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1,000 pages of the DEIR, despite that fact that your predecessor secretary’s certificate on the
SSX Expanded Enviromental Notification Form stated that 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 only such reference is in regard to
an explanation of why ground source heat pumps are not recommended for the project. No
information is offered about how the design is being planned with the future North-South
Rail Link in mind, nor is any specific detail presented with regard to the location of major
infrastructure, including pilings for associated commercial development above the station,
and their potential impact on the NSRL. Essentially, there is no evidence in the DEIR of any
consideration of the North-South Rail Link, which fal] short of satisfying the secretary's
certificate.

The Final Environmental Impact Report should be required to provide the specific details
in all relevant areas of the project that will ensure that the S5X is being planned with the
future North-5outh Rail Link in mind. This is essential, because once this expansion project
is built, there will be no more room for expansion. Future capacity and congestion issues
that will assuredly arise will finally force the hand of state transportation officials: it will be
obvious - just like it has been to many for years- that there is no better (or other) solution
to the South Station capacity problems than to build the North-South Rail Link.

35.1

When that day comes, it will be tragically unfortunate - and monumentally expensive - if
the South Station Expansion was not completed without the North-South Rail Link given
the highest consideration, as is the case in the DEIR.

Please instruct MassDOT to provide the proper planning and documentation of
considerations of the future North-South Rail Link in its Final Environmental Impact
Report on the South Station Expansion Project.

Thank you for vour consideration.

e e

Ken Krause

50 Mystic Street
Medford, MA 02155
781-396-0920
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South Station Praject, EEA No. 5028 Page 2
Draft Eavironments! Impact Repornt

z, Introduction,

1 em writing individually and as chair of Friends of the White Geese, a Massachusetts Non Profit Organization
organized in 2001 with the purpose of protecting the sovironment and animals of the Charles River and related
matlers.

I myself bave rwo years of on the ground experience in railroad operations. 1 have, s part of my rsilroed
position, observed freight and pessenger railroad operations first hand from Boston almost to Washington, DC.
1 have major experience in working on transit planning matiers in the Boston / Cambridge area over a period of
nearly 40 years,

I proposed the Keomore Crossing ot the Urban Ring subway concept five years before it was officially adopted
by the MBTA as 2 recognized alternative route in 1991,

1 have major environmental expenence. [n the last |5 years, this hes been on Charles River and relaied matters.
| rather clearly have prevented & mass animal killing in that location,

In the last 40 years | have used my legal training for the benefit of the environment in Cambridge.

1 obtained a preliminary injunction on appeal, next o impossible, io & temporarily successful effort to protect
from oeedless destruction one of the best parks in the middle of Cambridge, including more than 20 one bundred
year pld treas,

1 have written more successful zoning changes in Cumbridge than any other person not employed by the Ciry of
Cambridge, and, in sharp contrast to many changes drafted by the Cambridgs Development Department my
changes do what [ said they would do.

| heve used zoning a5 a tool to force environmental prorection on very major parts of the Ciry of Cambridge.
My zoniog chaoges have required ground floor open space end more housing on sbout 85% of Massachusetts
Avenue in the area berween Harvard and Central Squeres and portions of sdjacent side streers. My zoning
changes allowed fairly large buildings oo Mass. Ave. while mainteining environmental protections and
protections for neighbors.

The buildieg st the comer of Massachusetts Avenue and Harvard Street in east Harvard Square, formerly knowa
ag the Inn at Harvard was one of my big victories. Harvard wanted that building to be 72% larger and built to
the sidewalk, The City Countil disagreed.

About a block awey, I saved the 19® Century building at 10 Mt Auburn Strest, on the corner of Benks and Mt
Auburp Streets from destruction by Harvard. [ used fine print in the Cambridge Reat Cootrol Grdinsnce, aod
the Cambridge Rent Control Beard agreed with me, Saving that building probably was key in the retention of
thke historical character in this, the Kerry Corner neighborhood with Harvard's expansion in this ares since 2000,

The first two blocks north of Harvard Law School wers downzoned as & result of the very first petinion written
by me.

There is & former parking lot between Alewife Station and Route 2 which is being returned 10 nature as a result
of another zoning change | wrote. This is the only meaningful eovironmental victory in the Alewifc area in spite
of 8 Cambridge related group which claims to be protecting Alewife.

And this does not include the non explosive changes.
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South Station Expansion Project

Certainly Boston needs housing, and certeinly it is & lovely location for housing, BUT there are other locations
for housing. There are pretty much no other locations to expand South Station capeeity.

Addition of one or more tracks in the ares facing Dorchestar Avenue should be serivusly considered. Perbaps
the housing could be placed above the added tracks. A higher location for housing cerainly would be inferior
for housing, but this is @ matter of life or death for future South Station expansion.

I am told there is & choke point problem o the entrance to South Station with regard to adding tracks next to
Dorchester Avenue. | not aware of any meaningful anelysis of the choke point. Have | missed something? At
minimum, such an analysis should be presented.

d. Expansion to include a lower level or levels of track space for future expansion.

A lower level or levels of wack space is being proposed by the North-South rail people. Their idea could be a
solution to the limits being imposed on South Siation Expansion, with or without North-South rail,

Definitely, building 7 tracks ot the same leve| as the current facility, plus building room under the 7T tracks for an
edditional expansion in the furure sounds like an excellent way to get eround the crunch point problem, if the
erunch point at the entrance to the current South Station facility is 2 tue and absolutz limil on expansion at the
current level.

Of course, the construction for access to the lower level IN THE FUTURE would be a lot more expensive than
the carrent access cost for new tracks into the 7 proposed tracks.

But we are talking about 8 station which cerreatly has 13 tracks being expanded to 20 recks with no fumre
expansion, 85 opposed to expanding to 20 or 22 wecks now with the possibility of 27 to 31 tracks in the future.

Creating 8 lower level could include expansion under Dorchester Avenue for the lower level. 2 tracks under
Darchester Avenue could combine with such lnrger lower and main levels as can be constructed at this time,

With the mail facility moved and Dorchester Avenue not yet reconnected to South Boston / Dorchester,
construction under Dorchester Avenue would be readily feasible. Could that bring a possible lower level ta 11
tracks with 9 tracks op the current level?

Can the expansion project build under tracks 11, 12 and 13 and others for future expansion? Why not include
that in the anslysis as well? Perhaps doing it in phases. Build toward Dorchester Avenue first, and lat those
new tracks temporarily replace 11, 12, and 13. Conld & lower level be created under all the existing tracks,
working in stages? There is no such soalysis in the submittal.

An excellent example in the South Station complex of such planning for the future is the parking garage oo top
of the bus facility. That is obviously intended a3 & logation of futurs expansion of bus service,

Why not use underground expansion in the furare for parking in the short run as in the bus facility?

Why restrict underground expansion passibilities to one level, with parking until need and money exists? Cen

more underground levels be construeted with corresponding future track expansion, and interim use for parking..

This i3 not being studied and it should be.

15 it negessary or even sensible to create an amificial limit on fumre expansion of South Station?

36.1
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4, Tvissegmentetion if the aoalysis does not include passenger traffic in East Cambridge. Highway Conflict.

Below is MassDOT"s map of the Grand Junction railroad in Cambridge wken from ao MIT sebmittal, | have
added thick markings of intersection conflict with existing road traffic.

As stated in my 190 Allston analysis, where will West Station trains go? Why guarantee an environmental
nightmare in the eastern part of Cambridge for trains which sensibly should go to South Station?

And the rsality is that, given the obvious forcing of use of Est Cambridge for future expansion, it looks like
failure to include impact of future expansion on East Cambridge would not oaly be segmentation, but would be
dishonest. PR

There was great hostility to expanding commuter rail to East Cambridge the last time it was proposed.
MazsDOT’s analysis indicated that Grand Juncrion commuter rail use would have no value except for Kendall
Square. There has been no communication of what looks like a certain proposal to put West Station commuter
trains on the Grand Junction. Such lack of communication is dishonest,

Especially since creating underground facilities at South Station are obvious alternatives now, and there is no
mention that the South Station expansion project as proposed will prevent future expansion and mandate use of
the Grand Junction for West Station and other fumre expansion.
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L3 It is segmentation if the analysis does not include passenger traffic in East Cambridge. Increase of
existing heartless animal sbuse.

1n addition to the highway conflicts, there would be very real environmental conflicts end the ramping up of
existing deliberate heartiess animal sbuse on the Charles River:

The portion of the banks of the Charles River sbutting the Grand Junction on both sides of the Grand Junction
is animal habitat. It includes animals of long term residence on the Charles River. In spite of s decade of
outrageous misbehavior by Cambridge, the DCR and their friends, many resident animals continue to exist.

Of particuler importance i5 the vatuable popular gaggle of the Charles River White Geese who have resided on
the Charles River for 34 years and have established a strong community readily admired by all familiar with
them, The vibrancy of this free community is an ideal subject for scholastic study.

Their biggest problem of the Charles River White Geese iz vile treatment and abuse by Cambridge end the DCR.
The Charles River White Geese are, once again without meationing it, being heartlessly and deliberately starved
by Cambridge end the DCR taking their long term food at the Megazine Beach playing felds from them.

Cambridge's map of the area is attached. This is yet another environmenta] attack on the animal habitat.
Cambridge is considering building in the Destroyed Nesting Area of the Charles River White Geese and placing
a fence following the railroad tracks blocking necess berween the rwo animal habitat areas.

The area which is animal habitat is bounded by the BU Boathouse on the north and the BU Bridge on the south,
and by the hashed line to the left and the Charles River to the right.

This outrage has bean achieved through flat out
lying.

8, The DCR manager has repestedly promised
“po barm® to the Charles River White Geese
while deliberately starving them.

-

=

b. Their food at the Magazine Beach playing
fizlds has been taken from them with bizarre
introduced bushes welling off the Magazing
Bench playing fields from the Charles River,
This putrage has been achieved through
multiple lies and lies of omission.:

"rsncusnnnrninsnaunni
"

(1} Mever mentioned is the goal in the
sanctified Charles River Master Plan
to kill of or drive away all resident
enimals on the Charles River Basin,
This vile goal in itself should be
addressed in any environmentsl

analysis.

{2}  The key DCR manager has spent ten
- years ar more lying of no intent to

: . - harm them. This fiat out lie was

Option 2: Trail with Bus Rapid Tr: inciuded in the Boston Globe article

Section 1: Charles River to Fi. Washingto

WasREsiEmRn,,
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Review should be made of allowing for further expansion using South Station sfter the South Coast project is in
operation,

Why prevent further expansion of South Station after the eurrently planned expansion of trains into South
Station?

And why allow unaveidable “side cffects" to be rammed through in secret?

Thank you for your kind consideration.

In particular, T am stroagly impressed with the professionalism of both MassDOT teams, here snd in the 190
Allgton Interchange project, | have seen praisewarthy examples of MassDOT standing up o0 environmental
outrages stemming from the City of Cambridge and the DCR, especially through unidentified but very muly
influenced “private” individuals,

My favorable impression of MassDOT is strikingly different from my impression of Cambridge and the DCR.

Sincerely,

Robert J. La Trémouille
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Topics

A fatal flaw: Failure to provide for the long-planned need to provide surface
transportation of the Red Line into South Station

The absolute need for Widett Circle as the principal layover facility

Widett Circle can handle all of the MBTA’s commuter rail storage needs in Boston
Significant opportunities for the air rights development of Widett Circle

Track configuration issues at South Station

Opportunity to resolve trackside environmental issues at the existing bus terminal

Opportunity to improve distribution of South Station riders to their eventual
destinations.



A fatal flaw:

The proposed station design completely stops a decades-old plan which would triple
(perhaps quadruple) the capacity of MBTA’s Red Line.

The proposed design is an absolute failure to provide for the long-planned need to
provide surface transportation of the Red Line into South Station.

Thus the opportunity to increase the Red Line’s capacity at least four-fold will be lost
forever.

This cannot happen.

We must allow space for a 4-track Red Line station (with two platforms) on the second 38 1
level above tracks 15 through 18 along including space for a robust interlocking. (Two
tracks will not work.)

This goes back to the 1969 MBTA Master Plan which indicated that a surface route from
Columbia Junction was a necessity adjunct to the expansion to the South Shore (then
Quincy, now Braintree).

Indeed, the current configuration of Columbia Junction provides for trains from either
Ashmont, or Braintree to switch to either the Subway or the surface tracks to South
Station without any cross-over moves.

And, the two-track right of way from Columbia Junction to the Red Line yards just south
of South Station is designed and constructed to enable efficient surface service to South
Station.

With the surface extension of the Red Line, (and with a coordination of dispatching
times) the capacity of the Red Line increases at least four-fold (perhaps more with a
choice of rolling stock); run times (especially to Alewife) are decreased; and the riders
experience a substantially more consistent interval between trains.

All of this is lost if we do not reserve the space for a future Red Line terminal on the
second level of the station.

The potential benefits are great, and the cost is trivial.



The absolute need for Widett Circle as the principal layover

facility

Widett Circle is the only remaining viable opportunity for mid-day (and overnight)
storage of MBTA train-sets.

All other viable opportunities have been lost due to previous development decisions
(most of which represent a far better land use than a rail storage facility):

Storage in South Boston at the area formerly known as the “Commonwealth
Flats” is no longer possible due to the development of the Convention Center and
related development including the “Innovation District”,

The traditional storage location at (and near the Fan Pier) is no longer possible
due to the development of the Federal Courthouse and surrounding facilities,

Previous storage tracks (just south of South Station) were lost four decades ago
when the MBTA Red Line “Cabot” storage and maintenance facility was created
thereby enabling substantial land-use improvements between Harvard Square
and the nearby Charles River.

The current land use at Widett Circle is no longer efficient or environmentally
appropriate in today’s transportation environment:

Historically, the Widett Circle land was used by the New Haven Railroad as a
place to transload rail dependent commodities to local trucks for distribution.
This made a lot of sense when the commodities were shipped by box car on The
New Haven (from the Pennsylvania Railroad via the New York City car floats or
from a host of other railroads via the Poughkeepsie Bridge and the “Maybrook
Gateway”.

Today, the car floats are all-but-gone, the Poughkeepsie Bridge is closed to rail
traffic, and no freight moves into the Boston area via the traditional New Haven
route (the “Northeast Corridor”).

The creation of PennCentral, and, later, the creation of Conrail diverted the rail
traffic. Also, the transition of goods shipment patterns from box car to intermodal
have essentially eliminated the rail-dependent traffic to the current occupants of
Widett Circle.

What little, if any, rail freight moves into Widett Circle can (and should) easily be
accommodated elsewhere. Several potential locations exist.

4



Widett Circle is an ideal location:
e |tis less than one mile from South Station.

e Movements to and from South Station can be made without interfering with
revenue train operations.

e The location is very convenient for crew purposes.

On the contrary, the current storage of train-sets at Readville completely violates 38.2
environmental and operational goals: '
e |tinvolves nearly a 9-mile move (twice a day) for each stored train-set — using
energy, creating emissions, and creating operational conflicts with revenue
trains.

e The Readoville facility traditionally has been a source of displeasure to — and
opposition from -- its neighbors (in what is essentially a residential
neighborhood).

e The location provides almost no options for crew members who are expected to
lay-over at the site.

Likewise, the Beacon Park layover site creates environmental and operational issues:
e The site involves a 6-mile from South Station move (twice a day) for each stored
train-set — using energy, creating emissions, and creating operational conflicts

with revenue trains.

e The track between South Station and Beacon Park is already congested with
revenue traffic including the time-consuming low platform station at Back Bay.

e There is a substantial future demand for additional revenue traffic on the track
involved which is already congested to the point where scheduling of needed

additional peak-hour Framingham and Worcester trains is nearly impossible.

e The location provides limited options for crew members who are expected to lay-
over at the site.

Widett Circle is the ideal layover site. No other site is viable.



Widett Circle can handle all of the MBTA’s commuter rail
storage needs in Boston

The DEIR correctly states that currently, there is a perceived need for 49 layover tracks
for South-Side commuter rail trains.

The DEIR also correctly states that Widett Circle may only be able to provide 28 tracks.
However, the apparent discrepancy of 21 tracks is really not an issue:

¢ Already, there are at least 15 other tracks available to the MBTA in the
Southampton area.

e There are substantial opportunities to schedule trains such that most trains (and
their crews) return to their point of origination, rather than lay-over in Boston
thereby:

o Reducing the number of trains that lay-over in Boston,

o Improving the opportunities for “reverse commuting”,

o Allowing crews to begin and end their day at the same location thereby
eliminating costly split shifts and / or costly deadhead crew moves.

Widett Circle can be the answer for all of MBTA'’s current and future lay-over needs.



Significant opportunities for the air rights development of
Widett Circle

The air rights development opportunities at this key site are substantial. 38.3

It is critical that the layout of the site provides room for adequate support columns to
enable air rights development — even if this means that one or two of the 28 tracks are
sacrificed.

Widett Circle presents an unequalled opportunity for constructing a major stadium —
capable of being the home site of the New England Revolution soccer team as well as
being the crucial factor in Boston’s future desires to host the Olympics.

Substantial opportunities exist to provide direct access to the site from the Red Line,
from Commuter Rail, and by foot from South Boston.

It is possible to create the ideal center-city sports facility.

It appears that the current ownership of the New England Revolution is favorable to this
opportunity. However, only future negotiations (far beyond the scope of the South
Station project) can confirm this interest.

If such an interest exists, conditions of the air-rights agreement must include a
connection to a surface Red Line station and to a special use Commuter rail station
similar to the Providence Airport “InterLink”. Ideally, this “InterLink” would extend above
the MBTA property to provide pedestrian access from South Boston.



Track configuration issues at South Station

The real track configuration issues at South Station go beyond those identified by the
DEIR.

The real capacity issue (“the scarce commodity”) is the “double slip switches”.

Double slip switches are the track structures that allow both a cross-over move and a
turn. In other words, the single structure acts both as a cross-over and as a pair of
switches.

The author conducted detailed analysis of all of the movements (scheduled and “pull-

back” at South Station as part of the Central Artery / Tunnel (“Big Dig”) project. The
inescapable conclusion was that station track assignments which minimized cross-over
moves could resolve all track-occupancy conflicts during the “Big Dig” — to the extent

that a two-track (rather than three-track) temporary bridge crossing over the Fort Point 35 4
Channel was workable — thereby saving tens of millions of dollars in project costs.

The current DEIR should be revisited to possibly revise the proposed interlocking
design.



Opportunity to improve distribution of South Station riders to
their eventual destinations.

The author strongly endorses the concept of an additional head house providing direct 33 5
access from Dorchester Avenue.

This design will substantially increase pedestrian access between South Station and
nearby destinations in South Boston just across the Fort Point Channel.

More importantly, this design preserves the opportunity for a water taxi / MBTA water
shuttle service to all of the center city waterfront and to the South Boston waterfront.

The harbor is an unused opportunity to move people around the most congested
portions of the city.

Gerry Pieri

24 December 2014

781-834-4285

46 Bay Street, Box 394
Green Harbor, Massachusetts, 02041-0394
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North and South stations need, but create a new through-service up and down the Eastern Seaboard of New
England for both intercity and commuter rail trains, effectively quadrupling the size of the employee/employer
pool.

My organization is bi-partisan and has over 25 years of experience in matters such as this, and in getting
projects built: we are the group that in 1991 successfully reversed a decade of Reagan-Bush administration
opposition to the electrification of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor between New Haven and Boston, and thereby
cut NYC-Boston travel times almost in half.

[ wish to be as clear as possible that if this DEIR is not rejected, and then modified to include the Rail Link
option, then we will oppose it in the courts, in the State House, and in Washington, where there is little appetite
for transportation infrastructure projects, even good ones. This short-sighted SSEP project, as presently
conceived will be dead on arrival.

James P. RePass Sr.

Boston MA

Founder and Chairman, the National Corridors Initiative
1prepass il.com

617-269-5478
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