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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The need for better rapid transit service in the North Shore region was first identified in the 
1970’s.  In 1976, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) purchased 
most of the active rail lines and rights-of-way in the region, then owned by the Boston & 
Maine Railroad, with the intent of upgrading the existing Commuter Rail service.  
Subsequently, the MBTA has made major investments in the upgrading of Commuter Rail 
facilities, equipment, and services.  Nonetheless, the basic configuration of the region’s 
public transit network remains unchanged: a rapid transit line between Boston and Revere 
(the six-mile long Blue Line); a Commuter Rail service extending approximately 37 miles 
northwards from Boston’s North Station to Newburyport and Rockport with a service 
pattern geared towards Boston commuters; and an extensive network of MBTA bus 
service augmented with some private carrier services.   
 
In February 2001, the MBTA initiated the North Shore Major Investment Study (MIS), in 
accordance with federal planning regulations.  The MIS examined the need for transit 
improvement alternatives in the 32 North Shore communities that comprise the study area.  
During the course of the development of the MIS, it was determined that there was a 
specific and immediate need to move forward with consideration of rapid transit 
improvements in the southern portion of the 32-community MIS study area.  With the 
endorsement of the North Shore Project Steering Committee, which is comprised of 
municipal officials and representatives from businesses, education, environment, labor, 
social services, and transportation (see Appendix A), the MBTA has decided to move 
forward with an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to address this need.  The first 
phase in this process is the preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for improvements within a nine-community corridor between the City of Revere and the 
City of Salem.  The Study Area for the DEIS will include these nine communities and the 
City of Boston (See Figure 1).  The second phase of the EIS process, after the 
identification of a Locally Preferred Alternative, will be the preparation and submission of a 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).   

The purpose of the EIS, formally called  “North Shore Transit Improvements between 
Revere and Salem, Massachusetts”, is to identify, analyze, and evaluate alternatives for 
improving mass transit within the project corridor.  Figures 2 through 5 show the existing 
Blue Line and Commuter Rail alignments and the proposed Blue Line extension 
alignments.  The MBTA is the lead agency for the EIS, which is being sponsored by the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA).   

1.2 OVERVIEW OF SCOPING PROCESS AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The scoping process helps to establish the alternatives and impacts, including 
environmental concerns that will be addressed in the DEIS.  The process is designed to 
obtain input on the scope of the EIS from other agencies and from the public.  Through the 
public process and scoping meetings, the public and agencies have had the opportunity to 
comment.  These comments will be addressed in the Scoping Report.   
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In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), two scoping meetings 
were held to initiate the DEIS process: an Agency Scoping Meeting and a Public Meeting.  
While only one meeting is generally necessary, the MBTA decided to hold an Agency 
Meeting to help focus on specific issues that permitting and other state and federal 
agencies might have regarding the environmentally sensitive DEIS corridor.  In addition, a 
general session was also held to obtain other public input at the local level.  While the 
agency meeting was primarily geared toward agency representatives, the general public 
was also welcome, and many non-agency people attended.   

Prior to the DEIS scoping process, there has been extensive public involvement, 
beginning with the MIS process, which included three public meetings (and two others 
during the DEIS scoping process) and regular meetings with the Project Steering 
Committee, which are open to the public.   

1.3 PURPOSE OF SCOPING SUMMARY REPORT 

An open, participatory process is used to solicit the views of other agencies and the public 
to determine the scope of issues, which includes the types of actions, the number of 
alternatives, and the impacts to be evaluated.  A Scoping Report is typically prepared to 
organize and summarize comments received and publicize the decisions made as a result 
of the scoping process.  This report will include the views of those participating in the 
scoping process and the resulting summary of the issues to be analyzed in the DEIS.   

2.0 PRE-SCOPING PROCESS ACTIVITIES 

As noted previously, a number of efforts have been underway since the 1970’s to address 
the transportation needs of the North Shore.  Most recently, the MBTA undertook an MIS 
to identify, evaluate, and prioritize transportation improvements and gain consensus 
around a set of improvements and how to implement them.  In addition to undertaking the 
MIS, the MBTA has been convening on a monthly basis with a Steering Committee made 
up of representatives from communities, civic groups, and other stakeholders within the 
study area.  The Steering Committee has greatly assisted the MBTA by guiding the MIS 
process and development of the initial EIS Alternatives.   

2.1 PREVIOUS LOCAL ACTIONS 

Dennis DiZoglio, MBTA Assistant General Manager for Planning and Real Estate, initiated 
an effort to provide information to local business organizations.  Throughout this effort, Mr. 
DiZoglio has met with the Salem State Business Center, North Shore Chamber of 
Commerce, Cape Ann Chamber of Commerce, and the Lynn Business Partnership.   

2.2 PREVIOUS STATE ACTIONS 

• In August 1995, the MBTA published a document entitled “Planning Report and 
Alternatives Analysis:  North Shore Transportation Study”.  The study included the 
following alternative packages: 

Alternative Package 1:   Enhanced Rail/Bus Service with East Boston Busway 
Alternative Package 2:   Coastal Corridor Light Rail System 
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Alternative Package 3:   Major Commuter Rail Improvements with Blue Line  
Connections 

Alternative Package 4:   Blue Line Extension to Lynn 
 

• In June 1997, the “Planning Report: North Shore Transportation Study - Blue Line 
Extension to Beverly” was published by the MBTA and added Alternative Package 5:  
Blue Line Extension to Beverly.    

• In 1998, the “Wonderland Connector Feasibility Study Final Report” was prepared to 
assess the potential for connecting the Blue Line with the Rockport/Ipswich Commuter 
Rail Line near Wonderland Station.   

• A Legislative Briefing was held on May 15, 2001 at the State House to inform the state 
senators and representatives who represent the study area about the project and 
process, and to obtain input. 

• In October 2001, a one-page written questionnaire was distributed to 3,500 MBTA riders 
in order to identify existing transportation needs and better plan transportation 
improvements on the North Shore.  The survey was distributed on the Newburyport and 
Rockport Commuter Rail lines, the Blue Line, and several MBTA bus stops.  This survey 
generated 1,314 responses, yielding a response rate of 38%.  (For more information 
about methodology and results, please see Appendix B, which includes the “Report on 
2001 Ridership Survey”.) 

• Governor Jane Swift has discussed the project with the Lynn Chamber of Commerce. 

2.3 MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY PUBLIC PROCESS 

2.3.1 Kickoff Meeting 

An MIS kickoff meeting was held on February 26, 2001 at Peabody City Hall to introduce 
the project to local, state, and federal officials who represent the 32 communities and the 
general public. 

2.3.2 MIS Public Meetings 

A number of public meetings have been and will continue to be held at strategic times 
during the course of the project to keep the general public advised of the progress of the 
MIS (and EIS) work and to gain additional input.  Meetings held since the start of the MIS 
process are as follows  

• June 11, 2001 (7 PM) - Peabody Life Center 
• June 13, 2001 (7 PM) - Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
• September 13, 2001 (6 PM) - Gloucester Library 
• May 29, 2002 (7 PM) - Salem City Hall Annex 
• June 5, 2002 (7:30 PM) - Beverly City Hall  
 

Meetings held since the start of the DEIS process in March 2002 have addressed both the 
DEIS corridor issues and the broader-based MIS study area issues.   
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Prior to every public meeting, a meeting notice is mailed to the entire project database of 
approximately 600 individuals.  These individuals include the elected and appointed local 
officials in the 32 communities that comprise the study area, state representatives and 
senators, and the congressional delegation for the area.  The database also includes any 
individuals who have attended previous meetings, any key stakeholders, and various 
neighborhood organizations, and is continually updated.  

Press releases about the upcoming meetings are distributed to all newspapers that cover 
any part of the study area, and, based on public suggestions, fliers announcing the 
meetings are now distributed on the Commuter Rail and Blue Line. 

The public meetings held in Peabody and Lynn were perceived as being very successful.  
Evaluation forms were distributed to those in attendance at the June 11 and June 13, 
2001 meetings.  Of those who completed the evaluations, 69% felt the project team 
adequately answered the questions they had, with no respondent feeling they had not.  
(31% did not respond to the question.)  Those in attendance had also heard about the 
meetings in a variety of ways including: an article in the newspaper (21%); from a friend or 
associate (31%); and a mailed meeting notice (31%). 

2.4 STEERING COMMITTEE MEETINGS  

Members of the Steering Committee are representatives from the areas of business, 
education, environment, labor, social services, transportation, and various municipalities.1 

Approximately a week prior to the Steering Committee meeting, a notice is mailed to either 
the Steering Committee member or his/her designee.  Members of the public who have 
expressed interest in attending the Steering Committee meetings are also mailed notices 
at that time. 

MIS Steering Committee meetings have been held regularly (approximately on a monthly 
basis) since the beginning of the MIS process.  These meetings are open to the public and 
are designed to provide an opportunity for the MBTA and project consultant team to 
update the Steering Committee on the progress of the study.  These meetings have also 
been valuable in gaining input as issues arise during the study; achieving consensus on 
critical issues such as the development of alternatives; establishing project goals; 
developing the purpose and need statement; formulating screening criteria; and identifying 
the universe of projects to be evaluated.  Members of the public in attendance may also 
make comments for the record at the conclusion of each meeting.  Meeting minutes are 
prepared and are accepted for the record by the Committee.  The following Steering 
Committee meetings have occurred to date: 

• April 5, 2001- Salem State College 
• May 10, 2001- Salem State College 
• July 12, 2001- Salem State College 
• August 16, 2001- Salem State College 
• September 13, 2001- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 

                                                 
1 The municipalities represented on the Committee are Beverly, Gloucester, Lynn, Newburyport, Peabody, Revere, 
and Salem (See Appendix A for more information).   
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• October 3, 2001- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
• November 7, 2001- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room  
• December 5, 2001- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
• January 2, 2002- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room  
• March 13, 2002- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
• May 1, 2002- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
• June 12, 2002- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
• July 17, 2002- Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
 

As development of the DEIS moves forward, the Steering Committee’s role will continue 
to evolve to include participation in the key elements of the DEIS process.  Both MIS and 
DEIS issues will be addressed at each meeting, and the MBTA will continue to work with 
the Committee to complete both processes.   

 
2.5 CONCLUSIONS OF THE PRE-SCOPING PROCESS  

A number of alternatives were identified throughout the pre-scoping and MIS 
processes.  The alternatives listed below constitute the initial list of potential 
strategies to be advanced into the DEIS and were presented for discussion purposes 
at the Scoping Meetings: 
 
Alternative 1 – No action  
Alternative 2 – Transportation System Management (TSM) 
• Improved Commuter Rail Headways and Reverse Commute Opportunities 
• Reduced Bus Headways for Express and Local Service 
• Extended Bus Service Hours  
• Potential Addition of Diesel Multiple Units (self propelled railcars) 
Alternative 3 – Blue Line Extension to Salem via Eastern Route Main Line 
Alternative 4 – Blue Line Extension to Salem via Narrow Gauge and Eastern Route 

Main Line 
Alternative 5 – Blue Line and Commuter Rail Intermodal Connection in Revere 
• Provide physical link 
• Develop site consistent with local planning 
 

3.0 PUBLIC AND AGENCY SCOPING 

3.1 ACTIVITIES PRIOR TO THE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 

The North Shore MIS, in accordance with FTA regulations, examined the need for transit 
improvements in the North Shore communities that make up the study area.  As 
documented in prior sections, this process has included an extensive public outreach 
component and resulted in the identification of preliminary alternatives, the development of 
goals and objectives and the establishment of the purpose and need (See Appendix C).   
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3.2 NEPA NOTICE OF INTENT 

Federal Law requires a formal Notice of Intent (NOI) to be filed in the Federal Register.  
On Friday, March 8, 2002, the Notice of Intent was filed in the Federal Register, Volume 
67, Number 46 (see Appendix D).  The NOI contained a summary of the corridor’s 
transportation needs and the proposed alternatives and identified a public comment period 
ending on April 19, 2002.  

3.3 PUBLIC AND AGENCY SCOPING MEETING 

In accordance with NEPA, two meetings were held to initiate the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement process (Appendix E contains a copy of the presentation from these 
meetings): 

• Agency Scoping Meeting, March 27, 2002 – Volpe National Transportation 
Systems Center, Cambridge, 

• Public Scoping Meeting, April 4, 2002 - Lynn MBTA Garage Conference Room 
 

3.4 NOTICE OF THE PUBLIC AND AGENCY SCOPING MEETING 

Letters of invitation to the Agency Scoping Meeting were sent to the congressional 
delegation and representatives of federal and state agencies.  Appendix F contains the 
Agency Scoping Meeting distribution list and sample letters of invitation, Appendix G 
contains the attendee sign-in sheets for this meeting, and Appendix H contains the draft 
Agency Scoping Meeting minutes.   

A postcard was mailed inviting the entire database of approximately 600 individuals to 
attend the Public Hearing.  These individuals include the local officials in the 32 
communities that comprise the MIS study area (mayors, city councils, alderman, 
selectmen, etc.).  The database also includes individuals who have attended previous 
meetings on the project (10 Steering Committee meetings and 3 public meetings at that 
point), any key stakeholders, and various neighborhood organizations.  Letters of invitation 
were also sent to state representatives and senators for the Public Scoping Meeting in 
Lynn.  This information is included in Appendix I.  Appendix J contains the Public Scoping 
Meeting sign-in sheet and Appendix K contains the transcript.   

Press releases about both meetings were distributed to all study area newspapers and 
fliers announcing the public meeting were distributed on the Commuter Rail and Blue Line.  
The news release for the Public and Agency Scoping Meetings was provided to the 
following newspapers: 

• Beverly Citizen 
• Boston Globe 
• Boston Herald 
• Back Bay Courant 
• Beacon Hill Times 
• Beacon Hill/Back Bay Chronicle 
• Boston People’s Voice 
• Boston Phoenix 



North Shore Transit Improvements DEIS Scoping Report 

  
 

  

August 2002  12 

 

• Boston Tab 
• Fenway News 
• Mission Hill Gazette 
• Post-Gazette 
• Chelsea Record 
• Danvers Herald 
• North Shore: Sunday 
• Everett Leader – Herald & News 
• Georgetown Record 
• Gloucester Daily Times 
• Hamilton-Wenham Chronicle 
• Ipswich Chronicle 
• Lynn Daily Item 
• Lynn Sunday Post 
• Lynnfield & Peabody Weekly News 
• Lynnfield Villager 
• Manchester Cricket 
• Marblehead Reporter 
• Melrose Free Press 
• Newburyport Daily News 
• Revere Journal 
• Revere Journal Plus 
• Salem Evening News 
• Saugus Advertiser 
• Swampscott Reporter 
• Tri-Town Transcript 

 
3.5 ONGOING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

3.5.1 Upcoming/Planned Meetings 

Additional meetings will occur over the course of the MIS and DEIS processes.  The 
following meetings have been scheduled, with the possibility of others as the need arises.   

3.5.2 Steering Committee Meetings 
 

• September 4, 2002 - Beverly 
• October 2, 2002  - Gloucester  
• November 6, 2002 - Revere 
• December 4, 2002 - Salem  
• January 8, 2003 - Lynn 
• Other meetings in 2003 
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3.5.3 Public Meetings 
 

• Two additional MIS public meetings 
• One additional DEIS public meeting and one DEIS public hearing 

 
4.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS 

A number of public comments were received during the scoping comment period.  
Comments in this report include those solicited from the Agency Scoping Meeting, the 
Public Scoping Meeting and any written comments received during and after the comment 
period (See Appendix L).  Appendix M contains a matrix of commenters, indicating the 
general comment category into which their remarks fall.  The meeting notes, transcripts, 
and written comments were reviewed and grouped into major categories.  The following 
section describes those categories and includes a tally of the number of times that 
particular comment was made.  Many of the comments in the transcripts and letters 
addressed the alternatives to be included in the study as well as the potential 
environmental impacts.   

A PURPOSE AND NEED 

A.1 Support improved transit in the North Shore - 7 
 
B ALTERNATIVES 

B.1 Alternatives 1 and 2 (No Build and TSM) 
 B.1.1 Support improvements to the Commuter Rail service – 19 
 B.1.2 Opposed to any negative impacts to Commuter Rail service or 

other transit – 6 
B.1.3 Improved technology on the existing Commuter Rail (the following 

were all proposed as ways to reduce headways) – 1 
 Support use of Diesel Multiple Units – self propelled railcars  

(DMUs) – 5 
Support Light Rail – 1 
Support Platform Improvements – 2 

 B.1.4 Support an express bus from Salem to a Blue Line connection at  
Wonderland Station – 1 
 

B.2 Blue Line (Alternatives 3 and 4) 
B.2.1 Support Alternatives 3 and 4 – 11 

Support via the Eastern Route Mainline Alignment – 1 
  Oppose via the Narrow Gauge Alignment – 1 
  Support Blue Line Narrow Gauge Alignment – 1 

B.2.2 Support Blue Line to Lynn – 5 
B.2.3 Opposed to Alternatives 3 and 4 – 3 

 B.2.4 Support Blue Line to Salem – 1 
 B.2.5 Opposed to Blue Line to Salem – 4 
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B.3 Revere Commuter Rail/Blue Line Intermodal Connection (Alternative 
5) 

 B.3.1 Support Lynn as place of multi-modal connection – 2 
 B.3.2 Support combination of Alternatives 2 and 5 – 1 
 B.3.3 Oppose the Intermodal Connection Alternative – 3 
 B.3.4 Support the Intermodal Connection Alternative – 6 
 
B.4 Other Alternatives 
 B.4.1 Support Saugus Branch – 5 

B.4.2 Opposed to the Saugus Branch Alternative – 3 
 B.4.3 Support ferry service from Salem to Boston – 2 
 B.4.4 Support for the Coastal Corridor alternative – 8 
 B.4.5 Support implementation of a monorail system – 1 
 

C IMPACTS 

 C.1 Economic Development and Environmental Justice 
C.1.1 Ensure that Environmental Justice impacts are adequately 

addressed – 2 
C.1.2 Environmental Justice should include gentrification/displacement  

mitigation – 5 
C.1.3 Support for the economic development benefits that the project will 

bring – 11 
 

 C.2 Environmental Impacts - 4 
 C.2.1 Concerned about Wetlands and waterways impacts – 3 
 C.2.2 Concerned about ar quality impacts – 1 
 C.2.3 Concerned about traffic impacts/mitigation in Salem – 6 
 C.2.4 Concern about East Boston Greenway impacts – 1 
 C.2.5 Noise impacts in Revere – 1 

  C.2.6 Support utilization of transit supportive Land Use – 2 
 

D COST EFFECTIVENESS - 4 

A number of comments questioned the costs of extending the Blue Line 
versus the costs of improving Commuter Rail service.   
 

E PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 E.1 Need more public participation in Salem – 8 
 E.2 East Boston should be included in the Study Area – 1 
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F REGIONAL/OTHER TRANSPORTATION 

F.1 Planning in concert with other regional transportation projects 
(Urban Ring, North-South Rail Link, Red-Blue Line Connection) – 
16 

 F.2 Opposed to garage in Salem – 3  
 F.3 Need bike paths/feeder buses to stations – 2 

 
5.0 SCREENING AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS 

The purpose of the Scoping Summary Report is to organize and publicize the decisions 
made during the scoping process.  This report, therefore, organizes the comments offered 
during the scoping process by whether they are relevant to the scope of the DEIS (based 
on the project’s Purpose and Need).  Level I comments are considered within the scope of 
the DEIS and Level II comments are considered outside of the scope of the DEIS.  
Responses are organized by the categories outlined in Section 4.  If necessary for 
additional clarification, a citation of the specific comment is included in parenthesis.   

5.1 LEVEL I – COMMENTS WITHIN THE SCOPE OF DEIS 

Comment Category A.1 – Comments in this category were supportive of the need for 
transit improvements in the North Shore. Most comments agreed that transportation 
improvements were critical to the vitality of the North Shore.  

Comment Categories B.1.1, B.1.2, and B.1.4 – Alternative 2 involves improvement to 
the existing Commuter Rail service.  Other alternatives involve improved transit service, 
which may serve certain transportation needs in the North Shore better than existing 
Commuter Rail service, which in turn could potentially increase Commuter Rail capacity.  
Throughout the MIS and DEIS processes, the public has articulated the goal of protecting 
the level and quality of existing Commuter Rail service.  Because of this, alternatives that 
would negatively impact Commuter Rail services were eliminated.  

Comment Category B.1.3 – DMUs are not considered widespread technology in the 
United States and will, therefore, not be considered as a separate “Build” alternative within 
the DEIS.  They will, however, be considered as part of the TSM Alternative as a means to 
improve existing Commuter Rail service in a limited capacity.  Other lower-cost 
improvements will also be included as part of the TSM Alternative, including headway 
improvements, platform upgrades, and other elements. 

Comment Category B.1.4 – Evaluation of the TSM Alternative will incorporate a number 
of different low-cost services, including bus service that could improve transportation 
access in the study area.     

Comment Categories B.2.1 through B.2.5 – Alternatives 3 and 4 involve the extension 
of the Blue Line to Salem.  Alternative 3 is via the Eastern Route Main Line and Alternative 
4 involves the extension via a combination of the Narrow Gauge and Eastern Route Main 
Line.  Comments were generally in support of Alternatives 3 and 4 (B.2.1).  Most negative 
comments were concerned about the use of the Narrow Gauge alignment because of 
adjacent land use impacts or did not support the extension of the Blue Line beyond Lynn.  
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Although there are potential negative impacts, these impacts are not insurmountable.  
Alternatives 3 and 4 adequately address the purpose and need of the study and will be 
evaluated in the DEIS (B.2.2, B.2.3, B.2.4 and B.2.5).   

Comment Categories B.3.1 through B.3.4 – Alternative 5 includes an intermodal 
connection between the Blue Line and Commuter Rail in Revere, near the existing Blue 
Line Wonderland Station.  There were comments in support of and opposed to this 
Alternative (B.3.3, B.3.4).  Some commenters noted that Lynn would be a good location 
for an intermodal connection because of the existing supportive land uses (B.3.1).  Other 
comments suggested a combination of Alternatives 2 and 5 (B.3.2).  The City of Revere 
was very supportive of this alternative and of the potential for a new Commuter Rail station 
as part of it.  Despite some negative comments, this remains a viable alternative and will 
be evaluated in the DEIS.   

Comment Categories C.1.1 through C.1.3 – A number of comments were supportive of 
the economic benefits of improved rapid transit service to the North Shore, particularly in 
the City of Lynn.  Unemployment levels in Lynn are among the highest in the study area 
and the extension of rapid transit service is seen as vital to the economic prosperity of the 
City. Further, the improvement of rapid transit service to the North Shore will increase 
access to and from the Boston area employment centers and would improve reverse 
commuting opportunities to study area communities (C.1.3).   

Other comments were concerned about Environmental Justice impacts being adequately 
addressed in the DEIS.  The DEIS will address a full range of Environmental Justice 
impacts, looking at both the potential positive impacts from improved access and the 
potential negative impacts, including displacement and gentrification issues.  This effort 
will recognize the work being done by the Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) and other state initiatives in regard to Environmental Justice issues and evaluation.  
(C.1.1, C.1.2).   

Comment Categories C.2.1 through C.2.6 – The DEIS will adequately address the full 
range of environmental impacts, in accordance with state and federal regulations.  
Commenters were concerned about potential wetland impacts, and given the character of 
the right-of-way, wetland impacts would occur (especially for Alternatives 3 and 4).  
Impacts that cannot be avoided or minimized will be documented, and appropriate 
mitigation proposed in accordance with Army Corp of Engineers’ regulations.  The United 
States Coast Guard, which is the permitting agency responsible for maintaining adequate 
navigation, also suggested that a navigation study be conducted for the Saugus River.  
The DEIS will include a navigation study to identify any impacts that would occur and 
propose mitigation (C.2.1).   

Air quality impacts will be thoroughly analyzed consistent with the parameters suggested 
by the EPA.  The project will likely reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled, improving 
air quality for the region (C.2.2).  Traffic impacts around the proposed station in the City of 
Salem will also be documented and analyzed (C.2.3).  Other specific concerns were noise, 
transit-supportive land use, and impacts on area parkland, including the East Boston 
Greenway.  The DEIS will evaluate each alternative with respect to the full range of 
environmental impacts required by the FTA and any other areas of analysis deemed 
appropriate as a result of the scoping process.  A noise analysis will be conducted in 
accordance with FTA regulations and special consideration will be given to the potential 
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for transit-oriented design and development.  The project’s impacts on parkland in the 
study area will also be analyzed (C.2.5, C.2.4, C.2.6).   

Comment Category D.0 – As part of the conceptual design process, cost estimates will 
be prepared for each of the alternatives.  This element will be part of the overall 
consideration of alternatives when weighing benefits and cost of the project, and ultimately 
the selection of the preferred alternative.    

Comment Category E.1 – In response to requests from the public during the DEIS 
scoping process, a special public meeting was subsequently held in Salem on May 29, 
2002.  Other meetings will also be held in Salem, including an upcoming Steering 
Committee meeting scheduled for Wednesday, December 4, 2002.   

Comment Categories F.1 and F.3 – The MBTA will review all regional projects and 
assumptions and consider the impacts as appropriate (F.1).  Bike paths and feeder buses 
to the stations will be considered within the DEIS (F.3).  The project team will coordinate 
with other regional projects, including the Urban Ring and North-South Rail Link to assure 
that all impacts and benefits are addressed.  Also, regional transportation modeling to be 
performed for this project will assume appropriate regional growth and include proposed 
projects.   

Comment Category E.2 – Commenters recommended that East Boston should be 
included in the DEIS study area.  The City of Boston (which includes East Boston) is 
included in the project study area.    

5.2 LEVEL II – COMMENTS OUTSIDE OF THE SCOPE 

Comment Categories B.4.1 and B.4.2 – The proposed Saugus Branch alternative 
provides an option for accommodating a rapid transit concept while preserving Commuter 
Rail service north of Salem.  However, this alternative would appear to pose significant 
environmental, social, and physical impacts to the communities along the Saugus Branch 
alignment, and potential operational issues that would significantly impact the level of 
Commuter Rail service currently provided.  Because the alternative has significant 
impacts, including negative impacts on existing Commuter Rail services, and because 
letters from communities along the Saugus Branch have indicated that they have already 
developed a preferred transit objective for this right-of-way, the Saugus Branch alternative 
will not be included in the DEIS.  See Appendix N for more information.   

Comment Category B.4.3 – Ferry service from Salem to Boston will not be included in 
the DEIS.  Although this service can provide transportation benefits for the North Shore, a 
review of previous trial ferry operations has demonstrated that it is best suited for a 
seasonal tourist market and cannot generate an adequate level of ridership to sustain a 
year-round service.  

Comment Category B.4.4 – The proposed “Coastal Corridor” alternative offers potential 
benefits for North Shore commuters; however, the proposed service faces significant 
operational challenges and infrastructure modifications in order for this concept to be 
implemented.  This option also does not meet one of the critical objectives that have been 
expressed throughout the public outreach process; namely, the preservation of and 
possible enhancement of existing Commuter Rail service (B.4.4).  The “Coastal Corridor” 
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concept has significant impacts, including the elimination of existing Commuter Rail 
service, as people know it today, and potential Environmental Justice impacts because of 
the loss of Commuter Rail service to Chelsea.  For these reasons, it will not be included in 
the DEIS.  See Appendix O for more information. 

Comment Category B.4.5 – At this time the technology required to implement a monorail 
would not be compatible with the existing MBTA system.   

Comment Category F.2 – The proposed Salem Garage is not a DEIS alternative, but it 
will be considered as part of the ongoing MIS list of potential projects.  

6.0 CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this scoping report is to determine alternatives and impacts that will be 
evaluated during the DEIS process.  In order to determine the nature of these alternatives 
and impacts, an outreach process that involved the public, stakeholders, and agencies 
was performed.   

Building upon previous studies and a year long interactive MIS process with a Steering 
Committee made up of municipal officials and representatives from business, social 
service organizations, and other interest groups, a set of alternatives pertaining to the 
Revere – Salem Corridor was identified.   

These alternatives, along with others suggested through the various public participation 
venues, were discussed during the scoping process.  Other alternatives that were 
suggested include the "Coastal Corridor" and Saugus Branch alternatives.  Public input 
throughout this process has consistently expressed the need to preserve and improve 
Commuter Rail on the North Shore.  These two options do not meet this transportation 
need for the North Shore, as the impacts to existing Commuter Rail service will be too 
negative.  These alternatives would also create substantial environmental and operational 
impacts, and would significantly affect neighborhoods and communities.  For these 
reasons, they will not be evaluated in the DEIS.  The original five alternatives, therefore, 
will be carried forward for evaluation in the DEIS.   

Alternative 1 – No action  
Alternative 2 – Transportation System Management (TSM) 
• Improved Commuter Rail Headways and Reverse Commute Opportunities 
• Reduced Bus Headways for Express and Local Service 
• Extended Bus Service Hours  
• Potential Addition of Diesel Multiple Units (self propelled railcars)   
Alternative 3 – Blue Line Extension to Salem via Eastern Route Main Line 
Alternative 4 – Blue Line Extension to Salem via Narrow Gauge and Eastern Route 

Main Line 
Alternative 5 – Blue Line and Commuter Rail Intermodal Connection in Revere 
• Provide physical link 
• Develop site consistent with local planning 
 

Further, this set of alternatives received the unanimous endorsement of the Steering 
Committee at its July 17, 2002 meeting.   
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Additionally, the public and participating agencies offered input on the scope of 
environmental and other impacts that will be discussed in the DEIS.  Commenters voiced 
concerns about wetlands, air quality, traffic in the City of Salem, noise, navigation, 
Environmental Justice and parklands.  The DEIS will evaluate each alternative with 
respect to these impacts and, as required, address the full range of potential 
environmental effects, in accordance with FTA guidelines, and suggest appropriate 
mitigation.   
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 FFIIGGUURREE  11   -  NORTH SHORE STEERING COMMITTEE 
LETTER SENT FROM SECRETARY SULLIVAN AND GENERAL MANAGER PRINCE DATED DECEMBER 7, 2000 

 
 MEMBER MEMBER AND/OR DESIGNEE 
Business Robert G. Bradford, President, North Shore Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 

5 Cherry Hill Drive, Suite 100, Danvers 01923-4395 
 
James D. Berk, Chairman, Lynn Business Partnership, 
15 Johnson St., Lynn  01902-4109       

Robert Bradford 
 
______________________________________________ 
Thomas P. Costin, Jr.,  Lynn Business Partnership 
 

Education Nancy D. Harrington, President, Salem State College 
352 Lafayette St., Salem  01970-5353       

Asst. Professor Keith A. Ratner 

Environment Annie C. Harris, Executive Director, Essex National Heritage Area 
140 Washington Street, Salem, 01970   

Annie Harris or Tom M. Leonard, President of ENHA 

Labor Daniel J. Lauzon, Vice Chairman, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers 
Mass. State Legislative Bd., 7 Highland Ave., Rockport  01966 
 

Daniel J. Lauzon 
 
 

Municipalities   
     Beverly Mayor William F. Scanlon, Jr., Beverly City Hall 

191 Cabot St., Beverly  01915                  
Mayor William F. Scanlon, Jr. 

    Gloucester Mayor Bruce H. Tobey, Gloucester City Hall 
9 Dale Ave., Gloucester  01930                 

Mayor Bruce H. Tobey 
 

    Lynn Mayor Patrick J. McManus, Lynn City Hall,  
3 City Hall Square, Lynn  01901                

Ted Grant, Principal, Grant Comm. Consulting Group 
15 Johnson St., Lynn  01902-4109 
 

    Newburyport Mayor Lisa Mead, Newburyport City Hall 
P. O. Box 550, Newburyport  01950          

Mayor Lisa Mead 

    Peabody Mayor Peter A. Torigian, Peabody City Hall   
24 Lowell Street, Peabody  01960              

Judith Otto, Community Dev. & Planning Dept.  
and Anna Frantz, Planner   

    Revere Mayor Thomas Ambrosino,Revere City Hall 
281 Broadway, Revere  02151                   

Mayor Ambrosino or Frank Stringi, Director of Planning 
and Community Development 

    Salem Mayor Stanley T. Usovicz, Jr., Salem City Hall 
93 Washington St., Salem  01970              

Atty. William J. Tinti (Tinti, Quinn, Grover & Frey) 
222 Essex St., Salem  01970-3592 
 

Social Services Elizabeth Hogan, Executive Director, North Shore Community Action Programs  
98 Main Street, Peabody  01960                

Elizabeth Hogan  

Transportation Virginia Buckingham, Executive Director, Mass. Port Authority 
One Logan Office Center, East Boston  02128-2909 
_______________________________________                                                                                
 
Paul Talbot,  Administrator, Cape Ann Transportation Authority: 
2 Old Country Rd., Gloucester  01930 
 

Craig Leiner, Manager of Transportation Planning 
 
______________________________________________ 
 
Paul Talbot 

2/26/01 - Revised:  One copy of letter dated 12/7/00 was faxed to George McCabe, Congressman Tierney’s office.  (Cong. John Tierney  Tel:  978-531-1669;  Fax:  978-531-1996) 
2/26/01  cc:   Dennis A. DiZoglio, Joseph M. Cosgrove, Stephen M. Woelfel, Ross Rodino  -  w/letter dated 12/7/00 
/ac 
att. 
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Report on 2001 North Shore Ridership Survey 
 
 
The 2001 Ridership survey, administered by Regina Villa Associates for the MBTA and 
the North Shore Major Investment Study (MIS) Steering Committee, was conducted in 
order to identify existing transportation needs and to better plan transportation 
improvements for the North Shore.  The results are based on 1,314 mailed responses to a 
survey that was distributed on the Newburyport and Rockport Commuter Rail lines, the 
Blue Line, and several MBTA bus stops during the month of October 2001 (see 
Methodology for more detailed distribution information).  The survey (Appendix C) was 
a one-page, written questionnaire distributed to 3,500 MBTA users, yielding a response 
rate of 38%. 
 
For a complete summary of results, please see Appendix A. 
 
Methodology 
On October 10-12, 2001, 2,500 written surveys were distributed on the 
Newburyport/Rockport Commuter Rail lines between 6 AM and 9 AM daily.  Passengers 
were given the opportunity to return the written questionnaire directly to workers at 
North Station or mail the survey (postage-paid) to Regina Villa Associates. 
  
On October 12, 2001, 500 surveys were distributed at the Wonderland stop on the Blue 
Line between 6:30 AM and 9 AM.  Passengers were encouraged to mail the completed 
survey (postage-paid) to Regina Villa Associates. 
 
On October 29, 2001, 500 surveys were distributed at bus stops at Centennial Park, 
Peabody (6:30 AM-9 AM), Central Lynn (6:30 AM-9 AM), and Haymarket (4 PM-
6PM). 
 
In total 3,500 written surveys were distributed with 1,314 returned, yielding a response 
rate of 37.54%.   
 
Results 
Boardings and Destination 
 Although the Project Team’s survey distribution included the Blue Line and MBTA bus 
stops, over 90% of respondents to the survey were commuter rail passengers.  Because 
the surveys were distributed in the morning, most passengers completed their surveys in 
the morning (98%).  97% of respondents were traveling from home, and most (92% of all 
participants) were journeying to work. 
 
The most popular stations for morning boardings were Salem (28% of riders originated 
their commute at that station), Beverly (18%), and Swampscott (11%).  The most popular 
method of passengers getting to their trains/buses were by Park and Ride (48%), walking 
(34%), and being dropped off (14%).    
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Overwhelmingly, MBTA passengers from the North Shore were traveling to North 
Station in Boston (95%) as their destination.  Less than 2% of passengers using the 
Commuter Rail reported their intent to disembark the train outside of Boston.  Once 
arriving at their stop, the majority got to their final destination by walking (52%) and 
subway (39%). 
 
Passenger Information 
Over 90% of participants use MBTA services at least four times a week.  Approximately 
80% use one particular route 4-5 days a week, indicating they are regular commuters.  
Nearly all (97%) were taking their route on a round trip basis, with most (95%) returning 
in the afternoon/evening.   
 
Interestingly, nearly all of the MBTA riders report that they are licensed drivers (97%) 
and the majority (82%) had an automobile available for the trip.  Most of the passengers 
were office workers (77%). 
 
The age of respondents was normally distributed across the categories, with most 
respondents being between the ages of 22-29 (19%), 30-39 (29%), and 40-49 (24%).   
 
Most Needed Service 
Respondents were asked to rank which new or expanded transit services they felt were 
most needed on the North Shore.  None of the four choices (Local Bus, Express Bus, 
Rapid Transit, Commuter Rail) were ranked particularly low, but Commuter Rail service 
was ranked as most needed (with a mean of 3.43) with Rapid Transit (Blue Line) coming 
in a close second (3.32).   
 
Written Comments 
MBTA riders were also offered the opportunity to submit any comments or suggestions 
they had to improve transportation for the North Shore.  For a complete summary of 
responses, see Appendix B.  Riders indicated a strong desire to see increased parking at 
the station.  Improvement of commuter rail service was mentioned by a large number of 
respondents including: adding trains to the schedule, new express routes, new stops, and 
additional cars.  
 
With regard to rapid transit service, a large number of respondents indicated their desire 
to see the Blue Line extended to either Lynn or Salem.   
 
Follow-Up Survey 
Respondents were informed that a follow-up phone survey would be conducted for this 
project.  They were asked to include their name and phone number if they wanted to be 
included in this follow-up survey.  349 respondents (27% of the participants) indicated 
their desire to participate. 
 



Total responses received (as of 11/26/01): 1314

Q1- Place of Origin  N %
Beverly 238 18.11
Beverly Farms 29 2.21
Chelsea 3 0.23
Elm St. 1 0.07
Gloucester 52 3.96
Hamilton 57 4.34
Haymarket 11 .84
High & Allston 1 0.07
Ipswich 62 4.72
Lynn 77 5.86
Manchester 39 2.97
Montserrat 47 3.58
Newburyport 46 3.50
North Beverly 36 2.74
North Station 6 0.46
No Response 11 0.84
Oak Grove 1 0.07
Prides Crossing 5 0.38
Rockport 35 2.66
Rowley 16 1.22
Salem 372 28.31
South Hamilton 1 0.07
Swampscott 145 11.04
Waverly 1 0.07
Wenham 1 0.07
West Gloucester 11 0.84
Wonderland 10 0.76
TOTAL 1314 100.0

Q2- Departure Time  N %
AM 1292 98.33
PM 15 1.14
No Response 7 0.53
TOTAL 1314 100.00

NORTH SHORE MIS RIDERSHIP SURVEY
(Results as of 11/26/01)

Distri bution of Su rveys
Date Number 

Commuter Rail 10/10-10/12/01 2500
Blue Line 10/12/01 500
Buses 10/25/01 500
TOTAL 3500

Q3- Method of Depa rture  N %
Walking 450 34.25
Subway 5 0.38
Bus 12 0.91
Park & Ride 634 48.25
Dropped Off 179 13.62
Commuter Rail 14 1.07
Other 3 0.23
Bicycle 6 0.46
Cab 1 0.08
Car Pool 1 0.08
Kick Scooter 1 0.08
No Response 6 0.46
POV 1 0.08
Shuttle 1 0.08
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q4- Type of Origin  N %
Home 1275 97.03
Work 19 1.45
Shopping 1 0.08
School 5 0.38
Social or Recreational Activity 4 0.30
Dropping off son at school 1 0.08
Friend’s House 2 0.15
Grandmother’s House 1 0.08
Gym 1 0.08
No Response 4 0.30
Parents’ Home 1 0.08
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q5- Destination  N %
Airport 1 0.08
BC East 1 0.08
Beverly 3 0.23
Beverly Farms 2 0.15
B-Line, Blanford St. 1 0.08
Chelsea 6 0.46
Downtown Crossing 1 0.08
GE 1 0.08
Government Center 3 0.23
Haymarket 2 0.15
High St. 1 0.08
Lechmere 2 0.15
Lynn 5 0.38
Medford 5 0.38
Montserrat 2 0.15

APPENDIX A



Q5 Continured-
Destination N %
North Beverly 2 0.15
North Station 1247 94.90
No Response 11 0.84
Orient Heights 2 0.15
Playstead & Usher 1 0.08
Powderhouse Rd. 1 0.08
Quincy/Adams 1 0.08
Riverworks 2 0.15
Salem 4 0.30
Salem & Fellsway 1 0.08
South St. 2 0.15
State Street 1 0.08
Swampscott 1 0.08
W. Medford 1 0.08
Woburn & High 1 0.08
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q6- Type of Destination N %
Home 30 2.28
Work 1211 92.16
Shopping 1 0.08
School 37 2.82
Social or Recreational Activity 2 0.15
Work-related or business meeting 18 1.37
Doctor’s office or personal errand 6 0.46
Court 1 0.08
Flight 1 0.08
Jury Duty 2 0.15
No Response 3 0.23
Training Class 1 0.08
Volunteer 1 0.08
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q7- Method of Arrival N %
Walking 682 51.90
Subway 513 39.04
Bus 42 3.20
Park & Ride 12 .91
Picked Up 11 .84
Commuter Rail 15 1.14
Bicycle 5 0.38
Boat 7 0.53
Kick Scooter 1 0.08
No Response 4 0.30
Shuttle 17 1.30
Taxi 2 0.15
Water Shuttle 1 0.08
Water Taxi 2 0.15
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q8- Round Trip? N %
Yes 1280 97.41
No 31 2.36
No Response 3 0.23
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q8A-Time of Return N %
AM 27 2.05
PM 1246 94.82
No Response 41 3.12
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q9- Frequency of MBTA Use (days per week) N %
0-1 37 2.82
2-3 80 6.09
4-5 997 75.88
6-7 198 15.07
No Response 2 0.15
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q10-Frequency of Route Use N %
0-1 42 3.20
2-3 94 7.15
4-5 1067 81.20
6-7 108 8.22
No Response 3 0.23
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q11A-Licensed Driver? N %
Yes 1271 96.73
No 37 2.82
No Response 6 0.46
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q11B-# Automobiles in Household N %
0 41 3.12
1 499 37.98
2 592 45.05
3 126 9.59
4 30 2.28
5 7 0.53
6 1 0.08
7 1 0.08
No Response 17 1.29
TOTAL 1314 100.00



Q11C-# Other Licensed Drivers in Household
N %

0 236 17.96
1 748 56.93
2 206 15.68
3 64 4.87
4 30 2.28
5 5 0.38
6 1 0.38
No Response 24 1.38
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q11D-Automobile Available? N %
Yes 1075 81.81
No 217 16.51
No Response 22 1.67
TOTAL 1314 100.00

For Q12, responses to open-ended questions were grouped
by topic for easier summary. Responses that were only men-
tioned by a sole respondent were categorized as "other."  
Q12-Occupation N %

Office 1013 77.09
Student 44 3.35
Retired 8 0.61
Salesperson 47 3.58
Industrial 13 0.99
Construction 5 0.23
Child Care 2 0.15
Education 35 2.67
Food/Hospitality Services 6 0.46
Health Care 57 4.34
No Response 8 0.61
Scientist 24 1.83
Other 52 3.96
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q13-Age N %
5-16 6 0.46
17-21 21 1.60
22-29 255 19.45
30-39 380 28.99
40-49 316 24.10
50-59 253 19.30
60-64 50 3.81
65 and over 24 1.83
No Response 6 0.46
TOTAL 1314 100.00

Q14-- Average ranking of which new or expanded transit
service is most needed ("1" being "least important" and
"5" being "most important")

Local bus— 2.89
Express bus— 3.04
Rapid Transit (Blue Line)— 3.32
Commuter Rail— 3.43

Q15-Service Used N %
325 Bus 5 0.38
326 Bus 6 0.46
Amtrak 1 0.08
Beverly 8 0.61
Blue Line 11 0.84
Boston 1 0.08
Commuter Rail 660 50.23
Eastern Line 1 0.08
Eastern Route 1 0.08
Express Bus 2 0.15
Express Train 1 0.08
Gloucester Commuter Rail 2 0.15
Ipswich 9 0.68
Newburyport Commuter Rail 243 18.49
North Shore 15 1.14
No Response 31 2.36
Orange Line 2 0.15
Red Line 1 0.08
Rockport Commuter Rail 294 22.37
Salem 20 1.52
TOTAL 1314 100.00



Q16- Comments/Su ggestions  Total
24 hour service needed 1
4:30pm train is always packed - add car; Plow more in 

winter; Add express train to Nwbryport 1
435 bus is always late; Train is great 1
5:07 train is never on time 1
5:27 train only has 2 conductors - very slow boarding 1
7:37 train is always late 2
7:37am train always late 1
A line from Beverly to Westwood 1
Add 4:15pm train 1
Add a 4pm train to Newburyport; more parking 1
Add a ferry 1
Add a train at 7:30am 1
Add a train between 5:35pm and 6:45pm 1
Add automated doors 1
Add bus from Peabody to Salem 1
Add cars 2
Add cars to 5:37 train; Add express trains 1
Add conductors; Don't extend blue line 1
Add express to Newburyport; More service to Ipswich;

Service to NH 1
Add express train 2
Add express train between 7-8am 1
Add express train from Newburyport 1
Add express train to Newburyport; Free parking;

Improve No. Sta. 1
Add more conductors 1
Add more seats; Give info when trains are more than 

20min late 1
Add more trains in AM and PM 1
Add more trains in evening 2
Add parking garage at Beverly 1
Add routes; More trains in evening; Clean Lynn Station 1
Add security at Lynn parking garage 1
Add stop at Sullivan Square  1
Add stop at Sullivan Square; Extend service to Portland 1
Add stop in Peabody 1
Add train about 11pm 1
Add train after 9:35 1
Add train around 8:15am 1
Add train at 6:00 1
Add train at 6:10pm 1
Add train at 6:30pm; Stop in Malden 1
Add train at 8am; Add trains between 6-10pm 1
Add train between 10:40pm and 12:10am 1
Add train between 5:37-6:45 1
Add train between 5:37-6:45pm 1
Add train between 5:39-6:45 and 7:30-9:35pm 1
Add train between 6-6:40am 1
Add train between 6-9am and 5-8pm 1
Add train between 7:10-9am 1
Add train between 7:30 and 9:30pm 1
Add train between 7:38 and 9:20am 1

Add train between 7:44 and 9:26 1
Add train between 8 and 8:30 1
Add train between 8 and 9:30pm 2
Add train between 8-10:40om 1
Add train between 8-9:35pm 2
Add train between 8-9pm 1
Add train in morning rush 1
Add train late Friday/Saturday 1
Add train to Rockport between 2:15-4pm 1
Add trains during rush hour 1
Add trains on weekends and evenings 1
Additional stops; Clean Lynn station 1
Allow bikes on during peak hours 1
Another express train between 5:25 and 6:10 1
Avoid weather-related delays 1
Ban cell phones 1
Ban cellphones; encourage people to sit when seats 

are available 1
Bathroom conditions are unacceptable; Overall satisfied 1
Better A/C and heat; More seats; Double-decker trains 1
Better Connection North and South Station 1
Better efficiency on E line ; More security 1
Better facilities at No. Sta 1
Better maintenance of cars - temperature and 

cleanliness; More cars 1
Better maintenance of parking 1
Better parking; Extend Blue line to Revere 1
Better punctuality 2
Better schedule in evening; More trains; 1
Better shelters in Salem 1
Better station facilities; Do _not_ need blue line 1
Bigger savings on passes 1
Blue line extension bad idea 1
Blue line is overcrowded; Rail seldom on time; More 

local buses at night 1
Blue line open earlier; Marblehead express bus should 

skip Lynn 1
Blue line to Lynn  1
Blue line to Lynn Central Square 1
Blue line to Lynn; More seats on 7:45am 1
Boat from Gloucester 1
Boat from Salem to Boston ; Blue line to north shore 1
Bring back smoking car 1
Bus from No. Station to Harvard Square 1
Bus from No. Station to Marine Indus. Park 1
Bus from Salem to Danvers run on weekends 1
Bus is late 1
Bus or train from No. Sta. To Alewife; More bike-friendly 

policies 1
Bus service from No. Sta to Quincy Market and Waterfront 1
Bus service to Beverly 1
Buses that don't go through Lynn; More express trains in 

morning 1
Car traffic is very heavy 1
Cars are clean and on time; Bathrooms in separate car to 

contain smells 1
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Q16- Comments/Suggestions (continued) Total
Cash only lines for tickets 1
Cellphone-free car 1
Cheaper fares; More link to subway from Rail 1
Clean more frequently 1
Clean the Lynn garage; Increase security 1
Clean the parking areas 1
Clean the tracks 1
Clean the trains 2
Clean the trains; Fix broken seats; Increase express trains;
Conductors are good 1
Cleaner cars; Cleaner windows 1
Cleaner orange line 1
Cleaner, safer, More access 1
Close bus windows when it rains 1
Commuter rail is sufficient - blue line is unnecessary 1
Commuter rail is too crowded during the week 1
Conductors are good 5
Conductors should be more friendly 1
Conductors should notice if people are waiting to get on 

and slow down 1
Connect No and So. Stations ; Add evening trains 1
Connect No. and So. Stations 3
Connect No. Station and Back Bay; More trains between 

5:30-7:30pm 1
Coordinate connecting services 1
Coordinate rail and T schedules 1
Coordinate Train and bus schedules 1
Crew should promptly inform passengers when there are 

problems; It would be nice if there were buses between 
No. Shore towns 1

Cutting back on conductors compromises safety. 1
Designate a quiet car - no cell phones 1
Designate a quiet car; More room for bikes 1
Designate cars for cellphone use 2
Designate cars for cellphone use; Add trays for seats; More 

parking 1
Direct access to orange line ; north station have same 

amenities as south station 1
Doing a great job 1
Don't build parking garage in Salem - expand park and ride 

service instead 1
Don't need anything else 1
Don't need the blue line in Beverly 1
Don't replace rail with T 1
Double decker cars 1
Double decker trains 1
Double tracks in Salem 1
Double-decker cars; More cars 1
Double-decker cars; More express trains 1
Double-decker trains 2
Double-decker trains; 1
Double-decker trains; Add more conductors; clean up 

parking area 1
Double-decker trains; More cars; More parking 1

Drivers need to stick to schedule; New drivers don't know 
route 1

Earlier and later service 1
Either more trains during rush hour, or a T stop 1
Electric Rail, like in DC 1
Electrify the lines; Install platforms; Increase frequency; add 

waiting rooms; 4 week passes that can be bought anytime 1
Electrify the lines; more parking in swampscott 1
Encourage conductors to ask passengers to remove bags 

from seats 1
Everything is great 1
Existing service is adequate; More cars 1
Expand blue line to Lynn; Covered shelter at Swampscott;

Replace cut trees at Swampscott;Add 441 bus after 8pm 1
Expand blue line to Salem; more parking 1
Expand line to Portsmouth 1
Expand monthly pass sales; more parking 1
Expand North station 3
Expand service 1
Expand service past Salem; Clearly communicate schedules 1
Expand T to north shore 1
Expand the Blue line 1
Express bus is good idea ; More trains during rush hour 1
Express bus or blue line from N. Beverly to Boston 1
Express from Boston to Ipswich or Hamilton; Food service 1
Express service; Expanded hours 1
Express service; More trains in evening 1
Express train from Ipswich at 6:45am 1
Express train past Beverly 1
Express train to Beverly 1
Express trains 1
Extend Blue line 2
Extend Blue line to Beverly 2
Extend blue line to Beverly on existing track 1
Extend blue line to Lynn  1
Extend blue line to Lynn; Extend rail to Nashua, NH 1
Extend blue line to Salem 5
Extend Blue line up North Shore 1
Extend blue line; Publicize buses more; Local shuttles to 

train stations 1
Extend rail to Marblehead 1
Extend service to Portland 1
Extend service to Portsmouth 1
Extend T to Beverly; More trains between 5:30-6:30pm 1
Extend T to Marblehead 1
Extend the blue line to Lynn or to Salem 1
Extremely Dependable 1
Fares are expensive; tracks need to be repaired 1
Finish Green/Orange at North Station; More cars 1
Finish Orange line at No. Sta. 1
Fix crackling speaker systems; eliminate annoying 

messages - I.e., escalator safety 1
Focus on maintenance 1
Free parking 1
Free parking; Better trains; Cleaner environment 1



Q16- Comments/Suggestions (continued) Total
Free parking; More parking; More trains 1
Front car move further into train 1
Generally satisfied; Later service past midnight 1
Good as is 1
Good idea 1
Good service; Please announce stops 1
Green line is horrible 1
Green line needs work; Needs more trains to Lechmere at 

rush hour 1
Green/Orange line needs improvement 1
Happy with service 1
Have portable staircase for when the train breaks down 1
Have train stop closer to steps 1
Have trains park closer to station; Service is generally 

excellent 1
HUAC that works 1
I love the commuter rail 2
I love the train; hate the subway 1
I use the T whenever I can - more people should use it! 1
I used to take the bus, but it was inconvenient 1
I would take the subway if it were closer and if there was 

parking 1
If blue line is extended, then rail must not be cut back 1
If blue line is extended, will it be as convenient? 1
If the 7:25am train left at 7:30, I could use the rail for the 

entire trip 1
Improve air quality and temperature 1
Improve Gloucester station 2
Improve No. Sta 1
Improve No. Sta - should be more like So. Sta. 1
Improve No. Station 5
Improve No. Station; No blue line in Beverly; Improve 

Commuter rail service 1
Improve No. Station; Wash cars 1
Improve parking 1
Improve Salem Station 1
Improve service 1
Improve timing to match hospital shift changes 1
Improve tracks 1
Improved commuter rail 1
Improved facilities at No. Sta - make like So. Sta 1
Improvements to Salem Station 1
Improvements to stations; generally happy 1
Include Portland ME 1
Increase frequency of trains 1
Increase security 1
Increased service is needed beyond Beverly. 1
Information on delays at stations 1
Jennifer on the 5:37 is very pleasant 1
Keep fares down 1
Keep fares low; more evening trains 1
Keep paper recycling 1
Keep up the good work 1
Larger bathrooms at No. Station 1

Larger cars; More parking 1
Last bus is at 6:35, next train is at 7:30 - too large a gap. 1
Late night bus and train schedules are similar - miss one, 

miss both 1
Later bus service 1
Later service 2
Line that connects all the commuter rail lines - 

a perimeter rail 1
Link between No and So. Stations 2
Link between No. and So. Stations 4
Link No. Sta to Central/Harvard 1
Link North Sta and Back Bay 1
Local buses coordinated with commuter rail schedule 1
Lower the pass price 1
Make Green line as good as commuter rail 1
Make more like Europe 1
Make service more reliable; Make employees more service 

oriented 1
Making changing trains at No. Sta. More efficient 1
Marquis signs at all stops, to inform of delays 1
MBTA Buses at N. Station to S. Station, Seaport. More 

parking needed 1
MBTA service reliable 1
Meets my needs 1
Monorail parallel to 128 1
Monthly parking pass 1
More (and cleaner) rest rooms at No. Station 1
More advertising of routes 1
More benches on platform 1
More bus service for Salem/Danvers/Peabody 1
More bus service from No. Sta. To PO square 1
More buses during commuter peak times 1
More buses on route 111 1
More buses to Wonderland 1
More cars 30
More cars 1
More cars ; Coordinate green line service 1
More cars ; more seats ; more parking 1
More cars during peak hours 3
More cars in morning 2
More cars on express trains; More parking 1
More cars or more frequent trains 1
More cars to Worcester 1
More cars; Add train between 6:20-7:00 1
More cars; Better punctuality 1
More cars; Better punctuality; Extend rail to Peabody 1
More cars; Conductors should take active roles to help 

people find seats 1
More cars; Double decker cars 1
More cars; Improve A/C; More monitors 1
More cars; More express trains 1
More cars; More info on delays 1
More cars; More parking 1
More cars; more recycling 1
More cars; open all doors 1



Q16- Comments/Suggestions (continued) Total
More Commuter Cars 3
More conductors 6
More conductors; Announce which track trains arrive on 1
More conductors; More trains; More cars 1
More double-decker trains 1
More early Saturday trains 1
More evening and weekend service; Improve No. Station 1
More evening trains 1
More exits at No. Station ; No. Station poorly designed 1
More express runs 1
More express trains 5
More express trains after 5:25pm 1
More express trains between 5:30-7:30pm 1
More express trains; Expand blue line; Look at DC and 

London systems 1
More flexible schedule 1
More frequent bus servce on weekends - route #451;

More trains past Salem/Beverly during rush hours 1
More frequent evening service 1
More frequent evening trips 3
More frequent Green line service; Commuter boat; Add train
between 6-6:45pm; 1
More frequent service ; More parking 1
More frequent service between 5-8pm. ; stop private 

companies for charging for parking 1
More frequent service during rush hour; parking garage in 

Beverly 1
More frequent service on weekends; discounted fares on 

weekends 1
More frequent stops at Prides Crossing 1
More frequent til 9pm 1
More frequent to North Shore, More cars on rush hour trains 1
More frequent trains  1
More frequent trains ; more night service ; 1
More frequent trains during rush hour, esp. after 6:10pm 1
More frequent trains in evening 1
More frequent trains, more cars 1
More Green "E" trains; good job 1
More Green line trains 3
More handicapped seats 1
More info about delays - length and cause 1
More laides bathrooms at No. Sta. 1
More late night service; link between No. and So. Stations 1
More local bus 1
More modern cars 1
More parking 52
More parking ; better equpiment 1
More parking ; Double-decker trains 1
More parking at Beverly 1
More parking at Swampscott 2
More parking in Beverly Depot 5
More parking in Gloucester 1
More parking in Salem 3
More parking in Salem ; subway service 1

More parking in Salem; Blue line to Salem 1
More parking in Salem; Shelter in Salem 1
More parking in Swampscott 2
More parking in Swampscott; Clean up the landscape at 

stations 1
More parking in Swampscott; Orange station at No. Sta. 1
More parking or free parking 1
More parking; Add train between 6:10-6:45pm 1
More parking; Better snow clearing 1
More parking; Expand Blue line 1
More parking; Extend blue line north 1
More parking; Free parking 1
More parking; Improved station 1
More parking; More cars ; double decker trains ; raise gas tax 1
More parking; More conductors 1
More parking; More Lechmere trains 1
More parking; More service between 7:30 and 9:15am 1
More parking; More service outside of rush hour 1
More parking; More shelters 1
More parking; More trains 3
More parking; More trains at night 1
More parking; More trains in morning 1
More parking; More trains; Newer trains 1
More parking; winter shelters 1
More prompt trains 1
More punctual 1
More punctuality 1
More routes with varying stops and more frequency 1
More Saturday night service; More lights in parking areas 

for security 1
More seating 1
More seats ; sell donuts/coffee 1
More security 2
More service in evening ; Better connection to Red Line 1
More service on weekend 1
More service to Montserrat in morning and evening 1
More shelters 3
More stops 1
More timely service ; conductors good. 1
More trains 10
More trains ; More cars 1
More trains ; more parking 1
More trains after 5pm 3
More trains after 8pm; Like the train 1
More trains at different times 1
More trains at night   1
More trains at night ; More amenities at No. Station 1
More trains at night and weekends 1
More trains between 4:30-7pm 1
More trains between 4-8pm 1
More trains between 6-10pm 1
More trains between 6-7pm ; More cars; Add police 

presence at Boylston 1
More trains between 6-8pm 1
More trains between 7 and 8 1



Q16- Comments/Suggestions (continued) Total
More trains between 8-9:35pm 1
More trains during afternoon commute 1
More trains during rush hour 5
More trains evenings and weekends 1
More trains from Beverly outbound 1
More trains in afternoon 1
More trains in afternoon, or a bus from Beverly/Rockport 1
More trains in evening 16
More trains in evening and weekends 1
More trains in evening; More conductors - More safety;

More cars on green line 1
More trains in evenings and weekends 2
More trains in evenings; Better punctuality; Friendlier 

Conductors and ticket salespeople 1
More trains in middle of the day 1
More trains in morning 3
More trains in morning 1
More trains in morning, more trains in evening, more cars 1
More trains in the morning 1
More trains on weekdays outside of rush hour 1
More trains on weekends 2
More trains outbound 1
More trains outbound at night 1
More trains outbound in evening 1
More trains outbound, or shuttle from Beverly to Hamilto 1
More trains outside of peak hours; Put token machines in 

No. Sta. 1
More trains to Lechemere 1
More trains to Newburyport between 5:30-7pm 1
More trains, Expanded schedule 1
More trains, more frequently 1
More trains; Clean trains 1
More trains; Double deck trains 2
More trains; Friendlier conductors 1
More trains; Later serivce 1
More trains; More buses 1
More trains; More buses; Extend blue line to Lynn;

Connect No. Shore to Logan 1
More trains; more cars 2
More trains; More parking 1
More trains; More trains in evenings, weekends 1
More visible security; More frequent bus and train service 

in the evening 1
More women's bathrooms at No. Station ; more hourly 

routes inbound 1
Move the 5:10 to 5:20 1
N 1
Need more trains 1
Need new 6:05 train to Newburyport 1
Need new buses - fares have gone up with nothing to 

show for it 1
New Gloucester Station 1
New station and more parking in Gloucester 1
New station in Salem 1

New trains; More cars 1
Newer cars on north shore 1
Newer trains 1
Newspaper recycling 1
Night Owl is great 1
No blue line extension if it replaces the commuter rail 2
No complaints 1
No maintenance in Gloucester parking lot 1
North Shore needs a T line 1
North Sta is too small; No good concessions; Poor design to 

mix with Fleet Cntr 1
North Station is too congetsed 1
NR606
One car with no cellphones; One car with exercise equipment 1
Open all doors; Shorter stops 1
Open more doors   2
Open more doors ; Announce delays 1
Open the Depot building; Open a canteen at the Depot 1
Options: Link between No. and So. Stas; Shuttle bus from 

No. Sta. To PO square; Easier connection between 
No. Sta and Orange Line 1

Overall, rail service excellent; Connect Orange line to 
No. Sta and add rail stop at Sullivan square 1

PA system needed 1
Parking garage 1
Parking rates are inconsistant; T does quite a good job 1
Please don't extend blue line to Beverly 1
Please wash windows 1
Rail has adequate seating and reliable scheduling;

Time spent is quality time, while reducing traffic and 
saving energy 1

Rail is mostly reliable 1
Raise platforms 1
Reduce parking rates 1
Reduced fare for combo riders ; Rail to Portsmouth 1
Return wider cars; Add train between 7 and 8. 1
Rockport and Beverly lines are often late 1
Rude personnel; overpriced; poor conditions; horrible service 1
Run rail on time on weekends 1
Salespeople are sometimes unfriendly 1
Satisfied, but Rail is expensive - if T could be extended, 

it would be cheaper 1
Seating is uncomfortable for tall people 1
Seats more comfortable 2
Seats uncomfortable 1
Security is non-existant at Fleet Center 1
Sell coffee 1
Senior discount should be 62 1
Separate entrance for evets at Fleet Center; Need 

recycling bins 1
Service generally excellent 2
Service has improved 1
Service is always good 1
Service is improving 1



Q16- Comments/Suggestions (continued) Total
Shuttle to Logan ; More parking ; Clean windows 1
Signs about fines for littering etc. 1
Some drivers cut people off and speed 1
Some stops are skipped; Allow riders to open doors 

themselves 1
Sometimes cars smell of cigarette smoke. 1
Sometimes trains are late; generally good service 1
Speaker volume is too high - Max dB limits at 50 1
Staff are friendly 1
Subway link between No. and So. Stations 1
Systems should be ontime and coordinated 1
T pass holders should also get compensation for late trains 1
Thanks for the survey 1
Thanks! 1
The 5:10 train should leave later - not enough time to 

get there 1
Too many delays 1
Train every hour ; Green line - N. Station connections bad. 1
Train goes slowly between Chelsea and Boston 1
Train is always late 2
Train is always late; Need more frequent and faster trains;

Need link between No. and So. Stas 1
Train is comfortable and clean 1
Train is regularly late 1
Train needed between 6:10 and 8 1
Train schedule is great; buses could serve route 

inbetween trains 1
Trains are always on time 1
Trains are crowded; More evening trains to Rockport 1
Trains are dirty; Only 2 conductors; Fares are expensive 1
Trains are very crowded 2
Trains rarely on time 1
Trains should have areas for bikes 1
Transportation for people with disabilities is hard to obtain 1
Turn down intercoms; Improve punctuality; More trains in 

evening 1
TV Monitors at stops to advise of delays etc. 1
Two-way track at Salem; Weather proof Salem Station;

PA system 1
Use malls as transfer points 1
Very happy 1
Wonderful staff: extend service farther up north shore 1
Would like to see more pick-ups, but understand constraints 1
(blank)
Grand Total 1314



Dear Transit Rider:

This survey of transit riders is being conducted in order to
better plan transportation service for the North Shore. Your
assistance will provide essential information for this plan-
ning. A survey card should be filled out for each passen-
ger five years of age or older.

We hope that you take advantage of this opportunity to
help improve transportation in the North Shore area.
Please complete the questionnaire and mail it today –
postage free.

Your participation in this important survey is appreciated.

Thank you,
Robert H. Prince, Jr.
General Manager

1. I got on this Train/Bus at: (please print station name 
or nearest intersection)
_____________________________________

2. The Time of Day was: (please check one) 
___am ___ pm

3. I got to this Train/Bus by: (please check one)
___Walking ___ Park & Ride
___Subway ___ Dropped Off
___Bus ___ Commuter Rail

___ Other ___________________

4. I came from: (please check one)
___Home ___ Social or Recreational Activity
___Work ___ Work-related or business meeting 
___Shopping ___ Doctor’s office or personal errand
___School ___ Other ___________________

5. I will get off this Train/Bus at: (please print station 
name or nearest intersection)
______________________________________

6. I am going to:
___Home ___ Social or Recreational Activity
___Work ___ Work-related or business meeting 
___Shopping ___ Doctor’s office or personal errand
___School ___ Other ___________________

7. After Leaving this Train/Bus I will get to my destination by:
___Walking ___ Park & Ride
___Subway ___ Picked Up
___Bus ___ Commuter Rail

___ Other ___________________

8. Will you be coming back to the same location you 
started from later today? (please check)   
___yes ___ no

If you answered, "yes" to the previous question, at what
time of day will you be starting this trip in the opposite
direction? ___ am ___ pm

9. How many days per week do you use MBTA services?
___0-1 times   ___ 2-3 times   
___4-5 times   ___ 6-7 times

10. How many days per week do you use this particular 
route?
___0-1 times   ___ 2-3 times   
___4-5 times   ___ 6-7 times

11. Please Answer the Following Questions about 
Automobiles in your household:

A) Are you a licensed driver?  (please check) 
___yes ___ no
B) How many Automobiles do you have in your house-
hold? ___________________
C) How many Other Persons in your household are 
Licensed Drivers? ___________________
D) Was an automobile available to you as an alternative 
means of transportation for this trip? _______________

12. What is your Occupation? (please check one)
___Office ___ Salesperson
___Student ___ Industrial
___Retired ___ Construction

___ Other ___________________

13. What is Your Age? (please check one) 
___5-16 ___ 30-39 ___ 60-64
___17-21 ___ 40-49 ___ 65 and over
___22-29 ___ 50-59

14. What New or Expanded Transit Services do you think
are Most Needed on the North Shore? (please rank in
order of importance, with "1" being least important and "5"
being most important)
___Local Bus
___Express Bus
___Rapid Transit (Blue Line)
___Commuter Rail
___Other ___________________

15. What MBTA service (line or route) were you using 
when you received this survey?___________________

16. Comments/Suggestions? 

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this 
survey. We plan on conducting a follow-up phone survey
and would like your participation. If you would like to 
participate, please print your phone number and a contact
name below:

___________________________

___________________________

To return this survey, please fold along the creases and
seal the tab to close.
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Appendix C  

Project Purpose and Need Statement 



Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
 

Jane Swift 
Governor 

James H. Scanlan 
Acting Secretary and MBTA Chairman 

Michael H. Mulhern 
General Manager 

 

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Ten Park Plaza, Boston, MA 02116-3974 
 

 
 

 
NORTH SHORE TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS 

BETWEEN REVERE AND SALEM, MASSACHUSETTS 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
 
 
BASIC PROJECT PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this project is to improve the frequency of service to destination centers within the nine-
community corridor between Revere, Massachusetts and Salem, Massachusetts in order to promote economic 
development and increase employment opportunities. 
 
NEED FOR ACTION 
 
The existing transportation system in the Revere to Salem Corridor consists of a network of limited-access 
highways, arterials, and local streets, as well as various transit services provided by the Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority (MBTA).  
 
Within this Corridor, access to two of the major business centers, Lynn and Salem, is limited.  The roadways, 
which do serve these cities, provide poor “Levels of Service” (LOS).  Route 1A is one of the major roadways into 
Lynn, and the Boston Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (MPO) 2000 Congestion Management System (CMS) 
Report assigned this route a LOS of E/F, signifying that severely restricted traffic flows and significant delays 
exist during peak commuting periods.  A similar situation occurs in the case of Salem where Route 114 provides 
the major access.  It also was identified at a LOS of E/F along certain segments.  Regarding demographics within 
the Corridor, population densities remain high around the historic centers of Lynn and Salem. However, 
employment densities are higher outside these areas along the limited access highways (i.e., I-95 and Route 128) 
where better access exists, further reinforcing the need for mobility improvements to Lynn and Salem. 
   
The MBTA provides commuter rail service to this Corridor along the Eastern Route Main Line that extends from 
Boston to Newburyport and Rockport.  Rapid transit service is provided on the Blue Line between Bowdoin 
Station in downtown Boston and Wonderland Station in Revere (Blue Line terminus).  The MBTA also operates 
local and express bus routes in this Corridor.  The current public transit system has not sufficiently improved 
mobility within this Corridor, and it holds limited potential to fully address this issue.  In particular, the present 
level of service to the cities of Lynn and Salem is inadequate for these important destination centers, since the 
current headways and reverse commute opportunities do not support economic development and employment 
growth.  Both the cities of Lynn and Salem have unemployment rates greater than the statewide average.  These 
cities have identified transportation improvements that provide a service quality similar to rapid transit as the way 
to address the transportation limitations within this Corridor and to promote greater economic development and 
employment opportunities.   
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix D  

Federal Notice of Intent (NOI) from Federal 
Register 

  









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix E  

Copy of Agency and Public Scoping Meeting 
Presentation 



1

North Shore Transit 
Improvements

between 
Revere and Salem, MA

Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement

Scoping Session

Agenda

l Welcome and Introductions
l Background
l Overview of Federal & State Environmental 

Processes
l Purpose and Need
l Study Area
l Existing Conditions
l Alternatives
l Schedule 
l Next Steps

l Open Comments

Background

l Earlier Planning Studies
lOngoing Major Investment Study
lWhere we are today – Initiating 

Environmental Impact Statement 
Process

Overview of Federal 
Environmental Processes

• National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA)

– Federal law which establishes a process by 
which Federal agencies must study the effects 
of their actions

– Requires a systematic and interdisciplinary 
approach to decision making

– Intent is to ensure that environmental 
consequences are fully disclosed and the 
benefit of the Federal action outweighs any 
environmental impact



2

Overview of Federal 
Environmental Processes

lNEPA establishes prescribed levels of 
documentation depending on proposed 
action
– Categorical Exclusion

• No effect on the environment
– Environmental Assessment

• Effect on the environment is unknown
– Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

• Significant effect on the environment is likely

Overview of Federal 
Environmental Processes

lWhat is the purpose of an EIS?
– Information disclosure device
– Problem-solving tool

– Consensus building opportunity

Overview of Federal 
Environmental Processes

l What is the EIS process?
– Determine lead agency
– Publish Notice of Intent
– Conduct Scoping Process
– Prepare Draft EIS
– Hold Public Hearing 
– Select Locally Preferred Alternative
– Prepare Final EIS
– Agency Determination
– Prepare Record of Decision

Coordination with State 
(MEPA) Review Process

l An Environmental Notification Form (ENF) will 
be filed with MEPA in connection with the 
Locally Preferred Alternative Report

l Allows MBTA to present an ENF with 
resource specific information from the DEIS

l DEIS screens out infeasible alternatives prior 
to MEPA scoping – results in a more specific 
and relevant State environmental review

l If appropriate, the MBTA will apply for Special 
Review Procedures under MEPA
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Project Purpose and Need

l Purpose:
– Improve frequency of transit service

lNeed:
– Roadway Network
– Transit Network

– Employment/Economic Development

Roadway Network

lNo major highways service primary 
employment centers

l Local roads provide unacceptable level 
of service

Transit Network

l Access to primary employment centers 
does not meet service quality of rapid 
transit

lCurrent commuter rail headways and 
reverse commute service do not support 
economic development 

Employment/Economic 
Development

lContinued reduction in employment
– Unemployment rate in Lynn and Salem 

higher than State

lNeed to improve overall mobility and 
reverse commute opportunities to Lynn 
and Salem
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Study Area

l Chelsea
l Lynn
l Marblehead
l Nahant
l Revere
l Salem
l Saugus
l Swampscott
l Winthrop

Existing Conditions

lHighway Network
lCommuter Rail Network
lRapid Transit Network
lDemographics

Highway
Network

l I-95
lRoute 1
lRoute 1A
lRoute 128
lRoute 114
lRoute 62
lRoute 16

Commuter Rail
Network

lRockport
lNewburyport
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Rapid Transit
Network

l Blue Line

Demographics

l Population

Demographics

l Employment

Demographics

Environmental Justice Issues
l Greatest Minority Concentration

– Chelsea (61%)
– Lynn (38%)
– Revere (21%)
– Salem (18%)

l Greatest Unemployment
– Chelsea (4.6%)
– Lynn (4.3%)
– Revere (3.7%)
– Salem  (3.5%)
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Preliminary Alternatives

1. No-Action

2. Transportation System Management
3. Blue Line Extension to Salem via Eastern 

Route Main Line

4. Blue Line Extension to Salem via Narrow 
Gauge and Eastern Route Main Line

5. Blue Line and Commuter Rail Intermodal 
Facility in Revere

Alternatives

1. No Action
– Existing Regional Transportation Plan

2. Transportation System Management
– Improved Commuter Rail Headways and 

Reverse Commute Opportunities
– Reduced Bus Headways for Express and Local 

Service
– Extended Bus Service Hours 

Rapid Transit 
to Salem

l Between 
Revere and 
Lynn

Alternative 3-
Narrow 
Gauge

Alternative 4-
Eastern Route 
Main Line

3

4

Rapid Transit 
to Salem 

l Between Lynn 
and Salem
– Alternatives 3 

& 4 –

Via Eastern 
Route Main 
Line
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Intermodal
Connection
Alternative

l Alternative 5 –
Blue Line & 
Commuter Rail 
Intermodal 
Facility
– Provide 

physical link
– Develop site 

consistent with 
local planning

DEIS Schedule 

Scoping

Analysis of Alternatives

DEIS Preparation

DEIS Circulation

Selection of Preferred Alternative

Pubic Meetings

MAR MAY JUL SEP NOV JAN MAR MAY JUL

2003

Steering Committee

Public Meeting/Hearing

2002

Public 
Information
Meeting

Public
Hearing

Public 
Information
Meeting

ENF
Filing

Next Steps

l Public Scoping Meeting
l Preparation and Distribution of Scoping 

Report
lDEIS Development



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix F  

Agency Scoping Meeting Distribution List 
and Sample Letters 



 Environmental Reviewer, Environmental Reviewer, 
 Metropolitan Area Planning Council Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
 60 Temple Place, 6th Floor 251 Causeway St., Suite 900 
 Boston, MA  02111 Boston, MA  02114 

 Environmental Reviewer, Environmental Reviewer, 
 Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program Division of Marine Fisheries 
 Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Rt. 135 50A Portside Dr. 
 Westborough, MA  01581 Pocasset, MA  02559 

 Environmental Reviewer Environmental Reviewer, 
 Federal Highway Administration Coastal Zone Management 
 55 Broadway, 10th floor 251 Causeway St., Suite 500 
 Cambridge, MA  02142 Boston, MA  02114 

 Environmental Reviewer, Environmental Reviewer, 
 Metropolitan District Commission CTPS 
 20 Somerset St. 10 Park Plaza 
 Boston, MA  02108 Boston, MA  02116 

 Environmental Reviewer, Environmental Reviewer, 
 Massachusetts Turnpike Authority National Marine Fisheries Service 
 10 Park Plaza, Suite 4160 One Blackburn Dr. 
 Boston, MA  02116 Gloucester, MA  01930 

 Ms. Karen  Adams  Robert S. Bartanowicz 
 Chief of Permitting, Regional Administrator, 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Federal Aviation Administration 
 New England District 12 New England Executive Park 
 696 Virginia Rd. Burlington, MA  018035299 
 Concord, MA  017422751 

 Mr. Mark  Berger Dave  Clark 
 MA Highway Department Environmental Compliance Manager, 
 Planning Department National Park Service 
 10 Park Plaza, Suite 4150 15 State St. 
 Boston, MA  021163973 Boston, MA  02109 



 Marianne  Connolly Marcy  Crowley 
 Environmental Compliance Manager Chairperson, 
 Massachusetts Water Resource Authority Regional Transportation Advisory Council 
 100 First Ave., Charlestown Navy Yard c/o CTPS, 10 Park Plaza, Rm. 2150 
 Boston, MA  02129 Boston, MA  02116 

 Mr. Bob  Durand Mr. Richard  Dyer 
 Secretary, Refuge Supervisor-North, 
 Executive Office of Environmental Affairs U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 5 
 251 Causeway St., Suite 900 300 Westgate Center Dr. 
 Boston, MA  021142119 Hadley, MA  010359589 

 Ms. Lucy  Edmondson Ms. Elsa  Fitzgerald 
 EPA New England, Region 1 Assistant Director, 
 1 Congress St., Suite 1100 Massachusetts Historical Commission 
 Boston, MA  021142023 220 Morrissey Boulevard 
 Boston, MA  02125 

 Mr. Terrence J. Foley Ms. Susan  Forward 
 Senior Dir., Business Developmen and Partnerships Acting Secretary's Representative, 
 Amtrak-NEC Planning Policy & Development U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 
 30th Street Station, 5th fl. South, Box 20 10 Causeway St., Rm. 301 
 Philadelphia, PA  19104 Boston, MA  022221092 

 Mr. William  Gaughan Mr. Craig  Leiner 
 Regional Director, Manager of Transportation Planning, 
 Northeast Regional Office Mass. Port Authority 
 MA Dept. of Environmental Protection One Logan Office Center 
 205A Lowell St. East Boston, MA  021282909 
 Wilmington, MA  01887 

 Mark  McKeon Admiral George  Naccara 
 Federal Railroad Administration U.S. Coast Guard 
 55 Broadway  408 Atlantic Ave. 
 Cambridge, MA  02142 Boston, MA  02110 

 Mr. Richard  Ofria Mr. Paul  Regan 
 Chief Administrative Officer, Executive Director 
 Department of Housing and Community Development MBTA Advisory Board 
 1 Congress St., 10th floor 177 Tremont St., 4th floor 
 Boston, MA  02114 Boston, MA  02111 



 Mr. Jay  Wickersham 
 Director, 
 MA Environmental Policy Act Unit 
 Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
 251 Causeway St., Suite 900 
 Boston, MA  02114 



Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
 

Jane Swift 
Governor 

James H. Scanlan 
Acting Secretary and MBTA Chairman 

Michael H. Mulhern 
General Manager 

 

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Ten Park Plaza, Boston, MA 02116-3974 
 

March 14, 2002 
 
Mr. Ira Leighton  
Acting Regional Administrator, 
EPA New England, Region 1 
1 Congress St., Suite 1100 
Boston, MA  021142023 
 
Re:  North Shore Transit Improvements Between Revere and Salem, MA 
 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 Agency Scoping Meeting 
 
Dear Mr. Leighton: 
 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
(MBTA) invite you to attend the Agency Scoping Meeting for the North Shore Transit Improvements 
between Revere and Salem, MA Project.  In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be prepared to evaluate the potential physical, 
environmental, and social impacts of the proposed project.  The meeting will be held on March 27, 
2002 (Wednesday) at 10:00 A.M. at the Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, 55 
Broadway, Kendall Square, Cambridge, MA 02154 to solicit comments to assist the FTA and the 
MBTA in developing the DEIS scope and range of alternatives to be considered.  You will be receiving 
a package approximately 1 week prior to the meeting that will contain detailed information about the 
project and the exact room location.   
 

If you have any questions or comments please contact Mr. Stephen Woelfel, MBTA, at (617) 222-
5237 or Ms. Donna Laidley, FTA at (617) 494-2484. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Michael H. Mulhern 
General Manager 
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North Shore Transit Improvements 
Between Revere and Salem, Massachusetts 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Agency Scoping Meeting 
 

Volpe National Transportation Systems Center 
Kendall Square, Cambridge 

 
March 27, 2002 

 
DRAFT 

Meeting Notes 
 

Mary Beth Mello, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), opened the meeting at 
10:10 AM.  She welcomed attendees to the meeting and introduced Peter Butler, FTA.  
Ms. Mello indicated that the purpose of the meeting was to: (1) inform those present 
about the North Shore Transit Improvements project and gain feedback; and (2) get the 
appropriate resource agencies involved early in the process, to better incorporate their 
comments into the study. 
 Mr. Butler then introduced Donna Laidley, Program Manager, FTA, who will 
assist in preparing applications to provide funding and Andy Motter, the principal planner 
for the region and the point of contact for FTA regarding the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).  Mr. Butler presented an overview of the agenda and indicated that the 
next steps would be a public meeting in Lynn and a Scoping Report. 
 
Background 
 Dennis DiZoglio, MBTA, said that there have been many studies in the past to 
determine ways to improve North Shore transit.  He said that while previous efforts may 
have tended to be specific in focus, the new Major Investment Study (MIS) looked at the 
corridor as a whole.  A Steering Committee was created to provide representation from 
communities and special interest groups.  Although the MIS and a number of possible 
transportation improvements throughout the region still need further articulation, Mr. 
DiZoglio said the Steering Committee had decided to look at those projects that appear to 
have the greatest environmental impact and that were most expensive.  These alternatives 
are all in the southern portion of the North Shore. 
 
Overview of Federal and State Environmental Processes 
 Mr. DiZoglio then provided an overview of the Federal Environmental Process 
(National Environmental Policy Act or “NEPA”), and noted that the EIS level of 
documentation had been decided because a significant effect on the environment is likely.  
He described the purpose of the EIS: as an information disclosure device; as a problem-
solving tool, and as a consensus building opportunity.  He noted that the MIS did not 
identify a preferred alternative because there was uncertainty about some of the impacts 
of projects. 
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Mr. DiZoglio briefly outlined the EIS process.  He identified the FTA as the lead 
agency and said the Notice of Intent had been published by the FTA in the Federal 
Register on March 8, 2002.  The Scoping Process includes this meeting, a second public 
scoping meeting on April 4 in Lynn, and a number of public processes associated with 
this EIS and the ongoing MIS.  The draft EIS (DEIS) will then be prepared, a public 
hearing will be held, and a locally preferred alternative will be selected.  The final EIS 
(FEIS) will then be prepared, along with the Record of Decision. 

Mr. DiZoglio said that because there was not yet a locally preferred alternative, 
the state’s Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) process was not being 
conducted concurrently.  He said that an Environmental Notification Form (ENF) will be 
filed with MEPA in connection with the Locally Preferred Alternative Report.  The DEIS 
will have screened out infeasible alternatives prior to MEPA scoping, allowing a more 
specific and relevant state environmental review.  He noted that if it is appropriate, the 
MBTA will apply for Special Review Procedures under MEPA. 
 
Purpose and Need 
 Mr. DiZoglio stated that the purpose of the project was to improve the frequency 
of transit service in the region particularly with respect to overall service frequencies and 
the provision of reverse commute service from Boston.  He said that from Salem south, 
the MBTA’s existing commuter rail operations presently do not provide frequent enough 
service to the communities to be considered comparable to rapid transit.   
 He said that satisfaction with the commuter rail service north of Salem exists 
because that area also has good highway access (notably Route. 128 and Route 1), which 
has supported the expansion of industrial and commercial development.  Lynn and Salem 
have not been able to achieve these economic benefits due to their relative isolation from 
the region’s transportation network.  Proposals for new roads connecting Rt. 128 to these 
communities have not come to fruition because of environmental issues and community 
opposition.  He noted that local roads are narrow, cannot be widened and thus provide an 
unacceptable level of service. 
 Mr. DiZoglio noted that commuter rail service is primarily geared towards getting 
people into Boston in the morning.  The provision of more frequent commuter rail service 
would still not achieve the service quality of rapid transit.  He said that current commuter 
rail headways and reverse commute service can not support the economic development 
envisioned for communities like Lynn and Salem or provide sufficient access to primary 
employment centers. 
 Mr. DiZoglio then said that although there has been a continued reduction in 
unemployment for Massachusetts, the unemployment rates in Lynn and Salem remain 
higher than the rest of the state.  He said there was a need to improve overall mobility and 
reverse commute opportunities to Lynn and Salem. 
  
Study Area and Existing Conditions 
 Jan Okolowicz, PB/Harris, then presented the study area of the EIS: Chelsea, 
Lynn, Marblehead, Nahant, Revere, Salem, Saugus, Swampscott, and Winthrop.  These 
nine municipalities are a subset of the larger North Shore MIS study area.   He then 
presented a map of the North Shore, showing the existing highway network, which 
depicts how major roadways such as Route 128 and Route 1 bypass the EIS study area on 
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its western periphery.  Access from these major roadways into municipalities such as 
Lynn and Salem is provided via narrow, congested roadways (notably Routes 114, 107 
and 1A).  Level of service (LOS) is a means by which traffic flow and speeds on a 
roadway can be categorized.  LOS ranges from “A” to “F”, with the latter representing 
extreme congestion and delay.  He noted that recent studies identify LOS’ of E and F on 
portions of Routes 114 and 1A.        

Mr. Okolowicz then presented a map, showing the commuter rail network in the 
study area (the so-called Eastern Route Main Line extending to Newburyport and 
Rockport).  The Newburyport station is situated approximately 35 miles from Boston’s 
North Station. He said that 18,000 riders per day use these lines, with ridership increasing 
at a rate of 10% per year over the last 5 years.  Some of this growth can be attributed to 
the restoration of service from Ipswich to Newburyport in 1997.  Commuter rail service 
operates a combined total of 60 trains daily over the Newburyport and Rockport lines   
He noted that the commuter rail achieves its aim: to get a large number of people 
(commuters) to and from Boston in a short period of time.  He said that if an individual 
has good highway access to the station and adequate parking at the station, the commuter 
rail is the right service for him or her. 

Mr. Okolowicz then described the Blue Line portion of the Rapid Transit 
network.  He noted that it is approximately 5 ½ miles long and serves about 57,000 riders 
per day.  Peak period service frequencies (headways) are approximately four minutes.  
He said that while both the Orange and Red Lines have been expanded over the past 
thirty years, the Blue Line is in essentially the same configuration it was 50 years ago.  In 
terms of mileage, the Blue Line constitutes only 8% of the total Rapid Transit system.  
Although there has been virtually no investment in expansion since reaching the 
Wonderland terminus in the 1950s, the MBTA is committed to major capital investments 
for station upgrades, platform lengthening and the acquisition of 92 new cars.  This 
represents a current commitment of over $400 million for the Blue Line.   
 Mr. Okolowicz showed a population density map, noting the relatively high 
densities in Lynn and Salem.  He then presented an employment map, noting that the 
Route 1 and Rt. 128 /I-95 corridors show expanding employment. However, there has 
been limited economic development in cities and towns located in the less accessible 
areas served by Route 107, Route 1A, etc.   Mr. Okolowicz said another effort of this 
project was to address the issue of environmental justice.  He noted that there are 
relatively large minority concentrations are in Chelsea (61% of the total population), 
Lynn (38%), Revere (21%), and Salem (18%).  Relatively high unemployment rates are 
found in Chelsea (4.6%), Lynn (4.3%), Revere (3.7%), and Salem (3.5%)—all above the 
current Massachusetts unemployment rate of 3.2 percent. Mr. Okolowicz said that the 
trends of relatively high population but relatively low employment opportunities may be 
related to the lack of transportation access.  Employers will locate and expand in areas 
that have good transportation, which has typically meant good highway access. The 
provision of rapid transit service in areas which are not well-connected to the highway 
network could allow these areas to overcome their past transportation shortcomings and 
compete for economic development.  
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Alternatives 
 Mr. Okolowicz then reviewed five preliminary alternatives.  He noted that the 
alternatives are structured on the FTA’s prescribed evaluation procedures. The intent of 
the scoping process is to review these as “typical’ alternatives and to elicit comments and 
suggestions for other alternatives from the general public.   The first alternative is the 
baseline alternative, termed No-Action, against which all other alternatives are to be 
measured. The No-Action alternative incorporates all transportation facilities and services 
contained in the Regional Transportation Plan in the absence of any other transportation 
improvements in the study corridor.   
 The second alternative is the Transportation System Management (TSM).  Mr. 
Okolowicz said the TSM alternative would essentially seek to identify opportunities to 
“tweak” the existing system to improve it without incurring major capital expenditures or 
environmental impacts.  He noted that although the commuter rail service could not be 
expected to operate  every four minutes at peak periods like the Blue Line, the service 
could be improved through the provision of more reverse commute trains, expanded 
hours of operation and more frequent service, particularly between Salem and Boston. 
 The third alternative is a Rapid Transit Service Extension to Salem via the Eastern 
Route Main Line.  Rapid transit service is defined as a grade separated transit operation 
using exclusive rights-of-way and providing stations with platforms that enable floor-
level boarding of the transit vehicle. The rapid transit extension would start at the 
immediate vicinity of the existing Blue Line Wonderland Station and be routed across 
Route 1A onto the Eastern Route Main Line right-of-way.  The transit extension would 
be situated to the east of the commuter rail tracks.  Mr. Okolowicz also noted that Revere 
is examining opportunities for transit-oriented development in the vicinity of Wonderland 
Station. The project team has met with the City to discuss this.  He said that by providing 
an adjacent, but separate right-of-way for transit service, the alternative would not 
denigrate commuter rail service.  Key items include the need for a fixed span rapid transit 
bridge over the Saugus River (or alternatively a tunnel).  The frequency of rapid transit 
service would preclude the use of a low level moveable bridge as used by commuter rail 
to cross the Saugus River. He also noted that the right-of-way south of the Saugus River 
traverses environmentally sensitive areas— including tidal lands, wetlands, and a 
hundred year floodplain.  Construction of a rapid transit right-of-way adjacent to the 
commuter rail tracks over this two-mile segment would necessitate extensive filling, at 
least over a ten acre “footprint” —or an extensive trestle system.   
 The fourth alternative is the Blue Line Extension to Salem via the Narrow Gauge 
right-of-way.  This is the remnant of the narrow gauge line that extended from Lynn to 
the East Boston waterfront.  The entire operation was abandoned in 1940 and the 
MBTA’s predecessor, the Boston Elevated Railway, purchased the right-of-way from 
Day Square in East Boston up to the site of the present-day Wonderland Station.  This 
right-of-way was used to extend the Blue Line to Wonderland in the 1950s.  The MBTA 
does not own the former Narrow Gauge right-of-way north of Wonderland, however.  Its 
use for a rapid transit extension would require property acquisition by the MBTA.  Mr. 
Okolowicz noted that in addition to tidal and wetland issues along the Narrow Gauge 
right-of-way, other possible issues could include abutting residential impacts near Point 
of Pines at the Saugus River.  He said that in extending rapid transit service via this 
alignment, the Saugus River would have to be crossed via a fixed span bridge or tunnel.  
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North of the Saugus River the rapid transit extension would utilize the Eastern 
Route Main Line right-of-way on an elevated embankment through Lynn.  This right-of-
way was constructed during the early 1900’s as a four-track railroad.  Only two tracks are 
used for Commuter Rail and freight service today, leaving adequate space for a second 
rapid transit corridor.  Design will need to consider access to railroad freight sidings.  
North of Lynn heading towards Swampscott the railroad right-of-way narrows to two in-
service tracks.  Provision of a rapid transit extension along the commuter rail corridor 
would likely require property acquisition in order to obtain the necessary right-of-way 
width.  Design issues will include modifications to the Swampscott Commuter Rail 
Station and the need to evaluate a suitable station location in Salem.   

The present Commuter Rail Station at Salem, situated at the North River, is 
reached from the south via a ½ mile long tunnel under downtown Salem.  The tunnel was 
constructed in the 1950s as part of a downtown grade crossing elimination project.  
However, the tunnel has sufficient width for only a single track.              
 Mr. Okolowicz said that this is a tolerable operational constraint for the commuter 
rail, but would be a major problem for more frequent rapid transit operations.  Provision 
of a second track would require widening of the tunnel, a major structural project.  
Overall, the rapid transit extension from Wonderland/Revere to Salem would cover 
approximately 9.5 miles.  
 The fifth alternative is a Blue Line and Commuter Rail Intermodal Facility 
situated near Wonderland Station.  With this alternative, a commuter rail station would be 
built in Revere and a connector would built between the Commuter Rail and the 
Wonderland Blue Line Station.  Mr. Okolowicz noted that this alternative could be 
incorporated into the larger rapid transit extension proposals.  He also reiterated that 
discussions have occurred bewteen the project team and the City of Revere concerning 
transit-oriented development at this site.      
 
Schedule 
 Mr. Okolowicz then presented the proposed DEIS schedule: 

• Scoping    March-May 2002 
• Analysis of Alternatives  May-November 2002 
• DEIS Preparation   September 2002-March 2003 
• DEIS Circulation   March 2003-May 2003 
• Selection of Preferred Alternative May 2003 
• Steering Committee Meetings  monthly 
• Public Information Meetings  Spring 2002; Fall 2002 
• Public Hearing   April 2003 
• ENF Filing    June 2003 

 
Mr. Okolowicz said that completing the DEIS for circulation by Spring 2003 will 

involve a rigorous summer and fall’s worth of work.  He noted that the DEIS schedule is 
aggressive, and is being driven by a desire to have much of the DEIS information in-hand 
prior to the drafting of the next multi-year federal transportation program in the Spring of 
2003.  In order to expedite the DEIS process, preliminary engineering is not being 
performed at this time.  However engineering work will focus on areas of critical concern 
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with respect to cost, operations and environmental impacts.  He described this as an 
expeditious and judicious process.      
 
Next Steps  
 Mr. Okolowicz then reviewed the next major steps in the DEIS process.  First, a 
second (Public) Scoping Meeting will be held Thursday, April 4, 2002 at 6 PM in the 
Lynn MBTA Garage.  Second, a Scoping Report will be prepared and distributed.  Third, 
the DEIS will be developed. 
 
Open Comments 
 Mr. Motter then opened the meeting up for questions and comments.  Mr. Butler 
recognized that a letter from the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers had been 
submitted for the record that asserted the frequency of commuter rail service was 
inaccurately described in the NOI.  Mr. Butler said FTA was addressing this issue with 
the MBTA.  Dan Lauzon, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, said he had an 
amendment to the original proposal that he wanted to submit for the record.  (See 
Attachment) 
 Alan MacMillan, Amtrak employee, asked for details about the NOI and where 
comments could be sent.  Stephen Woelfel, MBTA, said that the NOI was published in 
the Federal Register on March 8, 2002 and that comments should be sent to him at the 
MBTA.  He noted that the Public Scoping meeting would be well advertised in 
newspapers and fliers would be distributed on the commuter rail and potentially on the 
Blue Line.  Mr. Woelfel said all the legislators for the 32 municipalities had been 
informed of the meeting, as well.  Jay Duncan, PB/Harris, added that a 700-800 mailing 
list of interested parties had also been notified.  Mr. Butler affirmed that comment forms 
would be available at the Public Scoping Meeting.  
 An attendee from FTA asked if there would be a tie-in with the Urban Ring MIS 
and if other Blue Line alternatives had been considered.  Mr. DiZoglio said it would all 
be part of the analysis. 
 Lucy Edmondson, EPA, said she would try to provide information about the 
wetlands by the April 19 comment deadline.   
 Susan Hamilton, Sierra Club, said that she thought the EIS on the North-South 
Rail Link was relevant as it encompassed the same study area.  She said she would also 
provide comments on the wetlands impact. 
 Craig Leiner, Massport, asked what ridership figures would be used in the 
analysis.  Mr. Woelfel said the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan would be used. 
 James Eisenberg, Rep. DeLeo’s Office, asked whether the Eastern Route option 
precluded a Revere stop and how this project affected the Big Dig mitigation of Romney 
marsh. 
 Jim Gallagher, MAPC, asked for an economic development justification for the 
project to better evaluate the positive economic impact to the community. 
 Mr. Butler and Mr. Woelfel noted at this point that the Army Corps of Engineers 
and Marine Fisheries would be kept abreast of these proceedings. 
 Jim Treadwell, Alliance of Salem Neighborhood Associations, said that the public 
meeting on April 4 was listed on the Salem Neighborhood Alliance website.  With regard 
to the NOI, he noted that the North Shore Transportation Study is referenced with regard 
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to the environmental, economic, and social impacts.  He also said that in addition to 
references to federal laws and regulation, state laws and regulations should be included in 
the analysis.  Mr. Woelfel said that the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs  the 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) will be kept informed during this 
process. 
 Mr. Lauzon said that he was concerned that ridership figures used for this study, 
the North South Rail Link and Urban Ring would become mulled.  He noted that all the 
projects were integrated and should be treated the same.  Vijay Mahal, CTPS, said that 
was the main reason the ridership forecasts were being redone.  He said that all projects 
will use the same models and assumptions.  Mr. Mahal added that some elements of the 
Urban Ring are already in the study, and an intermodal connection will exist. 
 Noah Berger, MBTA Advisory Board, asked that there be no denigration of 
existing commuter rail service or Blue Line service (including headways). 
 Mr. MacMillan said that in addition to not denigrating the commuter rail, the 
project should not adversely affect freight service in Lynn, Salem and Peabody.  Mr. 
Berger asked if the third rail would be used for power on the rapid transit extension or 
would overhead catenary be used?  (Both types of power supply are presently used on the 
Blue Line.) Mr. Okolowicz said that both options are still open, although MBTA 
Operations might prefer third rail. Use of overhead catenary or third rail would not 
interfere with railroad operations since the transit and railroad tracks would be side by 
side, like the Red Line and Old Colony commuter rail through Dorchester and Braintree. 
 John McDonald, Coast Guard, noted that the project would require a bridge 
permit to go over waterways.  He suggested the project team conduct a navigational study 
of the Saugus and Pine rivers to determine the impact of a bridge on commercial lobster 
boats upstream.  He also said that a fixed structure would likely require a very high 
vertical clearance. 
 Mary Rodrick, League of Women Voters, asked where the new stations would be 
located because she was concerned about the potential effect on the North South Rail 
Link project.  Mr. Duncan said none of the potential locations had been determined. 
 Mark Berger, MassHighway, asked how this project would affect the Mahoney 
Circle Project and requested that the MBTA coordinate. 
 Ms. Hamilton noted that there was a potential for the commuter rail line to come 
into Chelsea and use the Urban Ring as the connection to the airports.  Mr. Butler 
suggested that the project team examine the relationship of these studies to each other 
before the public meeting. 
 Mr. MacMillan said that the cost-effectiveness of the project should be examined.  
He said that in light of the state’s financial situation, these alternatives were not even 
viable.  Mr. Motter said that a broad range of alternatives would be examined, but the 
process would be kept rational. 
 John Businger spoke as an advocate of the North South Rail Link.   He noted that 
transportation planning cannot be segmented and suggested looking at the connections 
between all transportation projects. Mr. Motter said the intent was to keep a broad scope.  
Ms. Hamilton pointed out that for economically and environmentally sound planning, it is 
important to look at a larger region than eastern Massachusetts.  She said that the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC) and the Boston Metropolitan Planning 
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Organization (MPO) were important, but other adjacent study areas, like New Hampshire 
and Rhode Island, should be included. 
 The meeting adjourned at 11:32 PM. 
  
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 9

North Shore Transit Improvements 
Between Revere and Salem, Massachusetts 

 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Agency Scoping Meeting 
 

Attendance 
 
 
Joseph Aiello  DMJM Harris 
Regan Checchio Regina Villa Associates 
Mark Berger  MassHighway 
Noah Berger  MBTA Advisory Board 
John A. Businger North/South Rail Link CAC 
Tom Crehan  Senator Kennedy’s Office 
Dennis DiZoglio MBTA 
Jay Duncan  PB/Harris 
Lucy Edmondson EPA-NE 
James Eisenberg Representative DeLeo’s Office 
Peggy Foley  FTA 
Jim Gallagher  MAPC 
Ben Geffen  MASSPIRG 
Susan Hamilton Sierra Club/NSRL CAC 
May Hong  MDC 
Matt Keamy  FTA 
Donna Laidley  FTA 
Dan Lauzon  Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers 
Craig Leiner  Massport 
Alan MacMillan Amtrak 
Vijay Mahal  CTPS 
George McCabe Congressman Tierney’s Office 
John McDonald Coast Guard 
Mary Beth Mello FTA 
Andrew Motter FTA 
Jan Okolowicz  PB/Harris 
Diana Parcon  MBTA 
Mary Rodrick  League of Women Voters, Beverly 
Mark Sternman Senator Kerry’s Office 
William Tinti  North Shore MIS Steering Committee 
Jim Treadwell  Alliance of Salem Neighborhood Associations 
Stephen Woelfel MBTA 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix I  

Public Scoping Meeting Public Notice,  

Postcard, 

Description of Distribution List,  

Public Notice, 

Sample Letter to Legislators and 

Legislator Distribution List  



 
 
 

 
Notice 

  
for the 

 
Public Scoping Meeting 

 
for the 

 
NORTH SHORE TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS  

between Revere and Salem, MA 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT* 
 

Thursday, April 4, 2002 
6:00 to 8:30 PM 

 
 

Lynn MBTA Parking Garage Conference Room 
Corner of Market Street and Broad Street 

Lynn 
 
 

Contact: 
 

Stephen Woelfel, MBTA 617-222-5237 
 
 
 
 

*An integral component of the ongoing MBTA North Shore Major Investment Study 
evaluating transportation improvements within the North Shore region. 



MBTA Planning Department
10 Park Plaza – Room 5750
Boston, MA 02116

For further information:
Stephen Woelfel, 
Project Manager, MBTA
617.222.5237 or

Federal Register Notices
March 8, 2002
Environmental Impact
Statement
North Shore Transit
Improvements between Revere
and Salem, Massachusetts

The MBTA invites you to attend the 
Scoping Meeting for the

North Shore Transit Improvements
Environmental Impact Statement

Thursday, April 4, 2002
Lynn MBTA Parking Garage

Conference Room
Corner of Market St. and Broad St., Lynn

Open House: 6:00pm
Scoping Meeting: 7 – 8:30pm

Public Comment Invited

REVERE TO SALEM CORRIDOR



Postcard Distribution List 
 
Prior to the meeting, a postcard was mailed to the entire database of approximately 600 
individuals.  These individuals include the elected local officials in the 32 communities 
that comprise the study area (mayors, city councils, alderman, selectmen, etc.), state 
representatives and senators, and the congressional delegation.  The database also 
includes any individuals who have attended previous meetings on the project (10 Steering 
Committee meetings and 3 public meetings at that point), any key stakeholders, and 
various neighborhood organizations.   



Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
 

Jane Swift 
Governor 

James H. Scanlan 
Acting Secretary and MBTA Chairman 

Michael H. Mulhern 
General Manager 

 

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Ten Park Plaza, Boston, MA 02116-3974 
 

 
March 14, 2002 

 
Mr. Ira Leighton  
Acting Regional Administrator, 
EPA New England, Region 1 
1 Congress St., Suite 1100 
Boston, MA  021142023 
 
Re:  North Shore Transit Improvements Between Revere and Salem, MA 
 Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 Agency Scoping Meeting 
 
Dear Mr. Leighton: 
 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
(MBTA) invite you to attend the Agency Scoping Meeting for the North Shore Transit Improvements 
between Revere and Salem, MA Project.  In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, a 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) will be prepared to evaluate the potential physical, 
environmental, and social impacts of the proposed project.  The meeting will be held on March 27, 
2002 (Wednesday) at 10:00 A.M. at the Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, 55 
Broadway, Kendall Square, Cambridge, MA 02154 to solicit comments to assist the FTA and the 
MBTA in developing the DEIS scope and range of alternatives to be considered.  You will be receiving 
a package approximately 1 week prior to the meeting that will contain detailed information about the 
project and the exact room location.   
 

If you have any questions or comments please contact Mr. Stephen Woelfel, MBTA, at (617) 222-
5237 or Ms. Donna Laidley, FTA at (617) 494-2484. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Michael H. Mulhern 
General Manager 
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Public Scoping Meeting Sign-in Sheets 























 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix K  

Public Scoping Meeting Transcript 

























































































































































































































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix L 

Written Public Comments 































































































































 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix M 

Scoping Comments Matrix 
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Meeting 

        

Dan Lauzon Brotherhood of 
Locomotive 
Engineers 

      X 

Alan MacMillan Amtrak  X      
Matthew Keamy  FTA        
Susan Hamilton Sierra Club       X 

Craig Leiner MassPort     X    
James Eisenberg Rep. DeLeo   X X    

Jim Gallagher MAPC   X     
Jim Treadwell Alliance of Salem 

Neighborhood 
Associations 

     X  

Noah Berger MBTA Advisory 
Board 

 X      

John Mcdonald USCG*    X    
Mary Rodrick League of Women 

Voters 
      X 

Mark Berger MassHighway       X 
John Businger North/South Rail 

Link  
      X 

Public Scoping  
Meeting 

        

Senator Elect Thomas 
McGee 

MA Legislature X X X     

Rep. Mark Falzone MA Legislature  X X     
Rep. Douglas Petersen MA Legislature X       

Mayor Chip Clancy City of Lynn X  X X    
Mayor Thomas 

Ambrosino 
City of Revere        

Mike Bencol Salem City Council    X    
Jim Cowdell Lynn City Council  X X     

Deborah Smith-Walsh Lynn City Council  X X     
Joe Walsh City of Salem  X X     

Kevin Donahue Lynn Area Chamber 
of Commerce 

 X X     

Tom Furey Salem City Council  X X    X 

                                                 
* The proposed alternatives will require permits from this agency.   
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Regina Flynn Salem City Council  X    X  
Dan Lauzon Brotherhood of 

Locomotive 
Engineers 

 X  X    

Richard Jendrysik   X     X 
Fred Moore Association for 

Public Transportation 
 X  X    

John Businger        X 
Jeff Segel   X  X    

CC Yanakakis     X    X 
Tim Jenkins     X    

Steve Winslow Mystic Valley 
Development 
Commission 

 X  X    

Tom Lenthall Union Bus 
Transportation 

Association 

      X 

Betsy Burns   X      
David Hart   X    X  

Jim Treadwell Salem Neighborhood 
Alliance 

 X      

Pat Donahue   X  X    
Martin Lacarbonara  X X      

Barbara Cleary   X    X  
Sandy Powell South Salem 

Neighborhood 
Association 

 X    X  

Dale Orlando   X X   X  
Jeff Gibbons Oasis Development  X X     
Peter Griffin NH Railroad 

Revitalization 
Association 

 X X     

Richard Holbrook Eastern Bank  X X     
James Berk Lynn Business 

Partnership 
       

Jack Suslak   X X    X 
Richard Rehal Eastern Bank  X X     
John Deacon Massachusetts Sierra 

Club 
 X    X X 

Mark Kenal Project Cope  X X     
Steve Walsh Lynn Arts, Inc.  X X     

Alan Macmillan Rockport 
Conservation 
Commission 

 X   X  X 

Alice Segel   X      
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Written Comments 

 
        

Robert W. Varney EPA* X   X    
Peter M. DeVeau EDIC/Lynn  X X     
Michael Bencal Salem City Council  X  X    

Kimberly Driscoll Salem City Council  X  X    
Salem City Council - 

Resolution 
 X X    X  

Valerie Burns Boston Natural Areas 
Network 

X   X    

Rep. Robert Deleo   X  X    
Ross Dolloff 

 
 

James T. Haskell, 
Executive Director 

 
Illia M. Stacy,  

Executive Director 
 

Elizabeth Hogan, 
Executive Director 

 
Damon M. Harrison, 
Housing Coordinator 

 

Neighborhood Legal 
Services 

 
Salem Harbor CDC 

 
 

My Brother’s Table 
North Shore  

 
Community Action 

Programs  
 

North Shore NAACP 

 X 
 

 
X 
 
 

X 
 
 
X 
 
 
X 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 
 
 

X 

    

Fred R. Moore, President Association for 
Public Transportation 

 X X     

Barry M. Steinberg Association for 
Public Transportation 

 X      

Richard Jendrysik   X   X   
David M. Hart   X    X  
P.H. Gertsch   X   X   
Linda Kitch   X      
Iain Maclean Downtown 

Neighborhood 
Association 

 X X     

Timothy R. Jenkins   X  X X   
Mayor Richard Howard City of Malden  X X     
Mayor David Ragucci City of Everett  X X     
Michael P. Coleman   X      

Maria A. Brescia   X      

                                                 
* The proposed alternatives will require permits from this agency.   
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Elizabeth Burns   X  X  X  
Keady Segel   X     X 

Anthony Bolzan   X      
Iain Maclean   X      

John DePriest, Planning 
Director 

City of Chelsea X X      

Martin J. McNulty, Esq.   X      
Anthony Salvo   X      
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SAUGUS BRANCH HYBRID ALTERNATIVE 
 

 
 
A number of alternatives have been brought forward for consideration during the MIS 
and EIS processes.  One, the Coastal Corridor would result in the replacement of all 
Commuter Rail service between Boston’s North Station and Newburyport / Rockport with 
a rapid transit type service operating as a major extension of the Blue Line northwards 
from Revere.  This concept is in conflict with the consensus of the communities north of 
Salem that wish to continue commuter rail service as it is today.   In recognition of the 
need to more fully examine transit opportunities between Revere and Salem, while at the 
same time preserving the commuter rail services extending to Newburyport and 
Rockport, an alternative was identified which would permit continued operation of 
commuter rail service in concert with rapid transit service between Revere and Salem. 
 
Definition 
 
Under the Saugus Branch hybrid alternative, Newburyport / Rockport commuter rail 
service would operate from Boston’s North Station on the Eastern Route Main Line to 
Everett Junction.  At this locale, commuter rail service would be re-routed onto the 
MBTA-owned Saugus Branch, continuing along the 9 ½ mile length of the Branch 
through Everett, Malden and Saugus and rejoining the Eastern Route at Commercial, 
approximately one mile south of the Lynn Central Square Station.  Commuter rail service 
would then continue unchanged north of Lynn out to Newburyport and Rockport.  Use of 
the Saugus Branch for commuter rail operation would free up the Eastern Route Main 
Line for rapid transit service from the Saugus River Crossing south to Revere. North of 
the Saugus River through Lynn, the rapid transit service would share the existing four-
track wide right-of-way with commuter rail services, with the two existing tracks being 
assigned to commuter rail and two new tracks being constructed for rapid transit. 
 
The connection between rapid transit service and the Blue Line in Revere, in the vicinity 
of Wood Island and Airport Stations, would result in a new rapid transit segment 
between this proposed junction and the commuter rail right-of-way.  This would raise the 
same alignment issues as discussed in the Coastal Corridor Concept white paper.  The 
route is proposed to use the former Conrail / CSX East Boston [freight railroad] Branch.  
From the vicinity of Wood Island northwards to Chelsea Street, plans have already been 
developed to convert the right-of-way into a combined truck haul road (for Logan Airport) 
and an MBTA Urban Ring bus rapid transit route.  The right-of-way is also constrained 
by abutters and highway grade crossings.   Therefore, its additional use as a rail rapid 
transit route appears circumspect, at best.   
 
Issues with this Alternative   
 
Use of the Saugus Branch would require re-activation of a rail corridor that has been 
inactive since occasional freight service last operated in 1993 (along the western portion 
of the branch through Malden and Everett).  Passenger service was last operated in 
1958, whereupon the line was converted to a single-track operation.  The Saugus 
Branch was constructed as a double track railroad throughout its length.  However, 
removal of the second track and development along its length has resulted in apparent 
encroachments.  A gas pipeline and other utility easements have been observed within 
the former track bed. Much of the Branch traverses densely developed areas in Everett, 
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Malden and Saugus.  Reactivation of the Branch for commuter rail service, operating 
approximately 60 trains per day, poses serious potential concerns for noise and vibration 
and impacts on traffic and pedestrian activity.  A formal examination of the line has not 
been performed, however it is estimated that upwards of two dozen rail-highway grade 
crossings would have to be evaluated.  Crossings in some locales, such as in the 
immediate vicinity of Eastern Avenue in Malden, involve complex highway intersections 
with the potential for requiring extensive traffic mitigation activity. 
 
Another issue is potential schedule impacts.  The Branch is circuitous in nature and, as 
such, can not accommodate train operating speeds comparable to that of the parallel 
Eastern Route Main Line between Lynn and Everett Junction.  It is estimated that use of 
the Branch could increase the commuter rail travel time between Lynn and Everett 
Junction by approximately 15 to 20 minutes.   This additional travel time assumes that 
there will be no intermediate passenger stops on the Branch.  Further detailed study 
would be required to determine the actual increase in schedule running times.   
 
In conclusion, the Saugus Branch alternative provides an option for accommodating a 
rapid transit concept while preserving commuter rail service north of Salem.   However, 
this alternative would appear to pose significant environmental, social, and physical 
impacts to the communities along the new alignment, and potential operational issues 
that would too negatively impact the level of commuter rail service currently provided.  
Further, during the DEIS public outreach, the cities of Everett and Malden also stated 
that this alternative does not support the current “Bike to the Sea” Project that is the 
transportation option favored by the region. 
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      July 10, 2002 
 
 
COASTAL CORRIDOR CONCEPT 
 
 
 
An alternative concept for providing expanded rapid transit service throughout the North 
Shore area has been proposed under the name “Coastal Corridor.”  The Massachusetts 
Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) has previously reviewed the “Coastal Corridor” 
proposal within the North Shore Transportation Study of 1995.   
 
As presently envisioned, this concept would deploy rapid-transit type service (connecting 
to the existing MBTA Blue Line) from Revere northwards to Newburyport and to 
Rockport, utilizing the railroad trackage over which the MBTA’s commuter rail service 
presently operates.  By implementing this alternative, the existing MBTA commuter rail 
service on the Rockport and Newburyport lines would be eliminated.  The existing 
commuter rail service presently encompasses approximately 53 route miles with 17 
stations, served by 60 weekday trains.  Approximately 18,000 riders are carried on a 
typical weekday.  Equipment consists of standard MBTA commuter rail diesel 
locomotives and coaches.  Coaches are equipped with upholstered seats, in a 
transverse 3-2 configuration.   Some coaches are equipped with restroom facilities. 
 
The Coastal Corridor would replace the existing service and equipment with an 
electrified rapid transit type vehicle operating on rapid transit frequencies.  The Coastal 
Corridor concept proposes the procurement and use of an undefined type of high 
performance, high comfort type of transit vehicle that would have to be custom built for 
this service.  Given the requirement that the Coastal Corridor will physically connect with 
the Blue Line in Revere, and thus be routed through the existing Blue Line tunnels into 
downtown Boston, the unspecified vehicle would have to be constructed within overall 
external dimensions comparable to that of the existing Blue Line fleet.  These 
dimensional limits are: car length 48 feet 6 inches, width 9 feet 3 inches and height - 11 
feet 8 inches.  Use of a larger vehicle, comparable to a commuter rail coach, would 
necessitate major modifications to Blue Line structures, notably platforms and tunnels.   
The Coastal Corridor also has considered the use of a longer (but not wider) Blue Line 
type vehicle, which would essentially be created by use of a two section articulated 
vehicle similar to the MBTA’s existing Green Line fleet.  The creation of a two-section 
articulated vehicle would result in an overall vehicle length of approximately 96 feet.  A 
typical train would consist of three articulated cars, and the total train length would be 
288 feet providing a total of 282 seats.  The MBTA evaluated the design of such a 
vehicle in the early planning stages of the ongoing Blue Line fleet replacement.  
However, the vehicle’s requirements for additional side clearance on curved track would 
require substantial modifications to existing structures.  Accordingly, such a vehicle 
design was deemed impractical.  The “Coastal Corridor” vehicle would also fail to meet 
existing demand on the Blue Line and commuter rail systems.  The current 4-car Blue 
Line train sets hold 380 individuals at capacity, and the new 6-car train sets will hold 
approximately 570 individuals.  In terms of commuter rail, MBTA train sets now hold over 
800 individuals at capacity.  Vehicle changes could substantially affect ridership, while 
infrastructure modifications could substantially affect cost.   
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The interior configuration of the “Coastal Corridor” rapid transit vehicle is presumed to 
replicate that of a commuter rail coach, with lateral seating, upholstered seats and an 
emphasis on seating, rather than standing capacity.  However, the need to address the 
requirements of Blue Line operations, particularly in the downtown portions of the line, 
tends to work at cross- purposes with the commuter rail coach features.   By design, 
rapid transit vehicles are configured to expedite loading and unloading of passengers, 
with multiple side doors and an emphasis on providing open floor space whereby seating 
is often placed against the side walls.  By way of example, the new Blue Line cars will 
provide space for 34 seated passengers and 56 standing passengers under loading 
standards.  The MBTA attempted to utilize commuter rail coach features in rapid transit 
vehicles when the Red Line extension to Quincy was inaugurated in 1970.  The cars 
were equipped with pairs of transverse upholstered seats, with minimal open floor space 
for standing passengers and a minimum of handrails for standing passengers.  This 
arrangement resulted in slower passenger movement, and thus proved unsatisfactory for 
operations in the downtown subway portions of the line, with platform “dwell” time often 
delaying operations on the line.  The cars were subsequently modified to provide more 
open floor space and overhead handrails, with the seating being converted to traditional 
rapid transit type seats placed against the side walls.    
 
  
Replacement of the existing commuter rail service is necessitated by the assumption 
that the entire commuter rail trackage will be converted for use by “Coastal Corridor” 
rapid transit equipment.  This would require installation of overhead electrification wiring 
(termed “catenary”), electrical substations, signal and train control systems compatible 
with the existing Blue Line.  These features would presumably be installed while 
commuter rail service continued to operate, creating concerns about overall construction 
schedules and interfaces with the active commuter rail systems.  Alternatively, commuter 
rail service could be terminated, with a substitute bus service being operated while the 
route was being converted for a rapid transit operation.   The “Coastal Corridor” concept 
envisions the use of all existing commuter rail stations.  However, rapid transit 
equipment requires that all stations be equipped with floor level (high level) passenger 
platforms serving the entire length of the train.  This would require an extensive 
construction program at most of the existing commuter rail stations.   Fares and payment 
policies are not specified in the “Coastal Corridor” concept.  However, it can be assumed 
that the  MBTA would require the installation of fare collection turnstiles, exit gates, 
collector’s booths and fencing at all of commuter rail stations being converted to Coastal 
Corridor rapid transit service.  This pre-payment arrangement is standard procedure for 
all MBTA rapid transit subway services.  Only the Green Line, operating with individual 
light rail cars equipped with operator-attended fare boxes, allows for payment on-board 
the vehicle.  However, the “Coastal Corridor” proponent has emphasized that a Green 
Line type operation is not contemplated. 
 
 
In addition to the system wide issues, there are site-specific challenges associated with 
the “Coastal Corridor” concept.  The existing ½ mile railroad tunnel in downtown Salem 
was constructed to a single-track configuration.  Commuter rail services can be 
scheduled to have inbound and outbound trains pass at this location without incurring 
substantial delays. However, the proposed operation of rapid transit service operating 
inbound and outbound on headways of four to eight minutes over this single-track 
segment poses concerns as to the feasibility and reliability of the service.  MBTA policy 
for rapid transit operation is based on double track operation.  There are no portions of 
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the MBTA rapid transit system which operate passenger service on a shared or single 
track.  North of Salem, on the individual Newburyport and Rockport branches, there are 
segments of single track which would also likely require conversions to double track for 
rapid transit operation.   The presence of at-grade highway crossings north of Salem 
poses concerns in terms of rapid transit service reliability, potential traffic impacts, and 
safety.  Again, per MBTA policy none of the rapid transit subway lines have at-grade 
highway crossings.   In those locales where rapid transit lines have been extended along 
former railroad lines, the highway portions of the grade crossings have either been 
permanently closed or have been reconstructed as grade separated roadways passing 
under or over the rapid transit line. 
 
The existing Commuter Rail Line passes over the Saugus River on a moveable span 
bridge.  While the frequency of Commuter Rail train service is such that openings of the 
bridge for river traffic can be accommodated without disrupting train schedules, the four 
to eight minute headways proposed for the “Coastal Corridor” would likely require 
construction of a new high level fixed span rapid transit bridge, as it is MBTA policy to 
utilize fixed span bridges on its rapid transit river crossings.   The Red Line’s Anderson 
Bridge spanning the Neponset River and the Orange Line’s Dana Bridge at the Mystic 
River are notable examples of the scale of construction associated with such river 
crossings.   The construction of such a structure within the existing commuter rail right-
of-way at the Saugus River poses major concerns as to how commuter rail service could 
be maintained during construction.  As noted previously, a considerable period of 
substitute bus services might have to be implemented during construction of the 
“Coastal Corridor’s” required infrastructure.              
 
The proposed Coastal Corridor connection with the Blue Line, identified as occurring 
between Airport Station and Wood Island Station, would result in a new rapid transit 
segment between this proposed junction and the commuter rail right-of-way.  This rail 
rapid transit route is proposed to use the former Conrail / CSX East Boston [freight 
railroad] Branch, extending along the east side of Chelsea Creek, connecting with the 
Commuter Rail Main line at Winthrop Street.  From the vicinity of Wood Island 
northwards to Chelsea Street (the southern most portion of this rail corridor) plans have 
been developed to convert the route into a combined truck and MBTA Urban Ring bus 
rapid transit route.  Its use as a rail rapid transit route as well would be extremely difficult 
to implement because of a lack of necessary right-of-way to accommodate the additional 
use.    From Chelsea Street north to the connection at Winthrop Avenue, the remaining 
out-of-service single track is perched on the edge of Chelsea Creek, with various 
commercial abutter and grade crossings situated on the landward side.  The ability to 
convert this portion of the out-of-service single track freight line to a grade separated 
rapid transit rail corridor is not certain, and would likely pose significant engineering and 
real estate issues as well.  More significantly, the “Coastal Corridor” alternative would 
also eliminate existing MBTA service to Chelsea.  From regional demographic data, 
Chelsea has been identified as a community with a significant population of minority, 
low-income individuals, and the MBTA does not support a disinvestment in this area 
where services are needed.  
 
Not specified in the “Coastal Corridor” concept is the location of outlying storage and 
maintenance facilities for what would be an expanded Blue Line type fleet.  Sufficient 
maintenance capacity for such an expanded fleet does not exist at the existing Orient 
Heights maintenance facility.  Moreover, the need to position equipment at the outer 
ends of the line for morning service requires that sizeable storage yards also be 
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provided at the outer ends of the line.  The siting of such maintenance and storage 
facilities often proves difficult, due to the need to achieve compatibility with local zoning 
and land use policies.  Moreover, the nature of maintenance facilities is such that much 
activity occurs during the overnight period (typically after 1:00 am) when trains are being 
serviced and switched with the facilities. Due to the more intense rapid transit service 
contemplated by the Coastal Corridor, this would represent a far more ‘active” facility 
than the present commuter rail “layover” sites, wherein train sets are simply “parked” 
overnight.  This may create new impacts for any sensitive uses such as residential 
populations surrounding rail facilities.  All major maintenance on the existing commuter 
rail fleet currently occurs at Boston Engine Terminal (BET) in Somerville, which is 
situated primarily in an industrial area adjacent to major transportation facilities where 
sensitive populations are not likely to be affected. 
 
Despite these operational challenges, the “Coastal Corridor” does offer potential benefits 
for the study area.   
 
Benefits of the “Coastal Corridor” 
 
The North Shore Transportation Study of 1995 identified several benefits that are 
associated with the “Coastal Corridor” Concept.  The “Coastal Corridor” alternative 
resulted in a significant growth in ridership, and in fact would be expected to achieve the 
highest ridership of any other option.  This result is not surprising because the 
replacement of commuter rail service with rapid transit would increase the frequency of 
trips from the North Shore into Boston.  The travel demand forecasting model that is 
used in the Boston region to measure ridership is very sensitive to the number of 
generated trips, as it calculates ridership figures.  Because the “Coastal Corridor” 
increases ridership, this option would also lead to increased revenues for the MBTA.  
The “Coastal Corridor” alternative also has an added benefit in that it would offer 
customers a single seat ride into Boston’s subway network.     
 
Reasons for Not Recommending the “Coastal Corridor” 
 
Together, these factors show that the “Coastal Corridor” could improve transportation 
choices on the North Shore.  At the time of the 1995 study, the MBTA attempted to 
address its operational and cost concerns with this option, and it convened a peer review 
by transit experts from other properties across the country.  In evaluating the “Coastal 
Corridor” alternative, the Peer Review Committee suggested that any improvements on 
the North Shore should meet the transit objectives of the Corridor.  The Committee also 
suggested that the, “MBTA should consider expanding their community involvement 
process in the North Shore Corridor, with the goal of achieving a broad base of public 
input and support, and agreement on what the objectives of transit are on the North 
Shore.”    
 
As suggested by the Peer Review Committee, the MBTA has incorporated an extensive 
public outreach effort as part of the North Shore Major Investment Study (MIS) process 
to help build consensus around a set of transportation improvements on the North 
Shore.  The “Coastal Corridor” alternative does not meet the transit objectives that have 
been established for the 32-community study area of the North Shore MIS.  These 
objectives have been developed through the significant involvement of the public and the 
work of the North Shore MIS Steering Committee.  
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From MIS public outreach efforts, commuters on the North Shore have expressed their 
desire to maintain and enhance commuter rail service.  In the 1995 peer review, the 
members of the Peer Review Committee endorsed the continued use of commuter rail to 
meet the needs of commuters from north of Salem, as they noted, “…we are not 
convinced any rail mode other than commuter rail makes sense north of Salem.” The 
“Coastal Corridor” would eliminate commuter rail as people know it today.  Although 
commuter rail users are interested in more frequent service, the level of this demand is 
not great enough to support a rapid transit alternative for commuters north of Salem.      
 
The “Coastal Corridor” alternative does offer potential benefits for North Shore 
commuters; however, the proposed service faces significant operational challenges and 
infrastructure needs for this idea to be implemented.  This option also does not meet one 
of the critical objectives that have been expressed through the public outreach process; 
namely, the preservation and enhancement of commuter rail service.  The MBTA can 
not recommend a project that does not meet the expectations of its customers  
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