's
comments regarding regulatory . . .
. . DEIR Section 6.4 describes the Construction
C-01.84 MEPA requirements and potent%al Management Plan.
mitigation measures during
construction.
Discuss MassDOT's
construction/demolition-related . .
C-01.85 MEPA recycling goals and compliance DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 discuss recycling
’ with the Massachusets Solid initiatives to be taken throughout the SSX project.
Waste Master Plan goals.
Describe construction-period
impacts and provide draft
C-01.86 MEPA Construction Management Plan | DEIR Section 6.4 describes the Construction
’ (CMP) to demonstrate mitigation | Management Plan.
of impacts, including permitting
requirements.
Develop staging and
construction period access plan
for rail, transit, bus and freight in . . .
C-01.87 MEPA collaboration with the City of DEIR Section 6 addresses various staging plans.
Boston, Amtrak, MBTA and
landowners.
Identify erosion and
sedimentation control BUMPS
in CMP, implemented and DEIR Section 4.5 and Appendix 7 - Water Quality
C-01.88 MEPA maintained in accordance with and Stormwater Technical Report discuss the
’ NPDES General Permit proposed consistency with the NPDES Construction
requirements and the project General permit.
Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP).
C-01.89 MEPA iiﬁ?;:r;(;;t(; né;aﬁzgsD OT's DEIR Section 5.2 discusses how the SSX project
GreenDOT Policy directive. complies with GreenDOT.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Certificate
Comment
#
(C-XX)

Name Summary of Comment Response

Recommends use of recycled

C-01.90 MEPA materials in pavement, per DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 discuss recycling
’ MassDOT's Construction Best initiatives to be taken throughout the SSX project.
Practices.
Include Draft Section 61

DEIR Section 8.2 addresses Section 61 findings and

C-01.91 MEPA Findings and summary of Section 8.3 addresses mitigation measures.

mitigation measures.

Provide self-certification
C-01.92 MEPA regarding compliance with GHG
emissions reduction measures.
Include copy of Secretary's
Certificate on ENF and copy of
each comment letter with direct
responses.

Circulate the DEIR to parties
who commented on the ENF,
State agencies from which
permits are required, and in
accordance with 301 CMR
11.16. Provide copies of DEIR
to DOER and Boston Library
branches.

Appendix 12 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report addresses reduction measures.

C-01.93 MEPA Included as DEIR Section 9.1.

C-01.94 MEPA DEIR Chapter 10 includes a circulation list.
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Table 9-2—Public Officials/Agencies/Facilities
Letter

(ﬁ_ Summary of Comments Response
XX)
Notes concerns about MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design or
failure to include NSRL in | construction of any underground rail infrastructure
P-01.1 plans. Supports SSX connectipg North and South S.tation.s. Due to changes. in
project, but must include the physical nature of the corridor since the construction
NSRL. of the Central Artery Project, as well as new assumptions

regarding staging, construction and costs since the last
formal assessment was made, MassDOT believes that the
goals of the project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the expansion of
South Station. Nevertheless, the South Station Expansion
project continues to commit to expanding South Station
in such a way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future underground
infrastructure, such as tunnel portals and station
locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail Link"
received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA No. 10270)
confirming its compliance with the Massachusetts
Environmental Policy Act, but also asserting and

; acknowledging the MBTA's lack of financial capacity to
}I?{refnrlisfnstig\z]iek execute the projec?. At this time, MassDOT belie_ves that
P01 Massachusetts ’ many of the capacity-expansion objectives associated .
15th Norfolk with the' construction qf an underground porth/south rail
District Notes that many public and | connection can be realized by the expansion of South
P-01.2 private sector leaders Station for significantly less cost. In addition, MassDOT
support the NSRL. is currently prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking, or
underserved by, rail - particularly the South Coast and
Worcester, which can be achieved through the South
Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of enhancing future
passenger rail infrastructure along the Northeast Corridor
- and is working now to plan and design an expanded
South Station to help support those enhancements - it is
not currently in a position to endorse extensive
underground infrastructure that it does not believe to be
necessary to reap meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the Commonwealth or along the
Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project this large
might be best pursued through a regional effort in the
Northeast or through a federal process. Nevertheless, the
commitment to protecting potential underground
connection alternatives remains a goal of the South
Station Expansion project.
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Letter

#

(P-
XX)

P-02

P-02.1

P-02.2

P-02.3

P-02.4

P-02.5

Representative
Elaine C.
O'Brien,
Connecticut 61st
Assembly
District

Summary of Comments

Notes that Massachusetts
supports Inland Route
service to New York via
Worcester, Springfield,
Hartford and New Haven.

Response

Comment acknowledged.

Notes that Massachusetts'
acquisition of trackage
rights from CSX and
relocation of CSX from
Boston to Worcester will
allow for development of
multi-track service in
western rail corridor.

Comment acknowledged.

Expresses concern with
proposal to place layover at
Beacon Park Yard which
could constrain
development of multi-rail
West Station and clog
corridor.

Notes need for CSX
Allston Rail Yard (Beacon
Park Yard) to be replaced
with a multitrack New
West Station to provide
service from the west to
North Station and South
Station.

MassDOT intends to utilize Beacon Park Yard as a
preferred location to the west, to provide a more-
balanced mix of layover sites west and south of South
Station. MassDOT is continuing to evaluate the
Widett and Readville Alternatives to provide a
layover facility south of South Station. MassDOT is
simultaneously performing environmental review of
the I-90 Allston Interchange project, which is located
in an area that includes the Beacon Park Yard rail site
and 1-90 (the Massachusetts Turnpike). The
Interchange project is examining how to best realign
the transportation assets in this area while also
addressing significant structural needs; highway
operational changes (the introduction of All-
Electronic Tolling); the construction of a commuter
rail station; and the introduction of significant off-
road multimodal connections throughout the area.
MassDOT has determined that it is appropriate to
consider these potential transportation changes under
a single environmental review process. Therefore,
MassDOT plans to continue environmental review of
the Beacon Park Yard site as a layover facility as part
of the I-90 Allston Interchange project’s
environmental review. An ENF for that project is
anticipated to be filed with the Secretary of EEA in
late 2014 concurrent with this DEIR.

Recommends location of
layover facilities closer to
South Station and not along
the western corridor.

DEIR Section 3.6 addresses the layover alternatives
analysis, which presents the assessment of layover
sites reviewed.
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Letter

#
(P-
XX)

P-03

P-03.1

Massachusetts
Division of
Marine Fisheries

Summary of Comments

Notes that South Station
and USPS facility are
adjacent to Fort Point
Channel, which contains
habitat for winter flounder
and refuge for migrating
diadromous fish. Due to no
work in the waterway, there
are not resource concerns.

Response

Comment acknowledged.

P-04

P-04.1

P-04.2

P-04.3

P-04.4

P-04.5

Massachusetts
Department of
Environmental
Protection —
NERO

Requires sewer
extension/connection
permit due to the proposed
increase in wastewater
flows of more than 50,000

gpd.

DEIR Section 1.8 addresses the permits required as
part of this project.

Requires infiltration/inflow
mitigation for sewer
connection permits for
projects exceeding 15,000
gpd where a project
exceeds any MEPA
threshold for an EIR or if
the project presents a
significant risk.

Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
Report addresses infiltration/inflow mitigation.

Requests meeting with
MassDOT and City to
develop I/I mitigation plan.

Meeting held with BWSC and MWRA on February 7,
2014. DEIR Section 4.6 and Appendix 8 - Water and
Wastewater Technical Report address I/1.

Notes that permitability of
alternatives to be
determined based on
specific uses, layout,
design, public benefits
associated with proposal.

DEIR Chapter 3 includes the alternatives analysis and
Chapter 7 includes the public benefits review.

Notes that Build
Alternatives 2 and 3 are
likely to involve more
complicated permitting
issues, and that while a
Chapter 91-compliant
alternative (Alternative 2)
may be possible, it is also
possible that an amendment
to Municipal Harbor Plan
may be required should site
constraints associated with
infrastructure component
preclude compliance with
all regulatory requirements.

DEIR Section 4.3 describes the project alternatives
compliance with Chapter 91 and identifies the need
for Alternative 3 — Joint/Private Development
Maximum Build to be approved in the context of an
approved Municipal Harbor Plan.
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Letter

#

(P-
XX)

P-04

P-04.6

P-04.7

P-04.8

P-04.9

P-
04.10

P-
04.11

P-
04.12

P-
04.13

Massachusetts
Department of
Environmental
Protection —
NERO

Summary of Comments

Encourages consideration
and commitment of
renewable energy and
energy efficiency measures
in DEIR.

Response

Appendix 12 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report addresses renewable resources.

Requires Greenhouse Gas
(GHQG) analysis, including
modeling GHG emissions
associated with water and
wastewater treatment, due
to projected water use of
more than 300,000 gpd.

Appendix 12 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report addresses the GHG analysis of water use.

Requires GHG mesoscale
analysis for air quality of
future No Build, Build, and
Build with Mitigation once
Build Alternative is
selected

Appendix 12 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report addresses air quality.

Requires evaluation of trip
reduction and management
and mitigation of project-
related traffic, including
roadway improvements,
transportation demand
management, progressive
parking management.

DEIR Section 4.8 and Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis
Technical Report provide details on trip reduction and
mitigation measures.

Recommends a list of 12
air quality mitigation
measures for consideration.

Appendix 12 - Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical
Report addresses air quality and mitigation measures.

Recommends construction-
period diesel emission
mitigation.

DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10 - Air Quality
Technical Report - Section 7 address diesel emission
mitigation.

Requires discussion of
compliance with MA Idling
Regulation.

DEIR Section 4.9 addresses idling policy.

Encourages incorporation
of construction &
demolition (C&D)
recycling.

DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 discuss recycling
initiatives to be taken throughout the SSX project.
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Letter

# Summary of Comments Response

(P-
XX)

Requires compliance with

P- Solid Waste and Air DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 discuss recycling
04.14 Pollution Control initiatives to be taken throughout the SSX project.
regulations.

Identifies disposal/handling

P- regulations associated with | DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 address waste
04.15 asphalt, brick and concrete | management.
(ABC) processing.

Identifies air

P- quality/emissions criteria DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 address waste
04.16 associated with ABC management.
processing.

Identifies regulations

P- regarding asbestos and DEIR Chapter 6 addresses hazardous/impacted
04.17 asbestos-containing waste materials.
material.

Requires mitigation
Massachusetts measures to alleviate dust,

g;‘ 18 Depgrtment of noise, and odor nuisance DEIR Chapter 6 addresses construction mitigation.
P-04 : Environmental conditions during

Protection — demolition.
NERO

Requests commitment to
P- source reduction and
04.19 innovative recycling of
waste stream.

Notes that integrating
reduction, recycling, and
P- recycled products at an
04.20 early design stage enables
effective waste diversion
programs.

Identifies several
organizations that provide
P- information and technical
04.21 assistance on incorporating
recycling and source
reduction into design.

Directs that treatment of

P- contaminated soil and DEIR Section 4.3 addresses requirements related to

04.22 groundwater be conducted |\ 5y "panier g
under the provisions of

M.G.L. Chapter 21.

DEIR Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 discuss recycling
initiatives to be taken throughout the SSX project.
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Letter

# Summary of Comments Response

(P-
XX)

Directs that building
P- renovation/construction DEIR Section 6.3 addresses construction
04.23 address potential indoor air | impacts/mitigation.

impacts.

Refers to Mass
Contingency Plan
requirements regarding
construction activities at
disposal sites.

P-
04.24 | Massachusetts
Department of
P-04 Environmental

Protection - ) )
P- NERO Specifies requirements for

0425 utility 1pstallat10ns in
contaminated areas.

DEIR Section 6.3 addresses construction
impacts/mitigation.

DEIR Section 6.4 addresses construction management
plan.

Provides air quality DEIR Section 4.10 assesses requirements associated
requirements for boiler with air quality permitting. Permit requirements will
installation. be finalized as design advances.

P-
04.26

Supports SSX project as it
will enhance the
Commonwealth's public
Massachusetts transportation system,
P-05 P-05.1 Office of Coastal | increase access to and Comment acknowledged.

Zone along waterfront, and
Management activate the last remaining
privatized portion of Fort
Point Channel (Dorchester
Avenue).
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Letter
#

(P-
XX)

P-05.2

P-05

P-05.3

P-05.4

Massachusetts
Office of Coastal
Zone
Management

Summary of Comments

Notes that the 2004
Secretary's Decision on
Phase 2 of the Fort Point
Downtown Waterfront
Municipal Harbor Plan
(MHP) anticipates an
amendment to the MHP to
provide for South Station
track expansion and
development at USPS site.
The Secretary's guidance
for master planning effort
should address public
access to waterfront open
space along Fort Point
Channel, pedestrian links to
waterfront from inland
open space areas, detailed
network plan for Facilities
of Public Accommodation,
including Special Public
Destination Facilities.

Response

DEIR Section 4.3 describes the project's substantial
net benefits to public waterfront access along Fort
Point Channel.

Requests that SSX project
address current and project
flood level increases and
sea level rise over project
life, evaluating at a
minimum impacts of 2 feet
of sea level rise.

DEIR Section 5.4 addresses the flood level increases
associated with sea level rise.

Notes that SSX may be
subject to CZM federal
consistency review and
must be consistent with
CZM's enforceable
program policies.

DEIR Section 4.4 provides an analysis of the project's
consistency with federal programs as administered
through the CZM.

P-06.1

P-06

P-06.2

Massachusetts
Historical
Commission

Requires that any changes
to the South Station Air
Rights Project (EEA No.
3205/9131) be subject to
consultation with MHC
under terms of existing
Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) for
project.

Any changes to the South Station Air Rights Project
will be reviewed in consultation with the MHC under
the terms of the existing MOA for that project.

There is no archaeological resources potential on the
South Station site — see Appendix 13 - Phase [
Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey Technical
Report, also submitted by FRA to MHC on July 3,
2014.

Anticipates receipt of
FRA's identification of
Area of Potential Effect
(APE), historic resources,
finding of effects.

On August 19, 2014 MassDOT received a letter from
MHC concurring with the identification and
evaluation findings presented in Appendix 13.
Coordination with these entities will continue
throughout the project.
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Letter
(ﬁ_ Summary of Comments Response
XX)
Requests that DEIR
identifies, evaluates and DEIR Section 4.12 and Appendix 13 - Historic
proposes finding of effects . .
.. Architectural Resources Technical Report address
of proposed demolition of roiect impacts
USPS facility; potential proj pacts.
P-06.3 ggﬁ;‘r;gi{fﬁigg tlsl(r)(;lltlhh There is no archaeological resources potential
I 18 identified at the South Station site including USPS
vibration and construction . .. .
. facility demolition — see Appendix 13 - Phase I
methods; and visual, . . .
. . Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey Technical
atmospheric and physical Report
effects of new construction port:
on historic properties.
Massachusetts Potentl.al PI:O_]eCt 1rppacts are described in Appendlx
P-06 Historical 13 - Historic Architectural Resources Technical
O Requests studies on Report and in DEIR Section 4.12
Commission ;
P-06.4 potential effects of layover
' facility alternatives on There are no archaeological sites or resource potential
nearby historic properties. identified for the layover facility alternatives — see
Appendix 13 - Phase I Archaeological
Reconnaissance Survey Technical Report.
Expects t.h at cqntl.nued Existing Conditions are described in Appendix 13 —
consultation will include S . .
reconnaissance level Historic and Architectural Resources Technical
. Report and in DEIR Section 4.12
P-06.5 architectural resources
’ survey of entire project site . i .
and architectural APE and See Appgndlx 13 - Phase I Arc.haeologzcal
Phase I Archacological Reconnaissance Survey Technical Report, also
. submitted by FRA to MHC on July 3, 2014.
Reconnaissance Survey.
Requires MassDOT to
identify and remove
existing connections of
stormwater flows to Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
P-07.1 sanitary or combined Report addresses water and sewer capacity for each
sewers and redirect these project element.
stormwater flows to a storm
drain system and Fort Point
Channel discharge.
Identifies three BWSC
Massachusetts tchfo o;llttflallllsscroﬂsls;rigﬁbzlor
P-07 Water Resources ough the Sou ato
. area, and requires
Authority .
evaluation of any changes
to the physical
configuration, location, Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
P-07.2 and/or hydraulic Report addresses water and sewer capacity for each
performance to determine project element.
how they may effect
compliance with Federal
Court mandates, regulatory
requirements, water quality
conditions in Fort Point
Channel.
South Station Expansion October 2014
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Letter
#

(P-
XX)

P-07.3

P-07.4

P-07.5
P-07

P-07.6

P-07.7

P-07.8

P-07.9

Massachusetts
Water Resources
Authority

Summary of Comments

Requests that MassDOT
coordinate with MWRA
and BWSC early and often
during planning and design
to avoid impacts and
maximize potential benefits
for maintaining and
enhancing levels of CSO
control.

Response

MassDOT has initiated on-going coordination with
BWSC and MWRA. An initial meeting was held on
02/07/2014. Coordination will continue through final
design.

Requires MassDOT to
offset any increase in
wastewater flow with
stormwater inflow
reduction, I/I removal or
sewer separation in
hydraulically related sewer
systems, including
mitigation measures in
compliance with MassDEP
and BWSC policies,
regulations, requirements.

DEIR Section 4.6. and Appendix 8 - Water and
Wastewater Technical Report address inflow
reduction and I/I removal or sewer separation.

Prohibits discharge of
groundwater to the MWRA
sanitary sewer system.

Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
Report addresses water and sewer capacity for each
project element.

Requires USEPA-NPDES
General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges
from construction
activities.

DEIR Section 4.5 and Appendix 7 - Water Quality
and Stormwater Technical Report address stormwater
discharge permits.

Requires MWRA Sewer
Use Discharge Permit for
discharge of wastewater
from vehicle wash and/or
maintenance operation to
the sanitary sewer system.

DEIR Section 4.5 and Appendix 7 - Water Quality
and Stormwater Technical Report address stormwater
discharge permits.

Requires MWRA approval
and compliance with DEP
regulations for installation
of gas/oil separators.

DEIR Section 6.6 addresses MWRA.

Requires Section 8(m)
permit for
construction/activities
within or near MWRA
easement, applicable to
Beacon Park Yard.

MassDOT will coordinate with MWRA during
subsequent design phases to obtain an 8(m) permit.
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Letter
#

(P-
XX)

P-08.1

P-08
P-08.2

P-08.3

Boston Public
Works
Department

Summary of Comments

Requests evaluation of
impact of locating layover
facility at BTD Tow Lot,
with respect to existing
Boston Public Works
Department site and
operations, including -
proposed new construction.

Disagrees with ENF's
assessment that partial
taking of land will allow
PWD to maintain
operations.

Requests evaluation of
takings issues, including
PWD use of reduced area,
construction of new
facilities, or relocation of
operations.

Response

Due to potential adverse impacts this alternative
would present to critical city operations, the BTD
Tow Lot as a potential layover facility site was
dismissed from further evaluation. See DEIR Sections
1.6 and 3.6 for more discussion.

P-09.1

P-09.2

P-09
P-09.3

P-09.4

P-09.5

Boston
Redevelopment
Authority,
Boston
Transportation
Department, and
Boston Energy
and Environment
Department
(joint letter)

Notes the expansion of
capacity at South Station is
critical for improved
mobility in eastern
Massachusetts; project will
have transformative impact
on City and South Station
area.

Comment acknowledged.

Continue collaborative
planning with USPS and
MassDOT on relocation of
USPS facility.

Negotiations with the USPS are ongoing.

Design track to meet
operating needs of
MBTA/Amtrak and include
infrastructure for future
development over tracks
and other site areas.

Comment acknowledged.

Design public circulation
areas that provide site
connectivity and integrate
Historic Headhouse and
South Station Air Rights
development project.

DEIR Section 3.4 identifies design goals for the
terminal expansion, including site connectivity and
integration of the historic headhouse. It is MassDOT's
intent to create station designs that have minimal
impact and reliance on the SSAR project.

Incorporate City's
Complete Streets
principles.

DEIR Chapter 5 addresses the City of Boston's
Complete Streets Guidelines.

South Station Expansion
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Letter
# Summary of Comments Response
(P- Y
XX)
glogissricg(;?btgfwielg link The development of Harborwalk is a key element of
P-09.6 svs terzll alone Fort Point the SSX project and is primarily addressed in Sections
Y g 4.8,and 5.3.
Channel.
DEIR Section 4.8 and Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis
glclﬁmef:rffrezeiﬁs Technical Report provide an overview of the bicycle
P-09.7 includine ex gn ded i)ike demands and a commitment to expand the South
£ eXp . Station Hubway location and add a cycle track alon
share accommodations Y Y &
’ Dorchester Avenue.
Collaborate on the
?::gl;)li?eslz;&fﬁestse;g lan The BRA is in the early stages of preparing a master
P-09.8 arca and amendment to Fort plan and amendment to the Fort Point Downtown
: Waterfront MHP.
Point Downtown
Waterfront MHP.
l;og;lastgis?izznf:f 181023}5?1 DEIR Chapter 5 describes some of the considerations
P-09.9 per £ in facility design that are to be evaluated as the design
Station that account for sea OOTESSeS
Boston level rise and storm surge. | P 08 '
Redevelopment
Authority, Requests that DEIR include
Boston existing and projected daily . . . .
P- Transportation diesel trips and existing and DEIR Sect1on 4.9 and App(?ndlx 1.0 - Air Quality ‘
P-09 09.10 | epartment, and | projected air toxin levels at Technical Report address air quality at South Station.
Boston Energy South Station.
and Environment Requests coordination with MassDOT will continue to coordinate with
Department quests © : communities and Mayor's Office of Neighborhood
) (joint letter) communities and Mayor's . o 1 facility i
P Office of Neichborhaod Services regarding layover facility sites. See
09.11 Services re af dine lavover Appendix 1 - Public Involvement and Agency
vices reg glay Coordination Report for more details on SSX public
facility sites P P
Y ) outreach.
Requests that construction
p. and operations design of DEIR Chapter 5 describes some of the considerations
0912 layover facilities account in facility design that are to be evaluated as the design
’ for sea level rise and storm | progresses.
surge.
Requests that lavover Appendix 11 - Noise and Vibration Technical Report
p. faccilli tv desion /sﬁin presents the results of the noise measurements
0913 accouz t for i oise i ngl acts obtained at the three proposed layover facility sites:
’ and proposed miti agon Widett Circle, Beacon Park Yard, and Readville —
prop & ’ Yard 2.
Requests that DEIR include
existing and projected daily
P- diesel trips and existing and | DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10 - Air Quality
09.14 projected air toxin levels Technical Report address air quality at South Station.
for each layover facility
site.
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Letter
#

(P-
XX)

Summary of Comments

Notes that as conceptually
designed, siting of layover
facility at BTD Tow Lot

Response

P. Boston site would render existing
09.15 Redevelopment building unusable, which
’ Authority, would require relocation, . . . .
! . Due to potential adverse impacts this alternative
Boston and notes that City will . . .
. . . would present to critical city operations, the BTD
Transportation continue to work with . e
P-09 Tow Lot as a potential layover facility site was
Department, and | MassDOT. S . .
dismissed from further evaluation. See DEIR Section
Boston Energy Requests that MassDOT . .
. 3.6 for more discussion.
and Environment | conduct a needs assessment
Department analysis with the City
P- % S
0916 (joint letter) regarding siting of layover
’ at BTD Tow Lot and
relocation of PWD
operations.
Requests MassDOT's
?;SI::SZEQE tz(igrglggtlg 6gS MassDOT has initiated on-going coordination with
P . ) BWSC and MWRA. An initial meeting was held on
P-10.1 outfall pipe, which runs S . .
02/07/2014. Coordination will continue through final
under the USPS South design and include BOS 065 outfall improvements
Postal Annex, with the & P ’
USPS.
p.1 Bodston Water Requests protection of 4 Chapter 6 presents the construction management plan,
-10 P-10.2 an Seyve.r CSOs located within including protection of existing utilities. DEIR
& | Commission project area during Sections 4.5 and 4.6 present additional discussion of
construction activities. the CSOs.
f(liz(rllltlffmcl(:flisei]t)igr}; tt(()) DEIR Section 4.5 and Appendix 7 - Water Quality
P-10.3 Y and Stormwater Technical Report outline the existing

BWSC-owned storm
drains.

and proposed drainage systems for project elements.
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Letter

#

(P-
XX)

P-10.4

Summary of Comments

Requests that the DEIR
include the South Station
Air Rights development
project into the
redevelopment of the South
Station site.

Response

Prior to the expansion of South Station, it is
anticipated that the site will include the planned South
Station Air Rights (SSAR) project, consisting of
approximately 1.8 million sf of mixed-use
development to be located directly above the railroad
tracks at the existing South Station headhouse. The
SSAR project will also include expansion of the
existing bus terminal towards the existing headhouse.
The SSAR project as approved by the Secretary of
EEA in 2006; however it has not yet begun
construction. Nonetheless, for environmental review
of the SSX project, the SSAR project is assumed to be
built for the future year analysis, and is part of the
SSX project’s No Build Alternative. Coordination of
the design elements of the SSAR project and the SSX
project will be required in the next phase of project
development. Consideration of the interrelationship
of the two project’s design elements, such as platform
lengths, column placement and passenger access, will
be carefully reviewed to ensure consistency in
planning and design.

Boston Water Requires MassDOT to
P-10 and Sewer develop an inflow
Commission reduction plan, consistent DEIR Section 4.6 and Appendix 8 - Water and
P-10.5 with DEP/MWRA policy, Wastewater Technical Report address inflow
using a minimum 4:1 ratio | reduction and I/I removal or sewer separation.
for I/I removal to new
wastewater flow added.
. DEIR Section 4.6 provides a discussion of potential
Requlyes MassDOT to stormwater BMPs for each site including GI. GI refers
investigate use of Green . . .
to a decentralized network of site-specific stormwater
Infrastructure (GI) related . .
P-10.6 ) management techniques that are implemented to
to stormwater, and submit .
. . reduce the volume of stormwater runoff entering the
runoff reduction estimates X . L
o storm drain system while also mimicking the natural
from GI with site plans. .
hydrologic cycle.
Requires DEIR to contain DEIR Sections 4.5 and 4.6 and Appendix 7 - Water
estimates of water demand, | Quality and Stormwater Technical Report and
P-10.7 wastewater generation and | Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
stormwater discharge Report address water demand estimates and control
control plan. plans.
Requires submission of
Termination Verification
P-10.8 Approval Form prior to Necessary permits are identified in DEIR Section 1.8.
issuance of building
demolition permit.
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Letter

# Summary of Comments Response

(P-
XX)

Requires design and
construction of water,
sewers and storm drains in | DEIR Sections 4.5 and 4.6 and Appendix 7 - Water
conformance with BWSC Quality and Stormwater Technical Report and
design standards and Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
regulations, including Report address design and construction of drains.
submission of plans at 50%
design level.

Supports MassDEP's 4:1
requirement for I/l removal
to new wastewater flow DEIR Section 4.6 and Appendix 8 - Water and
added, which is based on Wastewater Technical Report address inflow
estimated sewage reduction and I/I removal or sewer separation.
generation provided on
project site plan.

Requires compliance with
City of Boston's Complete
P- Street Initiatives, including | DEIR Section 5.3 addresses the City of Boston's
10.11 incorporation of Green Complete Streets Guidelines.

Infrastructure into street
designs.

Requires MassDOT to
provide estimates of peak DEIR Sections 4.5 and 4.6 and Appendix 7 - Water
P- and maximum water Quality and Stormwater Technical Report and
10.12 | Boston Water demand based of full site Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
P-10 and Sewer build-out, including Report address water demand and wastewater.
Commission methodology.

Requires permit for
Abrasive Blasting or
Chemical Cleaning for any
masonry repair and
cleaning, including plans
for containment/treatment
of wash water.

Requires application for
coverage under USEPA's
Remediation General

P- Permit for contaminated
10.14 groundwater, including
dewatering discharge
contaminated with
petroleum products.
Prohibits construction of
buildings over BWSC
water lines, and requires MassDOT has initiated on-going coordination with
review of construction over | BWSC and MWRA. An initial meeting was held on
BWSC sewer facilities. February 7, 2014. Coordination will continue through
Requires design of project | final design to ensure appropriate alignment of

so that access to BWSC's infrastructure.

water and sewer lines is not
inhibited.

P-10.9

P-
10.10

P-
10.13

Construction requirements addressed in DEIR
Chapter 6.

Necessary permits are identified in DEIR Section 1.8.

P-
10.15
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Letter
(ﬁ_ Summary of Comments Response
XX)
Requires that MassDOT
take precautions, including
P- inspections, to prevent Comment acknowledged. DEIR Section 4.6 discusses
10.16 construction-related roposed mitigation
’ damage/disruption to water prop £ )
and sewer lines on or
adjacent to project site.
flifllulsrizsoie\?;i:f ZZI\?‘:;IW DEIR Section 4.6 discusses the water and sewer
p. and Ztorm drain s’ s tems’ capacity for each project element. MassDOT has
Stotim drain sys coordinated with BWSC and MWRA on utility
10.17 serving site, including . . . .
. . . connections and will continue coordination through
impact analysis of project .
L final design.
upon existing systems.
Requests use of water
P- conservation measures, in Water conservation measures addressed in DEIR
10.18 addition to those required Section 4.6 and Section 5.1.
by State Plumbing Code.
Boston Water
P-10 and Sewer
Commission
P. Requires Hydrant Permit Construction requirements addressed in DEIR
10.19 for hydrant use during Chapter 6; necessary permits are identified in DEIR
' project construction. Section 1.8.
Requires control devices on
water service, including
cross connections for water
service pr0V1ded. to DEIR Section 4.6 and Appendix 8 - Water and
p- proposed docks in the Wastewater Technical Report address control
10.20 marina, and backflow P
. ) measures.
prevention devices for fire
protection, vehicle wash,
mechanical and irrigation
systems.
Requires Meter Transmitter | Necessary permits are identified in DEIR Section 1.8.
P- Unit for new water meters.
10.21
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Letter
#

(P-
XX)

P-
10.22

P-
10.23

P-
10.24

P-

P-10 10.25

P-
10.26

P-
10.27

P-
10.28

P-
10.29

Boston Water
and Sewer
Commission

Summary of Comments

Requires submission of
Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan with Site
Plan and General Service
Application prior to
issuance of building
demolition permit,
including provision of
stormwater management
plan.

Response

DEIR Section 4.5 discusses the proposed consistency
with the NPDES Construction General permit.
Additional details are provided in Appendix 7 - Water
Quality and Stormwater Technical Report.

Requires NPDES General
Permit for Construction for
projects disturbing one or
more acres of land, prior to
construction start.

Permits identified in DEIR Section 1.8.

Recommends methods for
protecting stormwater
quality on site.

DEIR Section 4.5 discusses protecting stormwater
quality on site. Additional details are provided in
Appendix 7 - Water Quality and Stormwater
Technical Report.

Requires Drainage
Discharge Permit for
discharge of dewatering
drainage to storm drainage
system, and prohibits
discharge of dewatering
drainage to a sanitary
Sewer.

Requires MassDOT to
investigate methods for
retaining stormwater on-
site, and prohibits discharge
of stormwater to sanitary
sewer.

DEIR Section 4.5 discusses the potential impacts for
each project element, including construction time
impacts and dewatering practices. Additional details
are provided in Appendix 7 - Water Quality and
Stormwater Technical Report.

Requires discharge of
wastewater from pump-out
stations to sanitary sewer
(applicable for construction
of new slips).

Wastewater addressed in DEIR Chapter 4, Section 4.6
and Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater Technical
Report

Requires separation of
sanitary sewage and
stormwater and provision
of storm drain service
connections.

Stormwater addressed in Appendix 7 - Water Quality
and Stormwater Technical Report and Wastewater
addressed in Appendix 8 - Water and Wastewater
Technical Report.

Requests that new and
modified catch basins
include a permanent
casting: "Don't Dump:
Drains to Boston Harbor."

Comment acknowledged.
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Letter
(ﬁ_ Summary of Comments Response
XX)
P- er(ggfrsamsmfilrl?;gg of Wastewater addressed in Appendix 8 - Water and
10.30 greas PSs Wastewater Technical Report.
service facility.
P- Eeeili;isrslr;;talﬁl?;n of oil Stormwater addressed in Appendix 7 - Water Quality
10.31 p p & and Stormwater Technical Report.
garage floors.
Boston Water . . . . .
P- Requires oil trap for bus Stormwater addressed in Appendix 7 - Water Quality
P-10 and Sewer . e .
10.32 S washing facility rinse wash. | and Stormwater Technical Report.
Commission
P- Raer(tl?cllrgssénztriltl;lrt;ofz frflew Stormwater addressed in Appendix 7 - Water Quality
10.33 part p and Stormwater Technical Report.
parking lots.
Re.qu'lres dye-testing of DEIR Section 4.6 discusses the water and sewer
P- existing . . ;
. potential connections and the need for dye-testing to
10.34 stormwater/sanitary sewer - . .
. confirm utility location/connections.
connections.
Cites current and prop osed DEIR Section 4.7 and Appendix 9 — Transit Capacity
use of public transit, . . . .
P11 especially the MBTA Red Technical Report summarize the analysis of potential
' P Y . SSX project-related effects on MBTA Red Line
Line, as critical to City of ridership and capacit
Cambridge. p pacty.
City of
P-11 Cambridge
Cites importance of transit Transit is addressed in DEIR Section 4.7. and Section
svstem tg region's econom 4.7. GHG analysis addressed in DEIR Section 4.11.
P-11.2 Y grons Y| Economic impacts are addressed in Section 4.14 and
and to reduction in GHG . . ) L .
. Appendix 4 - Socioeconomic Conditions Technical
emissions.
Report
Notes that South. Station is DEIR Chapter 2 addresses current South Station
P-11.3 currently at maximum .
. capacity.
capacity.
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Letter
#
(P-
XX)
P-114
P-11.5
P-11
P-11.6
P-11.7

City of
Cambridge

Summary of Comments

Notes that expansion of
South Station will allow for
increased frequency and
reduced delays on existing
route and opportunities for
new service destinations.

Response

DEIR Chapter 2 addresses current South Station
capacity.

Requests that the SSX
project consider the
potential for future
transportation uses of
underground real-estate in
the area as the expansion
and associated air-rights
projects move forward.

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design or
construction of any underground rail infrastructure
connecting North and South Stations. Nevertheless,
the commitment to protecting potential underground
connection alternatives remains a goal of the South
Station Expansion project.

Expresses interest in further
discussions, particularly
with regard to Beacon Park
Yard.

MassDOT intends to utilize Beacon Park Yard as a
preferred location to the west, to provide a more-
balanced mix of layover sites west and south of South
Station. MassDOT is continuing to evaluate the
Widett and Readville Alternatives to provide a
layover facility south of South Station. MassDOT is
simultaneously performing environmental review of
the I-90 Allston Interchange project, which is located
in an area that includes the Beacon Park Yard rail site
and 1-90 (the Massachusetts Turnpike). The
Interchange project is examining how to best realign
the transportation assets in this area while also
addressing significant structural needs; highway
operational changes (the introduction of All-
Electronic Tolling); the construction of a commuter
rail station; and the introduction of significant off-
road multimodal connections throughout the area.
MassDOT has determined that it is appropriate to
consider these potential transportation changes under
a single environmental review process. Therefore,
MassDOT plans to continue environmental review of
the Beacon Park Yard site as a layover facility as part
of the I-90 Allston Interchange project’s
environmental review. An ENF for that project is
anticipated to be filed with the Secretary of EEA in
late 2014 concurrent with this DEIR.

Notes that SSX project is
first step to bringing transit
system in Boston to world-
class standard, but notes the
importance of other needed
expansion projects (e.g.,
Urban Ring circumferential
transit project).

Comment acknowledged.
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Table 9-3—Non-Governmental Organizations/Businesses/Individuals

Letter
#

N-01

#

N-01.1

N-01.2

N-01.3

Name

495/Metro West
Partnership

Comment Summary

Notes that expansion of
South Station is critical to
realizing goal of 495/Metro
West Partnership regarding
commuter rail service to
and from region,
specifically Franklin Line
and Worcester/Framingham
Line.

Notes that capacity
constraints at South Station
are a concern, especially in
light of expanded service
schedule planned for the
Worcester/Framingham
Line, following
negotiations between
Patrick administration,
MassDOT, MBTA, CSX.
Improving the capacity,
reliability, and layover
space at South Station is
vital to growing demand for
commuter rail service in the
495/MetroWest region.

Fully supports SSX project.

N-02

N-02.1

N-02.2

N-02.3

A Better City

Supports South Station
expansion and enhanced
layover capacity.

Response

Comment acknowledged.

Cites importance of a
thorough review of options
for layover facilities and
impacts of their
surroundings in South Bay,
Readyville, and Beacon
Park.

Comment acknowledged. DEIR Section 1.6
summarizes project impacts for the Beacon
Park Yard, Widett Circle, and Readville- Yard
2 layover facility sites and DEIR Section 3.6
provides further evaluation.

Welcomes the opportunity
for continued participation
during environmental
review, planning and
design as the scope is
refined and as review
continues.

Comment acknowledged. MassDOT will
continue to provide information and
opportunities for public participation as the
project advances.

N-03

N-03.1

Association for
Public
Transportation

Presents a number of
questions regarding
sustainability of SSX
project as strategic
transportation
infrastructure.

DEIR Chapter 5 discusses sustainability
initiatives.

October 2014
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Letter
#

N-03

#

N-03.2

Name

Association for
Public
Transportation

Comment Summary

Indicates that review of
SSX project with respect to
strategic transportation
infrastructure sustainability
shows that the project is
deficient. Because South
Station is a stub-end
terminal without ability to
expand service to the north,
the SSX project would
increase operational
inefficiencies in the MBTA
commuter rail network and
Amtrak intercity rail which
are forced to run bifurcated
systems out of North and
South Stations.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it is
not currently in a position to endorse extensive
underground infrastructure that it does not
believe to be necessary to reap meaningful
benefits for passenger rail transportation in the
Commonwealth or along the Northeast Corridor.
In the future, a project this large might be best
pursued through a regional effort in the
Northeast or through a federal process.
Nevertheless, the commitment to protecting
potential underground connection alternatives
remains a goal of the South Station Expansion
project.
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Letter
#

N-03

#

N-03.3

N-03.4

N-03.5

N-03.6

N-03.7

N-03.8

Name

Association for
Public
Transportation

Comment Summary

Notes that the most
successful stations around
the world have tracks and
platforms below grade,
with retail (shops,
restaurants, other services)
on ground floor, with
benefits for Value Capture
Financing.

Response

MassDOT will be considering opportunities to
incorporate retail throughout the design
process. At this point in the design process,
there are spaces being considered under all
alternatives to support passenger amenities
typical of a modern transportation hub.

Proposes consideration of
NSRL which, via
underground tunnels and
station platforms, can
connect North and South
Boston terminals and the
region.

See response to N-03.2

Notes need to consider
capacity situation of
Greater Boston MBTA
subway, with key stations,
including Park Street,
Downtown Crossing,
Government Center, State
Street, at or near capacity;
NSRL would alleviate this
problem.

DEIR Section 4.7 summarizes the analysis of
potential SSX project-related impacts to MBTA
public transportation vehicle loading and to
station capacity at South Station, Park Street,
Downtown Crossing, Government Center, and
State Street. Additional analysis details are
provided in Appendix 9 — Transit Capacity
Technical Report.

Indicates that regarding
environmental issues, SSX
project is lacking versus the
NSRL, noting that no other
transportation project in the
Commonwealth has such a
high environmental benefit
as the NSRL.

Requests that MEPA
determine that the SSX
project is inconclusive and
incomplete because it does
not review the substantial
benefits of the North-South
Rail Link (NSRL) and
direct MassDOT to
complete the preliminary
engineering of the NSRL.

Notes possibility that the
SSX project will obstruct
the proposed right-of-way
for the NSRL, which
violates the (Secretary's
Certificate on the) NSRL
MIS/DEIR.

See response to N-03.2
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Letter
#

N-04

#

N-04.1

N-04.2

N-04.3

N-04.4

N-04.5

N-04.6

Name

Downtown North
Association

Comment Summary

Notes that there is no
reference or substantive
attention paid to the
implications of the SSX
project for the NSRL, or
vice versa.

Notes that because the
NSRL DEIR is pending,
any proposed project
involving South Station is
required to address impacts
upon previous MEPA
projects.

Notes that because the SSX
project focuses upon the
more immediate issues
(such as track and terminal
capacity problems), the
SSX project overlooks
future transportation
development opportunities
and advantages of the
NSRL.

Notes that the acute present
needs at South Station are
due to the fact that chronic
needs identified in the
NSRL DEIR were not
addressed, and an increase
in surface tracks at South
Station may be essential
strategy for today, but will
not be sufficient strategy in
the larger context/future.

Notes concern with moving
ahead with SSX project
without fully considering
the NSRL project,
including project
unknowns, such as cost of
NSRL, and project facts,
such as benefits of
extending the NEC to
northern New England and
location of preferred NSRL
alignment through the
USPS parcel.

Requests that the SSX
project incorporate the
update and completion of
the NSRL DEIR.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
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Letter

4 #

Name

Comment Summary

N-04.7

N-04

N-04.8

Downtown North
Association

Requests that at the least,
the planning and
development of the SSX
project account for the
NSRL: specifically, the
future development of the
USPS South Postal Annex
parcel and the preservation
of the underground right-
of-way for the NSRL.

Notes that precluding the
NSRL would not be an
acceptable outcome of the
SSX project, as the SSX
project cannot integrate the
regional rail system, extend
the NEC beyond South
Station, and address
capacity problems at North
Station, as the NSRL
project would.

Response

alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Letter
#

N-05

#

N-05.1

N-05.2

N-05.3

N-05.4

N-05.5

Name

Harvard University

Comment Summary

Requests that MassDOT
review the underlying
assumptions for including
Beacon Park Yard as
layover alternative,
particularly with respect to
other competing
transportation needs.

Response

MassDOT intends to utilize Beacon Park Yard
as a preferred location to the west, to provide a
more-balanced mix of layover sites west and
south of South Station. MassDOT is
continuing to evaluate the Widett and Readville
Alternatives to provide a layover facility south
of South Station. MassDOT is simultaneously
performing environmental review of the 1-90
Allston Interchange project, which is located in
an area that includes the Beacon Park Yard rail
site and [-90 (the Massachusetts Turnpike). The
Interchange project is examining how to best
realign the transportation assets in this area
while also addressing significant structural
needs; highway operational changes (the
introduction of All-Electronic Tolling); the
construction of a commuter rail station; and the
introduction of significant off-road multimodal
connections throughout the area. MassDOT
has determined that it is appropriate to consider
these potential transportation changes under a
single environmental review process.
Therefore, MassDOT plans to continue
environmental review of the Beacon Park Yard
site as a layover facility as part of the I-90
Allston Interchange project’s environmental
review. An ENF for that project is anticipated
to be filed with the Secretary of EEA in late
2014 concurrent with this DEIR.

Requests more rigorous
analysis of operational
growth and service needs as
basis for determining
layover facilities needs, and
more rigorous analysis of
relative merits of the
layover sites, including
those eliminated from
further consideration.

DEIR Section 3.6 describes the layover facility
site alternatives analysis, including those
eliminated for further consideration.

Notes that significant
factors applying to Beacon
Park Yard were not
considered in the ENF.

See response to N-05.1

Recommends South Station
Expansion project and
layover project be analyzed
separately, as the two
projects are not
interdependent.

DEIR Chapter 2 addresses the Purpose and
Need of the South Station Expansion project,
including associated layover facilities.

Notes that the advantage of
DMUs is less reliant upon
layover movements.

Comment acknowledged.
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Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
MassDOT and the MBTA are currently
developing a pilot program for DMU service on
Notes that the layover the MBTA system, outside of the South Station
N-05.6 needs analysis does not Expansion project. As MassDOT moves
’ include the use of DMUs in | forward on plans for the SSX project, tracks,
either 2025 or 2040. signals, layover facilities and other
infrastructure will be designed so that DMUs
can be accommodated in the future.
Notes that MassDOT's As state;d in the Layover Fagilities Altematives
requirement to Analysis, the future use of eight-car trainsets by
the MBTA would reduce MBTA's capacity at
accommodate all 8-car . .
N-05.7 consists precludes potential Southampton Street Yard frqrp Six trainsets to
, three trainsets by 2040. Additionally, the track
use of Amtrak's )
lengths at Amtrak's Front Yard would not be
Southampton Street Yard
and Front Yard. a‘ple to accorpmodate the expanded MBTA
eight-car trainsets.
Requests that MassDOT
provide information about
passenger growth increases
between 1990 and 2010 and
relate them to growth rates
used for MBTA's estimate
of layover capacity needed
for 2040. Notes that Chapter 2 provides information on rail service
layover needs analysis does | increases and corresponding layover capacity
N-05 N-05.8 Harvard University | not refer to existing or limits. DEIR Section 3.6 presents the layover
proposed future service facility site alternatives analysis, including
plans of the MBTA, and requirements for layover facility locations.
does not address
operational efficiencies that
can be achieved by site
layover facilities in
proximity to planned
expansions of commuter
rail services.
Notes that the Governor,
MassDOT and MBTA have
indicated intent to study
future use of DMUs, but
N-05.9 the ENF does not refer to See response to N-05.6
analysis of how the
MBTA's future use of
DMUs would decrease
future layover needs.
Requests that use of
Beacon Park Yard as a
layover facility be
N-05.10 evaluated against See response to N-05.1
competing MassDOT
transportation priorities
such as the following (a-d):
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Letter
#

N-05

#

N-05.10a

N-05.10b

N-05.10c

N-05.10d

N-05.11

N-05.12

N-05.13

Name

Harvard University

Comment Summary

Reconstruction/replacement
of the MassPike Allston
viaduct and interchange,
including use of the Yard
as a construction staging
area

Straightening segments of
the MassPike for electronic
tolling, including use of the
Yard;

Street system
improvements needed in
and around Beacon Park
Yard;

Response

See response to N-05.1

Replacement of the single
track-constrained Boston
Main Line with a multi-
track to expand commuter
rail service, introduce
DMU service, and
introduce inter-city Amtrak
service on the inland route.

See response to N-05.6

Notes that the ENF does
not accurately describe
existing MBTA and
MassDOT easement rights
in Beacon Park Yard; the
actual area of MBTA and
MassDOT future easement
areas, and potential
property acquisition costs
associated with creating a
layover facility at Beacon
Park Yard.

See response to N-05.1

Notes that ENF does not
discuss how proposed
layover at Beacon Park
Yard would operate in
tandem with on-going
CSXT rights and
operations.

See response to N-05.1

Notes that ENF does not
reference reserved rights of
Harvard to undertake
development both above
and below future MBTA
and MassDOT easement
areas.

See response to N-05.1
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Letter

" # Name Comment Summary Response

Notes that construction of

layover facility at Beacon

Park Yard would not be
N-05.14 consistent with surrounding See response to N-05.1

land uses and would

conflict with State plans for

Yard as gateway district for

the city.

Requests that DEIR address

poteptlal delays to Amtr.ak Each proposed layover facility site was
N-05.15 serviees and gonﬂlcts with evaluated for its impact to Amtrak and MBTA

inland inter-city route that

revenue and non-revenue movements.

could be caused by layover

operations.

Notes that ENF does not

discuss infrastructure Infrastructure requirements for the layover
N-05.16 requirements associated facility sites are presented in DEIR Sections

with use of Beacon Park 4.5,4.6,and 4.7.

Yard as layover facility.

Notes that ancillary

facilities required for The development of layover facilities and any

layover facility would required property acquisitions would be limited

require additional property | to the minimum footprints required to support
N-05.17 . . .

acquisition and would not each function, including access roads,

N-05 Harvard University | be feasible, given stormwater management facilities, and
competing transportation employee parking areas where required.
priorities.

Notes that layover facility
at Beacon Park Yard would | DEIR Section 4.1 discusses existing zoning and
N-05.18 conflict with City plans for | consistency of layover facility siting with
the area, current zoning, zoning requirements.
and performance standards.
Notes that construction of
layover would conflict with
N-05.19 creation of West Station See response to N-05.1
passenger rail service at
Beacon Park Yard
;I:ne;?]l;;:is;s;l;g;aélstgd DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10 - Air
N-05.20 Quality Technical Report address the air quality
layover at Beacon Park
of Beacon Park Yard.
Yard.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
Notes that, as with a
number of other sites
eliminated in the Phase | . .
screening analysis, the ENF quu}mtlgn costs were not a §elected screening
N-05 N-05.21 Harvard Universit does not clarif thé: criterion in this initial screening evaluation. See
’ M acquisition cos};s associated DEIR Section 3.6 for more discussion on the
wictlh the use of Beacon layover alternatives analysis.
Park Yard as a layover
facility.
Notes that the ENF did not
address the South Station
Bus Terminal (SSBT),
including the full build-out
‘C’g gare tjgizet;lltll(lle il The full build-out of the SSBT is discussed in
N-06.1 terminal. Requests that the the environmental document for the separate,
’ DEIR a d dres(s:l full build-out previously permitted South Station Air Rights
of the SSBT bus gate space (SSAR) Project (EEA No. 3205/9131)
Massachusetts Bus | (as originally designed),
N-06 Association and weather-protected
pedestrian connections to
the rail terminal.
Requests detail on DEIR Section 4.8 provides details on each
N-06.2 f;gﬁ;;sed impacts to SSBT alternative and the function of the service road.
DEIR Sections 4.7, 4.8, and Appendix 9 —
N-06.3 E(?ttzilctllrl:;sﬂ;? Izli\gz:l?tes Transit Capacity Technical Report provide an
’ intermodal roﬁa of buses overview of the public transportation services
’ at South Station.
iiglll;::: 3:?;332@?2:; Zn Appendix 2 - Track Configuration Alternatives
N-07 N-07.1 James RePass of new tracks at both Analy. SI8 - Tier I Screening deta.lls the.
underground and surface- alternatives that were analyzed including
levels underground and surface level options.
Acknowledges that some
aspects of the SSX project
have merit, notably
N-08 | N-08.1 Sierra Club reopening Dorchester Comment acknowledged.

Avenue to the public and
rebuilding of
streetscape/extension of
Harborwalk.
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Letter
#

N-08

#

N-08.2

N-08.3

Name

Sierra Club

Comment Summary

Notes that the project is
fundamentally flawed by
basic design assumption to
remain as a stub-end
terminal.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

Notes that SSX project is
temporary solution and
requests that MassDOT
revisit NSRL, including
putting the new South
Station platforms
underground.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Letter

" # Name Comment Summary Response
As discussed in DEIR Section 3.6, since the
Notes that the BTD Tow March 2013 ENF, the BTD Tow Lot site has
Lot is the only proposed been dismissed from further evaluation due to
N-08.4 layover location close to the considerable impacts this site would have
’ downtown; other locations | on critical City operations. DEIR Section 4.9
would further air pollution | and Appendix 10 — Air Quality Technical
via deadheading trains. Report discuss the potential air quality impacts
of the layover facilities.
Due to the benefits that an electrified rail
network could offer, MassDOT holds the
position that any new construction and
expansion of the commuter rail system should
not preclude the possibility of electrification in
Requests that MBTA the ?uture. As paft of the p}Ians for the South
. reconsider decision to . . . .
N-08 Sierra Club . . Station Expansion project, clearance and right-
N-08.5 electrify commuter rail . . )
lines as a means to reduce of-way designs will be carried out S0 thgt th@y
air pollution. will be able to accommodate electpﬁcanon in
the future. With the current financial and
logistical limitations, however, MassDOT is
not currently planning any system-wide
electrification processes now or in the
foreseeable future.
Notes that SSX project fails
to provide benefits to
travelers coming from the
N-08.6 North and riders on the Comment acknowledged
MBTA's central subway
system, especially the
Orange Line.
Requests that the DETR DEIR Sc?ctions 4.7,.4.8, and Appendix 9-
N-09.1 include projected MBTA deersth Fprecastzng Tecﬁnzcal Rep ort
Silver Line ridership. include prOJe.cted MBTA Silver Line ridership
at South Station for the 2025 and 2035.
Requests that DEIR
transportation analysis
consider private shuttle DEIR Sections 4.7 and 4.8 discuss
N-09.2 services as a connection to | accommodation for private shuttles to stop on
’ Seaport and from South Station and | the Dorchester Avenue curbside in front of the
N-09 Transportation incorporate a designated station.
Management shuttle stop within the
Association South Station area.
Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis Technical Report
Supports proposed includes a multimodal assessment, prioritizing
. mobility for pedestrians and bicyclists. The
improvements to reopened Dorchester Avenue includes
N-09.3 Dorchester Avenue,

especially for pedestrians
and bicyclists.

substantial accommodations for pedestrians and
bicyclists, including a cycle track and new
Harborwalk connection along Fort Point
Channel.
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Letter

4 #

N-09.4

N-09

N-09.5

N-09.6

Name

Seaport
Transportation
Management
Association

Comment Summary

Requests that the DEIR
incorporate projected
vehicular and pedestrian
traffic counts at the
intersections of Dorchester
Avenue and Summer
Street, Dorchester Avenue
and West Second Street,
Dorchester Avenue at West
Broadway, and near the
P&G Gillette parking lot
adjacent to Dorchester
Avenue.

Response

Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis Technical Report
includes these locations where traffic counts
were conducted.

Requests that the DEIR cite
the means/responsibility for
Harborwalk maintenance,
including the long-term
maintenance funding
source.

MassDOT has coordinated with BRA and BTD
on the Harborwalk design and will continue
coordination through final design, including the
consideration of long-term maintenance.

Notes that the DEIR will
include detailed
transportation demand
management measures and
transportation analysis.

Appendix 9 — Traffic Analysis Technical Report
includes transportation demand management
mitigation.

N-10.1

N-10.2

N-10.3

N-10.4

The Boston Harbor
Association

Supports SSX project as
integral element of
Commonwealth's enhanced
mass transportation system.

Comment acknowledged.

Requests that the "No
Build" Alternative analysis
include an analysis of
transportation
improvements that could be
implemented without
relocation of the USPS
facility.

DEIR Section 3.3 discusses the No Build
Alternative; it is anticipated that transportation
improvements would be limited to state of good
repair requirements.

Requests discussion of
consistency of SSX project
with the Fort Point Channel
Watersheet Activation
Plan, including timetable
for implementing the Plan.

DEIR Section 4.1 provides a description of the
project's relationship to the Fort Point Channel
Watersheet Activation Plan.

Notes that ENF appears
confusing regarding
existence of landlocked
tidelands and requests
clarification regarding
landlocked tidelands at
South Station in current
conditions.

DEIR Section 4.3 clarifies the jurisdiction of
filled tidelands at the South Station site and
each studied layover facility alternative.
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Letter

" # Name Comment Summary Response
While MassDOT is considering early action to
Requests discussion of how provide limited pedegtrlan access along the
S currently-closed section of Dorchester Avenue
an interim Harborwalk L. .. .
south of Summer Street, it is anticipated that it
segment could be o . .
N-10.5 ) o would be necessary to utilize a portion of this
implemented within 60 .
roadway would be used for construction access
days of transfer of USPS J . .
roperty to MassDOT and activities during demolition of the USPS
property ‘ facility and construction of the new headhouse
and rail infrastructure.
Requests that analysis for
each alternative include
N-106 water transit options at or DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 4.7 address
’ by South Station and transportation options.
The Boston Harbor | expanded bicycling
N-10 o e
Association facilities.
Requests further analysis of
ways to reduce single
passenger vehicle use at . .
N-10.7 South Station, including DEIR Chapte.:r 3 discusses thfa reduced parking
. associated with each alternative.
reduced parking
spaces/dedicated spaces for
shared-car usage.
Requests assessment of
f::heiitgrjtiglz tZVlct}lllan . DEIR Sections 5.4. and 5.5. describe specific
N-10.8 p . & design elements to address resilience to coastal
and means to increase .
. flooding.
resilience to coastal
flooding.
Notes that the SSX project
is most extensive regarding
expanding ground-level . . .
N-11.1 ransportation uses of the DEIR Section 3..5 includes design goals for
. . . terminal expansion.
terminal, and cites walking
connections that require the
highest level of focus.
Notes that changes to the
site over the past decade
and future development
N-11.2 may constrain the ability of
South Station to handle
N-11 WalkBoston pedestrian traffic, including | The SSX project includes pedestrian flow
the following (a-d): modeling of existing conditions and SSX
Construction of office project alternatives. DEIR Section 4.8
building at corner of addresses pedestrian traffic. DEIR Section 3.5
N-11.2a . )
Summer Street and presents the design goals for the terminal
Dorchester Avenue; expansion, including pedestrian intermodal
Proposed construction of connections.
N-11.2b office tower directly above
the site;
Possible future
N-11.2¢ public/private development

above tracks on USPS site;
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Letter
#

N-11

#

N-11.2d

N-11.3

N-11.3a

N-11.3b

N-11.3¢c

N-11.4

N-114a

N-11.4b

N-11.4c

N-11.4d

N-11.5

N-11.6

Name

WalkBoston

Comment Summary

Current indirect
connections between
existing bus terminal and
South Station concourse.

Requests evaluation of
connections between
concourse/terminal
facilities and external
destinations, including (a-

c):

MBTA Red and Silver Line
platforms;

Summer Street sidewalks;

Dorchester Avenue;
Atlantic Avenue.

Requests the consideration
of options to accommodate
future pedestrian traffic (a-
d):

Wide passageway
connections between ends
of new track and existing
CONCOUrse;

Expansion of waiting area
in concourse;

Pursuit of new floor level
for pedestrian activities;

Provision of pedestrian
passages beneath current
floor level of concourse to
and from MBTA station.

Response

The SSX project includes pedestrian flow
modeling of existing conditions and SSX
project alternatives. DEIR Section 4.8
addresses pedestrian traffic. DEIR Section 3.5
presents the design goals for the terminal
expansion, including pedestrian intermodal
connections.

Supports reopening of
Dorchester Avenue and
extension of Harborwalk.

Comment acknowledged.

Requests existing
pedestrian counts into and
through the Station and
projections of pedestrian
traffic in all parts of
proposed terminal.

Appendix 9 — Pedestrian Analysis Technical
Report provides detailed information on
intermodal transfers.

N-12.1

N-12.1a

Brad Bellows

Notes that approval of the
SSX project should not be
granted without verifying
the economic analysis for
the NSRL.

Notes that SSX project will
address an immediate
capacity issue, but
questions need if the rail
service were property
integrated.

Comment acknowledged.
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Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
Notes that expanding South
Station will restore what
N-12.1b has eroded but will not
provide system that is
N-12 Brad Bellows needed. Comment acknowledged.
Notes need for proper
cost/benefit analysis of the
N-12.1¢ NSRL project, verified
against global best
practices.
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Letter

4 #

N-13 N-13.1

Name

Ellen Altman

Comment Summary

Notes that SSX project

needs to be linked to NSRL

project.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Letter # Name
#
N-13.2
N-13.3

Comment Summary

Requests consideration of
climate change and rise of
sea level as it impacts rail

lines.

Response

DEIR Chapter 5 describes some of the
considerations in facility design that are to be
evaluated as the design progresses.

Notes opportunity for more
creative planned/program
uses at water's edge,
Harborwalk development
than what is currently
depicted in plans.

Comment acknowledged.
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Letter

4 #

N-14.1

Name

John A. Businger
(with attachments)

Comment Summary

Does not support the SSX
project; it is a temporary
solution and does not solve
the Northeast Corridor
capacity problem.
(Attachments in support of
the NSRL include an
October 2006 Report, "An
Integrated Regional Rail
Network for New
England," and letters from
U.S. Congress, Senate, MA
General Court.)

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Letter

" # Name Comment Summary Response
Supports South Station as a
N-15.1 means to allqw for . Comment acknowledged
commuter rail extension
and improve reliability.
Notes that expanded South
Station will accommodate
South Coast Rail, extension
of commuter rail to
N-15.2 Springfield, Amtrak's plans Comment acknowledged
for Northeast Corridor, and
meet transportation
challenges of 21st century.
. . Due to the benefits that an electrified rail
N-13 Nathaniel Curtis network could offer, MassDOT holds the
position that any new construction and
expansion of the commuter rail system should
not preclude the possibility of electrification in
Supp orts eyentual full . the tPuture. As paft of the p};ans for the South
electrification of Boston's . . . .
N-15.3 commuter rail network, Station Exp.ansmq project, (.:learance and right-
facilitated through of—way designs will be carried out so .that they
g
expanded South Station will bfe abls? to .accornrnodate conversion to
electrification in the future. With the current
financial and logistical limitations, however,
MassDOT is not currently planning any
system-wide electrification processes now or in
the foreseeable future.
Notes importance of
Massport's reapplication for
TIGER grant for extending | The SSX project does not include any upgrades
N-16.1 Track 61, including for freight traffic, and it does not preclude
’ importance of involvement | Track 61 from being used for freight service to
of Boston Terminal Port of Boston in the future.
Company as a supporter of
rail.
Recommends use of Widett
Circle for the layover
Pk Dot | 2y 0l o
N-16.2 Boston Marine Industrial Comment acknowledged.
Park, including
construction of rail
extension.
Requests that SSX project
include reconfiguration of
N-16.3 th.e Bay Junct1qn track . See response to N-16.1
alignment and interlocking,
and provision of direct
access to Track 61.
Requests the relocation of | Comment acknowledged. Appendix 9 —
. the Silver Line (SL) 4 route | Ridership Forecasting Technical Report
N-17 N-17.1 Jay Demasi to the Dorchester Avenue addressepg Silver Linegridership and efstimated
side of South Station. increases at current locations.
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Letter

4 #

N-18.01

N-18.02

N-18.03

Name

Michael S. Dukakis

Comment Summary

Expresses concerns with
deficiencies in the proposed
DEIR scope of study.

Urges that the North-South
Rail Link be included as an
alternative to be considered
in the SSX project.

Urges the NSRL analysis to
include an assessment of
how the track approaches to
the South Station tunnel
can be integrated into the
track, switch and signal
modifications required for
the SSX project.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Letter

4 #

N-18.04

N-18.05

N-18.06

N-18.07

N-18.08

Name

Michael S. Dukakis

Comment Summary

Recommends that SSX
DEIR include a study of
means to optimize Inland
Route services and preserve
freight connectivity with a
revised track and signal
configuration through
Allston.

Response

MassDOT is collaborating with Amtrak to
ensure that the SSX project will accommodate
plans for Inland Route service. Preliminary
estimates of Inland Route service are discussed
in Appendix 9 — Ridership Forecasting
Technical Report.

MassDOT is simultaneously performing
environmental review of the I-90 Allston
Interchange project, which is located in an area
that includes the Beacon Park Yard rail site and
[-90 (the Massachusetts Turnpike). The
Interchange project is examining how to best
realign the transportation assets in this area
while also addressing significant structural
needs; highway operational changes (the
introduction of All-Electronic Tolling); the
construction of a commuter rail station; and the
introduction of significant off-road multimodal
connections throughout the area. MassDOT
has determined that it is appropriate to consider
these potential transportation changes under a
single environmental review process.
Therefore, MassDOT plans to continue
environmental review of the Beacon Park Yard
site as a layover facility as part of the I-90
Allston Interchange project’s environmental
review. An ENF for that project is anticipated
to be filed with the Secretary of EEA in late
2014 concurrent with this DEIR.

Notes that the ENF does
not indicate how the
relocation of the USPS
facility would be funded.

MassDOT has funded the relocation of the
USPS GMF through its Capital Investment
Plan, published in January 2014.

Notes that the real costs of
a NSRL tunnel would be
substantially lower than
estimated costs.

Notes the importance of
developing a plan to move
forward with integrating
the rail system through
New England and into
Canada.

Notes that consideration of
the NSRL as a project
alternative would solve
North Station's growing
congestion problems.

See response to N-18.01.
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Letter

" # Name Comment Summary Response
Requests minimal service
parking as variation on
Build alternatives and
discussion of MBTA's DEIR Chapter 3 addresses parking concerns
N-19.1 . . . .
sponsorship of associated with each alternative.
development project which
would increase downtown
parking.
Requests that alternatives DEIR Sf:cnons 4.7. and 4.8 'and Appendix 9 —
. Pedestrian Analysis Technical Report
analysis include assessment summarize the analysis of potential SSX
N-19 N-19.2 Stephen H. Kaiser | of pedestrian access . anaty p .
through Dewey Square and project-related impacts to pedestrian access
. . through Dewey Square and to MBTA Red Line
Red Line capacity. ;
capacity.
Requests that layover
options identify track
configuration, trainset
N-19.3 storage and need for drill DEIR Section 3.6 provides layover conceptual
’ track operations, including | site plans.
potential for
improving/worsening track
arrangements.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Letter
" #
N-19 N-19.4

Name

Stephen H. Kaiser

Comment Summary

Requests that alternatives
preserve option for North-
South rail link via protected
corridor space.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
Requests documentation of
i\r/llcl?lll::i];:r? ders;tgelzi)onr;s, DEIR Section 4.3 describes the Commonwealth
N-19.5 g prot tidelands status of the filled tidelands at the
offered for private vs. South Station sit
Commonwealth tidelands ou on ste.
consistent with court cases.
Requests review of
N-196 applicability of Article 97 No Article 97 lands exist within the vicinity of
' protection to tidelands at South Station.
site.
Requests documentation
land ownership/legislative .
N-19.7 action at South Station EiInI;ISIecnon 4.3 addresses Chapter 91
prior to Chapter 91 &
licensing.
Requests documentation of
land ownership, historical DEIR Section 4.3 addresses Chapter 91
N-19.8 . . o ; .
licensing at USPS facility licensing.
site.
Requests description of
track area, station, and DEIR Section 3.7 provides conceptual site
N-19.9 o o
nearby building ventilation | plans.
systems.
N-19 Stephen H. Kaiser Requests review of public-
private partnership with
respect to Article 7 of the This is outside the scope of this project and
N-19.10 Declaration of Rights of the | MassDOT will not be addressing it as part of
MA Constitution (analysis | the SSX project.
included as separate
attachment).
Requests that MBTA
prepare a new Final EIR for
EEA Project No.3205 (South|
Station Intermodal The SSAR project (EEA Nos. 3205 and 9131)
Transportation Center, . .
. . . includes the expansion of the bus
involving renovation of . . .
. terminal/parking garage. The SSX project
headhouse, reconstruction . .
N-19.11 includes reconstruction of tracks and platforms
of tracks and platforms, o+ rioh I 1 as interf
lacement of bus aqd air rights dpve opment, as well as interface
ferminal Ivarkine carage with the historic headhouse. Chapter 2
P & garage, addresses the historical use of South Station.
and placement of
foundations for anticipated
air rights development over
the tracks).
Requests review of
N-19.12 light/shadow impacts to DEIR Section 4.3 addresses shadow impacts.
concourse due to new
building intrusions.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
Supports use of Beacon
N-20.1 Park Yard for layover. Comment acknowledged.
Supports location of bike
N-20.2 lanes on Dorchester Comment acknowledged.
Avenue.
Supports basic expansion
N-20.3 concept, 1pclud1ng Comment acknowledged.
Robert | strglghtenlng out of track
. 0 : ends.
N-20 LaTremouille
Does not support use of
N-20.4 Grand Junction for Comment acknowledged.
passenger service.
. As the design progresses, MassDOT will
Requests connection of . > .
. consider opportunities to incorporate the
N-20.5 office to South Station L .
roper existing and proposed office space directly to
P the bus and rail waiting areas.
Requests evaluation of
existing pedestrian traffic, . .
. . DEIR Sections 4.7 and 4.8 and Appendix 9 —
projected pedestrian traffic . ) ) .
. Ridership Forecasting Technical Report
regarding intermodal use, : o . .
N-21.1 . . . summarize existing conditions and potential
including needed capacity ; . .
. SSX project related impacts to pedestrian
improvements on the Red traffic
Line, Silver Line (SL) 1/2 ’
tunnel, and Hubway.
Requests evaluation of
impact of increased riders Appendix 9 — Ridership Forecasting Technical
N-21.2 on Red Line, with respect Report summarizes SSX project related impacts
N-21 Joel Weber 11 to signal technology and to MBTA Red Line capacity.
platform length.
Requests review of
SLI/SL2 ridership “.mh Appendix 9 — Ridership Forecasting Technical
respect to bus capacity and . . .
N-21.3 . S Report summarizes SSX project related impacts
passing capabilities, . . ;
; : . to MBTA Silver Line capacity.
including alternative
options.
Notes that increases in DEIR Sections 4.7 and 4.8 and Appendix 9 —
N-21 4 Hubway ridership may Traffic Analysis Technical Report include

require additional land in
vicinity of South Station.

details on measures taken to substantially
reduce parking.
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Letter
#

N-21

#

N-21.5

Name

Joel Weber 11

Comment Summary

Requests review of NSRL
with additional commuter
rail stops as a means of
reducing pressure upon
South Station.

Response

MassDOT is not currently pursuing the design
or construction of any underground rail
infrastructure connecting North and South
Stations. Due to changes in the physical nature
of the corridor since the construction of the
Central Artery Project, as well as new
assumptions regarding staging, construction
and costs since the last formal assessment was
made, MassDOT believes that the goals of the
project can be mostly accomplished by more
modest and incremental efforts, such as the
expansion of South Station. Nevertheless, the
South Station Expansion project continues to
commit to expanding South Station in such a
way that the goals of the project can be met
without eliminating the potential for future
underground infrastructure, such as tunnel
portals and station locations.

In 2003, a project termed the "North-South Rail
Link" received a Secretary’s Certificate(EOEA
No. 10270) confirming its compliance with the
Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act, but
also asserting and acknowledging the MBTA's
lack of financial capacity to execute the project.
At this time, MassDOT believes that many of
the capacity-expansion objectives associated
with the construction of an underground
north/south rail connection can be realized by
the expansion of South Station for significantly
less cost. In addition, MassDOT is currently
prioritizing the advancement of projects in
areas of the Commonwealth currently lacking,
or underserved by, rail - particularly the South
Coast and Worcester, which can be achieved
through the South Station Expansion project.

While MassDOT is strongly in favor of
enhancing future passenger rail infrastructure
along the Northeast Corridor - and is working
now to plan and design an expanded South
Station to help support those enhancements - it
is not currently in a position to endorse
extensive underground infrastructure that it
does not believe to be necessary to reap
meaningful benefits for passenger rail
transportation in the commonwealth or along
the Northeast Corridor. In the future, a project
this large might be best pursued through a
regional effort in the Northeast or through a
federal process. Nevertheless, the commitment
to protecting potential underground connection
alternatives remains a goal of the South Station
Expansion project.
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Chapter 9 — Response to Comments on the ENF

Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
Requests review of DEIR Chgpter 2 dlscus§es the project approach
. Lo to increasing the capacity of South Station.
additional passing sidings . . L
. MassDOT recognizes the importance of sidings
N-21.6 or double tracking as an . ..
. . and double tracking opportunities throughout
alternative to increase .
capacity at South Station the MBTA system, but these do not specifically
pacity ) increase South Station Terminal capacity.
Recognizes important
N-21.7 safety goals associated with | Comment acknowledged.
at-grade crossings.
Requests review of means
to attract boating activity to
N-21.8 southern part of Fort Point Comment acknowledged.
Channel.
Requests review of
pedestrian drop-offs along DEIR Sections 4.7 and 4.8 and Appendix 9 —
reopened Dorchester . . . .
N-21.9 . Transit Capacity Technical Report include on
Avenue and Atlantic drop-off activit
Avenue, including road p Y
improvements.
Requests evaluation of role
of 1,000+ parking spaces in | MassDOT worked closely with the City of
N-21 Joel Weber 11 transit oriented Boston to refine the parking ratios projected as
N-21.10 development, including part of Alternative 2 and 3 and as a result have
replacing parking spaces reduced the proposed parking by over 50%
with additional transit, from what was presented in the ENF.
NSRL.
Requests evaluation of taxi
p:)ltce: :gait{;cl:f:ti:;in This is outside the scope of this project and
N-21.11 p . MassDOT does not address it as part of the
lower taxi fees and reduced .
. SSX project.
parking space
requirements.
Notes technological
advancement with
N-21.12 computer-driven cars and Comment acknowledged.
parking and applicability to
South Station.
Requests review of existing
bus routes and assessment | DEIR Sections 4.7 and 4.8 and Appendix 9 —
of potential bus route Transit Capacity Technical Report include
N-21.13 . . . . .
changes, including along detailed bus route assessments, including
reopened Dorchester boardings and alightings.
Avenue.
Supports private sector co-
N-22.1 development options at Comment acknowledged.
N-22 Wig Zamore ;001:: ‘LS}I::I';zﬁsit nodes
N-22.2 should be public meeting Comment acknowledged. DEIR Sections 3.4

places.

discusses design principles.
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Draft Environmental Impact Report

Le;ter # Name Comment Summary Response
Due to the benefits that an electrified rail
network could offer, MassDOT holds the
position that any new construction and
expansion of the commuter rail system should
not preclude the possibility of electrification in
Notes important long-term | the future. As part of the plans for the South
N-22.3 goal of expanding Station Expansion project, clearance and right-
’ electrified rail transit within | of-way designs will be carried out so that they
the public transit mix. will be able to accommodate electrification in
the future. With the current financial and
logistical limitations, however, MassDOT is
not currently planning any system-wide
electrification processes now or in the
foreseeable future.
Notes benefit of
N-22.4 eliminating idling trains at | Comment acknowledged.
South Station platforms.
Expresses concern with
expansion of diesel bus and
rail capacity in the South DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10 - 4ir
N-22.5 Station area, due to black Quality Technical Report address diesel
carbon's role in lung cancer | emissions and GHG emissions.
and Greenhouse Gas
N-22 Wig Zamore emissions.
gjﬂ:;;irll\f;si;])p?;esn ting DEIR Sections 4.7 and 4.8 and App'endix 9-
N22.6 the full range of potential T ransit Capgczty Technical Report 1n'clude
. . . details on diesel buses and rail capacity
diesel bus and rail capacity increases
increases in the DEIR. )
Notes high level of
transportation-related
(noise and air) pollution in
South Station, Leather DEIR Section 4.10 and Appendix 11 - Noise
District and Chinatown, and Vibration Technical Report address noise
N-22.7 and requests that the DEIR | and vibration impacts related to the SSX
’ provide detailed pollutant project and DEIR Section 4.9 and Appendix 10
levels impacting - Air Quality Technical Report address air
neighborhoods, especially quality related to the SSX project.
Chinatown, an
environmental justice
community.
Requests detailed DEIR Section 4.10 and Appendix 11 - Noise
mitigation that MassDOT and Vibration Technical Report address noise
N-22 8 could provide to and vibration impacts related to the SSX
’ Chinatown, with respect to | project and DEIR Section 4.9. and Appendix 10
air quality and livability - Air Quality Technical Report address air
issues. quality related to the SSX project.
October 2014 South Station Expansion
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