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TO: Stephen Crosby, Gayle Cameron, Lloyd Macdonald*, Bruce Stebbins and Enrique Zuniga 

CC: Edward R.  Bedrosian 

FROM: Catherine Blue, John Ziemba, Derek Lennon, Jill Griffin, Joe Delaney and Mary Thurlow 
(“Review Team”) 

DATE: June 19, 2017  

RE: 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Application Review 

This memorandum provides an analysis of the applications for funding under the different 
components of the 2017 Community Mitigation Fund (“2017 CMF”):  Specific Impact 
Grants, Transportation Planning Grants, Tribal Gaming Technical Assistance Grant, and 
Reserves.  The Commission previously reviewed the Workforce Development Applications 
on June 14, 2017.   

The Community Mitigation Review Team (“Review Team”) reviewed the applications to 
ensure the applications are in compliance with the 2017 Guidelines.  The Review Team also 
received input from the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (“MassDOT”).  As 
part of this review process, copies of the applications were sent to the licensees for their 
review and comment.  Telephone conferences or in-person meetings were held between 
the applicants and the Review Team.  Additional information requests were submitted to 
the applicants attached to this memorandum as Exhibit A and numerous meetings were 
held by the Review Team to ensure a thorough review process.  The Review Team also 
considered comments that the Commission received after it issued a request for public 
comments on such applications.  Those public comments are attached as Exhibit B. 

For a brief background, in December 2016, the Commission established the Guidelines for 
the 2017 Community Mitigation Fund.  In order to access funding from the 2017 CMF, 
communities and any other eligible entities were required to submit an application 
documenting the community’s/governmental entity’s anticipated mitigation need.  On 
February 10, 2017, the Commission received the 2017 applications that were filed timely 
by February 1, 2017.  Exhibit C is the brief memorandum which accompanied the 
applications distributed on February 10th to the Commission.  This has been updated to 
include the application made by Springfield regarding an extension of the Valet Service as 
discussed at the March 16, 2017 meeting.   

 

*Commissioner Macdonald participated as a member of the Review Team 



 
 

2017 Community Mitigation Fund Analysis 

2 

The following chart shows the overall recommendations of the Review Team as compared 
to the overall anticipated spending targets in the 2017 Guidelines and the funding requests 
received by the deadline: 

 Guidelines Targeted 
Spending 

Applications Recommendation 
of Review Team 

Specific Impact1* $2,000,000.00 $1,980,585.08  $355,273.00 

Transportation Planning 
($150,000 per application) 

$800,000.00 $1,200,000.00 $1,060,000.00 

Workforce Development 
($200,000 max per Region) 

$400,000.00 $592,531.03 $571,833.03 

Tribal Gaming Technical 
Assistance 

$200,000.00 $200,000.00 $200,000.00 

Totals: $3,400,000.00 $3,973,116.11 $2,187,106.03 

 
RESERVES Reserve Amount Applications Recommendation 

of Review Team 
Boston $100,000.00 $100,000.00 $100,000.00 
Plainville $100,000.00 $98,397.92 $98,397.92 
Somerville $100,000.00 $100,000.00 $100,000.00 

Total: $300,000.00 $298,397.92 $298,397.92 
    

Total Funding Round $3,700,000.00 $4,271,514.03 $2,485,503.95 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE REVIEW TEAM 

To effectuate a consistent and efficient system to analyze the applications, the Review 
Team utilized the review criteria specified in the 2017 Guidelines. 

1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility; 
2. The significance of the impact to be remedied; 
3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact; 
4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure; 
5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party; 
6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 

pilot program activities; 
7.  Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award; 
                                                      
1 *While the Commission established a $3.4 million target for overall awards in the 2017 Fund, there is no specified 
target for specific impact applications in the 2017 Guidelines.  The $2,000,000 reflects the balance remaining after 
the other application categories have been subtracted from the total.  The Guidelines specify that no more than 
$500,000 Category 2 operational impacts may be funded unless otherwise determined by the Commission.  (Please 
note that these calculations do not include the reserve funding as that has already been awarded.) 
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8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure; and 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed 
by the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant. 

The evaluation criteria is highlighted to indicate the Review Team’s determination of 
compliance with the Guidelines 

Meets Criteria Review Team not 
Unanimous/Concerns Identified 

Does not meet Criteria 

   

 

SPECIFIC IMPACT APPLICATIONS GRANTS (Maximum $400,000) 

Community Requested Amount Review Team Proposal 

Attleboro $400,000.00 0   

Everett* $400,000.00 $150,000.00 

Lynn $400,000.00 0 

Norfolk County DA $74,031.60 $25,000.00 

Plainville – Fire Truck* $148,750.00 $148,750.00 

Springfield – Focus TV $400,000.00 Hold 

Springfield –Valet Program $157,803.00 $31,523.00 

Total: $1,980,584.60 $355,273.00  
 

*Not unanimous 
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Attleboro Specific Impact  

The City of Attleboro seeks funding to assist in the design and construction of a 
combined Fire, EMS and Police dispatch center to help offset police and fire service calls 
that may be attributable to the operation of Plainridge Casino. 

Licensee Response:  “With regards to the request made by the City of Attleboro, we do not 
believe we are in the best position to opine on the necessity of a new dispatch center, and we 
therefore defer to the judgment of others who have more relevant experience in such 
matters.” 

Application Update:  Since the submittal of its application, Attleboro has revised the 
estimated cost of the proposed dispatch center to approximately $503,000 from the initial 
estimate of $2.4 million.  As explained in its response letter:  “…after further investigation 
and consultations with outside vendors, staff from the Fire and Police Departments now 
feel that (1) an existing office can easily be converted into a  dedicated breakroom, (2) 
existing bathrooms are in close proximity to the proposed dispatch room; (3) the existing 
HVAC may only need less expensive upgrades to serve the proposed dispatch room and (4) 
some of the existing equipment can be transferred and used at the new Joint Dispatch 
Center.” 
1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the gaming facility / Mitigate 

operational impacts for Category 2 that either have occurred or are occurring as of the 
February 1, 2017 application date   

 

Attleboro’s application stated that “we find it plausible that the city's increased calls for service, as 
well as several crime offense categories, may be due to the neighboring Plainridge Casino in 
Plainville.  It is also our belief that certain calls for service categories, most notably motor vehicle 
accidents and domestic-related service calls, will continue to grow significantly in the future and that 
a combined dispatch center is needed for more efficient operation and handling of increased call 
volume.” 

The application also noted an increase in motor vehicle accidents in 2016 compared to 20152 and 
2014.  However, the application also noted a decrease in motor vehicle stops in 2016 and 2015 
from 2014.  

In a letter to Attleboro following the conference call between Attleboro and the Review Team, 
Attleboro was asked about the data that it used to demonstrate that the impact asserted (increase 
in crime effecting Attleboro) is being caused by the Plainridge Park casino.   The letter stated, “[a]s 
of this date, some of the traffic and other impacts are still being assessed.  As noted in Attleboro’s 
application, much of the data included in the Christopher Bruce study indicated that ‘…overall crime 
was down across all of the communities impacted by the Plainridge Casino between July 1st 2015 
and December 31st 2015 when compared to previous years.’”  

The letter also stated that “[i]n addition to these statistics, an independent traffic analysis conducted 
by Vanasse & Associates, Inc. relating to the impact of the Plainridge Park facility noted that ‘…we 
have concluded that the measured impact of the Project on traffic volumes, trip patterns, motor 
vehicle crash trends, traffic operations (levels of service, motorist delays and vehicle queuing) and 
emergency vehicle response times has been relatively minor, with operating conditions at the 

                                                      
2 Plainridge Park opened June 24, 2015  
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monitored intersections found to be similar to or improved over the conditions that were 
documented as a part of the 2015 Baseline Study.’”3 

Although Attleboro in its response letter did not provide any additional statistics about the number of 
calls that are directly related to the Plainridge Park Casino, Attleboro quoted Christopher Bruce, 
who noted that the “presence of the casino also does seem related in increases in the types of call 
for service that one would expect to increase with extra traffic and people in the area, including 
traffic collisions, lost property, and citizen complaints of traffic problems.”  Attleboro also quoted the 
Christopher Bruce study in regard to potential other calls for service that are either likely or possibly 
connected to Plainridge Park (e.g. credit card fraud, identity theft). 

The Review Team asked Christopher Bruce to review the Attleboro application.  He stated 
that “[i]n general, I’m not comfortable at this stage trying to translate my analysis of changes into 
economic impact. Even if Plainridge Park has a causal relationship to some of the incident types 
mentioned in the memo—including traffic collisions and complaints—it likely isn’t responsible for 
ALL of the increase. In general, aside from the things that may be attributed to Plainridge Park, total 
crime has decreased—quite significantly—in Attleboro during the 18 months since Plainridge Park 
opened. 

Overall, I think it’s too soon for this request. It hasn’t been long enough since PPC opened to 
establish any consistent trends. Only now are we getting enough statewide data to look at 
comparison communities for the first year of operations, and there won’t be comparison data on 
traffic collisions until the fall.”  

As a result of the above and the lack of any additional statistics from Attleboro regarding 
calls for service and connections to Plainridge Park Casino, the Review Team was not 
convinced that the Attleboro application sufficiently demonstrates that the claimed impact is 
being caused by the gaming facility.  
2. The significance of the impact to be remedied  
Attleboro did not provide or, as of yet given the status of the data, was unable to provide any 
estimate regarding the local resources that have been required because of Plainridge Park related 
calls.  In response to being asked to estimate the percentage of Plainridge Park related calls to 
overall calls, Attleboro did not provide an estimate but referred back to the original application.  For 
these reasons and reasons specified under #1 above, the Review Team was unable to 
determine that the claimed impacts are significant enough to justify the requested 
mitigation.  

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  
In its application, Attleboro noted that “[t]he City believes that using Community Mitigation Funds 
towards the creation of a Fire/Police combined dispatch center will help mitigate the impact from the 
construction of the Plainridge Casino.”  It further noted that the combined dispatch center could 
potentially “reduce the response time from a call being initiated and resources being dispatched by 
33 percent.”    

The Review Team does not contest that a combined dispatch center could help Attleboro 
                                                      
3 We do note that the study found at http://www.plainridgeparkcasino.com/-
/media/Plainridge/pdfs/Final%20_Plainridge%20Park%20Casino_Post%20Opening%20Traffic%20Monitoring%20Pr
ogram%20010417.ashx?la=en did not include Attleboro, but included three communities that are geographically 
proximate to the Plainridge Park facility.  The report also included a summary of crashes with a number of 
intersections  The VAI report also did note that Plainridge Park’s traffic count exceeded expectations. 

http://www.plainridgeparkcasino.com/-/media/Plainridge/pdfs/Final%20_Plainridge%20Park%20Casino_Post%20Opening%20Traffic%20Monitoring%20Program%20010417.ashx?la=en
http://www.plainridgeparkcasino.com/-/media/Plainridge/pdfs/Final%20_Plainridge%20Park%20Casino_Post%20Opening%20Traffic%20Monitoring%20Program%20010417.ashx?la=en
http://www.plainridgeparkcasino.com/-/media/Plainridge/pdfs/Final%20_Plainridge%20Park%20Casino_Post%20Opening%20Traffic%20Monitoring%20Program%20010417.ashx?la=en
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use resources to more efficiently respond to Plainridge Park Casino related calls and other 
non-Plainridge related calls. 
4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  
Compared to the estimated $2.4 million cost of the combined dispatch center in Attleboro’s original 
submittal, the new estimate of $503,000 is likely more readily achievable.   Attleboro, in its 
response to the Review Team, noted that it would fund the difference between any Community 
Mitigation Fund grant and the cost of the dispatch center.   It also noted a relatively quick 
implementation schedule with the beginning of construction on November 1, 2017 and a January 
31, 2018 operational date for the facility.   

Although Attleboro included new information demonstrating the feasibility of the combined dispatch 
center, the Review Team remains unconvinced about the reasonableness of the proposed 
mitigation measure.  Specifically, pursuant to M.G.L. c. 23K, § 61, the Commission is required to 
“expend monies in the fund to assist… surrounding communities in offsetting costs related to the 
…operation of” a casino.”   Both the Commission and the Review Team have stated that although it 
is hoped and anticipated that grant funds can have positive effects in addition to offsetting costs, 
the funds are not specifically designed for general municipal expenditures.   In this regard, the letter 
to Attleboro stated that “[g]iven the current state of statistical evidence related to crime levels and 
Plainridge Park incidents, what are the City’s thoughts on why the 2017 Community Mitigation 
Funds should fund approximately 80% of the cost of a dispatch center (using the new $500,000 
cost).”  While Attleboro responded that nothing in M.G.L. c. 23K, § 61 limits the use of 
mitigation funds to a certain percentage of construction costs, the Review Team is 
unconvinced about the reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure, which would 
likely extensively be used for non-casino related calls.    

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

N/A 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

N/A 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  
There is some regional benefit from this proposal.  As was stated in its application, “[a]ny 
call that is for Fire or EMS or a joint response by Police, Fire and Rescue will be transferred 
to the Secondary Public Safety Answering Point…” This is the only reference to a regional 
use in its application.  
8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 

not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure / Is it an unanticipated impact not 
funded under host or surrounding community agreements or impacts that are the 
responsibility of others? 

 

Attleboro has an agreement with Springfield Gaming and Redevelopment, LLC to cover “tangible 
and verifiable incremental costs and expenses of police, fire and other aid rendered by Attleboro 
public employees resulting directly from the operation of Plainridge.”  The Review Team believes 
that this provision of Attleboro’s surrounding community agreement may have applicability 
if Attleboro can demonstrate such tangible and verifiable incremental costs resulting 
directly from the operation of Plainridge Park.  However, such provision would unlikely 
provide the basis for funding of a dispatch center but instead could help reimburse 
Attleboro for some costs.    
9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 

the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
N/A 
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between such licensee and applicant. 

Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  Overall, the Review Team determined 
that because the Plainridge Park Casino is just completing its second year of 
operations that it was too early to ascertain the impact Attleboro’s dispatch center 
was experiencing directly as a result of the casino.  The Review Team does note that 
Attleboro’s $100,000 Community Mitigation Reserve remains unexpended.  As more 
data becomes available potentially demonstrating the facility’s impact on Attleboro, 
this reserve could be potentially used to defray a portion of a dispatch center, or for 
other approaches to help Attleboro offset costs related to the facility.  As the 
Commission is aware, the use of the Reserve still must be consistent with M.G.L. 
c. 23K, § 61 and must be approved by the Commission.  However, the Reserve may be 
utilized at any time throughout the year as it is not constrained by the statutory 
February 1 application date. 
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Everett Specific Impact  

Everett is requesting funds to “be used to help build, operate and maintain a bike 
sharing service in Everett that would provide alternative mobility to Everett residents 
and workers.” 

Licensee Response: “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Everett's effort to increase 
transit access to its residents by establishing a bike sharing network with connectivity to 
both the Orange and Silver Lines.  We will be installing a bike sharing station at our facility 
and are investing heavily in bike and pedestrian accommodations throughout the region.” 
MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the request of mitigation funds in the amount of $400,000 to be 
used to help build, operate and maintain a bike sharing service in Everett that would provide 
alternative mobility to Everett residents and workers.  This request is especially timely 
given MGC’s recent grant to the city of Everett in studying the feasibility of extending the 
Northern Strand Community Trail onto the Wynn site with additional plans of extending the path 
over the Mystic River to connect to the regional off-road pathway system. 
Everett is also planning on enhancing access to the casino by providing raised separated bicycle 
lanes on Route 99. The request for additional funding regarding a bus-only lane on route 99 is 
also supported. However, MassDOT wants to express its concerns about the safety issues that 
may arise during Wynn’s construction work as well as the construction on Route 16. If Everett 
intends to pursue this project before the casino construction is completed, the City should make 
sure they have an understanding of the implications that construction will have on cyclists and 
be able to identify safe paths to transit. They will also need a mechanism to convey this 
information to cyclists. This may require signage to indicate when it may be best to ride on 
sidewalks. It may also warrant rethinking the Wellington Station location and alternately having 
a bike share location at Malden Station, where the Northern Strand can provide safe access.  

1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the gaming facility / Mitigate impacts 
related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have occurred or are 
occurring as of February 1, 2017 

 

The City of Everett has proposed increasing bike share stations throughout Everett to lessen the 
construction related traffic impacts along Broadway.  Everett has determined that there are limited 
alternatives for reducing the traffic flow.  Everett notes that the congestion and lane closures due to 
repairs and upgrades to Broadway made to date will become even more pronounced during full 
reconstruction of lower Broadway over the next two years.   Everett approached the MBTA about 
providing additional bus service to Sullivan Square or Wellington Circle during the construction 
period.   However, the MBTA is unable to provide additional bus service on a temporary basis.  

2. The significance of the impact to be remedied  

Although major reconstruction along the lower Broadway corridor in Everett has yet to commence 
(due to begin no earlier than September 2017), Everett notes that “[s]ince final planning, 
engineering, and preliminary construction have begun on the Wynn site, the City has experienced 
significantly more congestion along Broadway than was initially anticipated.”  Citing impacts from 
the construction of the site access road and utility upgrades, lane closures have been necessary 
during daytime hours.  Everett notes that during these periods, travel times along the corridor often 
match or exceed those during morning hour. 

Although Everett does not include any statistical evidence of such impacts, the Review 
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Team has no reason to doubt Everett’s assertions; as such impacts have been experienced 
by Commission staff during its visits to the facility.  Commission staff notes that the 
construction activity and associated impacts to date have been constrained in duration and 
severity in comparison to the potential impacts that may occur during major reconstruction 
activities. 

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  
Everett states that “[a] bike sharing program would help to mitigate some of the congestion along 
Broadway by providing alternative transit access from Everett to nearby Orange Line stations at 
Sullivan Square and Wellington, supplementing the existing MBTA bus service....”  Everett further 
notes that the bike sharing system may attract residents that typically drive to Boston.   It also notes 
that “[i]n 2016, the Hubway system provided 1.27 million trips from its 185 stations, and Everett 
would propose to add up to 10 new stations.”    

Both MassDOT and the Review Team questioned whether the proposed mitigation measure 
may result in hazards to bicyclists.  MassDOT suggested that “[i]f Everett intends to pursue this 
project before the casino construction is completed, the City should make sure they have an 
understanding of the implications that construction will have on cyclists and be able to identify safe 
paths to transit. They will also need a mechanism to convey this information to cyclists. This may 
require signage to indicate when it may be best to ride on sidewalks. It may also warrant rethinking 
the Wellington Station location and alternately having a bike share location at Malden Station, 
where the Northern Strand can provide safe access.” 
Everett responded that “[a] bike share service would enable cyclists to detour off lower Broadway 
onto Bow Street away from the construction area.”  The applicant believes that this may be a safer 
solution and may take vehicles away from the roadway construction area.  In addition to the bike 
share stations in Everett, the system would serve a regional benefit by having bike share stations 
located at MBTA stations.  Everett argues that users of the bike share system may be able to avoid 
construction areas by accessing nearby MBTA stations in Malden, Medford, and Chelsea. 

4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  
The City believes that a bike share system can be implemented in the City of Everett as early as 
late Summer 2017 and has been actively exploring additional funding to support the bike share 
program.  It has been working with MAPC to facilitate the program.  The Review Team has no 
reason to doubt Everett’s belief that it could put in place a bike sharing system within a 
relatively short period of time. Everett will continue to need to determine how to pay for 
operational costs of the bike share program.  The Review Team does note that it is unclear if 
the original scope of the request is still achievable.  In the City’s response letter, the City 
provided a new capital and operating budget that covers only 5 stations, instead of the 10 
proposed in the initial application. 
In regard to the reasonableness of the mitigation, the Review Team questions whether 
potentially adding more bicyclists to this impacted area is the most reasonable response to 
the congestion concerns.  Such concern is shared by MassDOT.  The Review Team agrees 
that the Wynn construction team needs to prioritize the safety of bicyclists during the 
construction period and that the measures to promote safety would also apply to the new 
bicyclists that potentially would commute through the impacted area.  Everett notes that a 
bike sharing program may help some commuters bypass the impacted Broadway corridor 
by allowing them to connect more easily with other transit connections in Chelsea and 
Medford.  Everett also states that because of the inability to add temporary bus service, the 
bike sharing program is the only currently available option to mitigate additional congestion.  
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The Review Team also questioned the breadth of the proposed mitigation.  The City 
highlighted several bike sharing stations that may connect to transit stations (Wellington 
station, Chelsea Silver Line station), thus improving last mile access to other places in 
Everett including the Wynn Boston Harbor casino once construction is completed.  With the 
10 bike sharing stations proposed in the initial application, “the bike sharing program would provide 
coverage to the entire City of Everett with no resident living more than ¼ mile from a bike share 
station.”  This goal is certainly a laudable one to improve connectivity for Everett residents.  
However, the purpose of the application is to mitigate construction related traffic along 
Broadway during the construction period.  Much of the benefit of a bike sharing system 
inures to the general benefit of Everett and other citizens that do not plan to commute 
through construction related areas.    
The Review Team agrees that an operational Wynn casino would benefit from increased 
access to this transit alternative.  However such purpose is more directly related to those 
funded under the Commission’s transportation planning grants, which help communities 
prepare for potential operating period transportation concerns [versus construction impacts 
covered by Specific Impact Grant].  The Review Team does recognize that as currently 
constituted such transportation grants cannot be used for capital expenditures and only can 
be used for planning activities.  Everett has already submitted its request for a $150,000 
planning grant as part of the 2017 Fund. 

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

N/A 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

N/A 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  

Many of the primary locations for all the bike share stations in this application would be in Everett.  
However, Everett indicated the intent to put a bike sharing station in Chelsea and Medford, and has 
indicated its plan to work with Malden. 
Given the potential connectivity to transit stations, the Review Team agrees that the 
proposed mitigation measure would have a regional benefit.  By providing further 
connections to transit, the bike share program would help expand transportation choices for 
the entire region. 

8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure / Is it an unanticipated impact not 
funded under host or surrounding community agreements or impacts that are the 
responsibility of others? 

 

Everett in its Host Community Agreement is entitled to receive in June 2017: “(c) Twelve Million 
Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($12,500,000) on or before the second anniversary of the initial 
payment.” 

Everett notes that “[t]he Host Community Agreement, executed in the summer of 2012, does not 
fully anticipate the level of traffic congestion”, that the HCA did not anticipate the emphasis on 
mode share that resulted from the MEPA Certificate and the Section 61 Findings, and that at the 
time of the HCA’s signing the City was not as focused on implementing the state’s Complete 
Streets framework. 

While the Review Team understands and does not disagree that the specific impacts were 
not fully anticipated during the crafting of the Host Community Agreement for the reasons 
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specified by the City, the Review Team notes the availability of the $12,500,000 for capital 
projects.  It also notes that Everett’s initial funding request is for the capital costs of a bike 
sharing program.  In Everett’s letter response to questions of the Review Team, Everett 
noted that it could alternatively allocate $300,000 to capital costs and $100,000 to annual 
operating costs.  The Review Team is basing its review on the initial application for $400,000 
in capital costs. 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed 
by the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 

 

Wynn is required pursuant to its MEPA certificate to sponsor at least one bike share station at its 
facility.   

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team did not reach a consensus 
on whether a bike sharing system should be recommended for funding at this time.  
Important concerns remain about whether the proposed mitigation measure may cause 
further safety concerns for bicyclists, whether the benefit of the mitigation measure is 
closely related to the construction of the casino or instead is a general community 
improvement, whether the original proposal of 10 stations is achievable given operating 
costs, and whether this expenditure is more appropriately made out of the HCA payments.  
Further, it is likely that the Community Mitigation Fund may be used, in future years, for 
more than just transportation planning costs.  The bike share program could be the subject 
of a future transportation funding request, weighed against other projects in the region.    
 
Although the Review Team has such concerns, it recognizes that Everett has few other 
available options to address the congestion concerns along the Broadway corridor in the 
near future.  The Review Team also acknowledges the potential future connectivity benefits 
to the Wynn Boston Casino and for regional commuters.  If the Commission believes that 
funding now is advisable, the Review Team does not recommend full funding.  Instead, the 
Review Team believes that a reasonable maximum grant would be $150,000.  This amount 
is the current maximum for other transportation planning grants.  The Review Team does 
recognize that funding of capital costs are not eligible activities under transportation 
planning grants.  However, this request serves a similar purpose of transportation planning 
grants to improve transportation options over the long term.   
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Lynn Specific Impact 

The City of Lynn is seeking funding to alleviate traffic by creating a left-hand turn into 
the ferry entrance for commuters traveling south on Route 1A.  The city is also actively 
seeking to operate the Lynn ferry this summer.  The city also would like synchronize 
the traffic lights on Routes 107 to alleviate congestion and add stops on the 
Rockport/Newburyport Commuter Rail Line.   

Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Lynn's efforts to create a 
robust multi-modal transit system through expanded ferry service and added commuter 
rail stations. Through our own experience, we recognize that responsible growth must 
include accessibility to public transit.” 
MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the request of the City of Lynn in the amount of $400,000 for 
congestion mitigation; however, we recommend that the following be addressed prior to 
granting the funds: Although not a surrounding community, Lynn could be the source of both 
temporary and permanent workforce in the form of construction and casino employees traveling 
to and from the casino. In the application, the City of Lynn has identified a number of projects 
that would benefit overall transportation; we recommend that one or two projects be selected for 
implementation based on the amount requested. These projects should preferably be directly tied 
to mobility related to traveling to and from the casino. Preliminary cost estimates and a schedule 
for implementation should also be provided.  

1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / 
Mitigate impacts related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have 
occurred or are occurring as of February 1, 2017. 

 

The City of Lynn is seeking funding to alleviate traffic by creating a left-hand turn into the ferry 
entrance for commuters traveling south on Route 1A.  The city is also actively seeking to operate 
the Lynn ferry this summer.  The city also would like synchronize the traffic lights on Routes 107 to 
alleviate congestion and add stops on the Rockport/Newburyport Commuter Rail Line.  If awarded 
funding, the City of Lynn would consult with the state to determine the best manner to expend these 
funds to lessen traffic and maximize the economic development in Lynn. 

Last year, the Commission authorized Lynn to utilize its $100,000 Community Mitigation Fund 
Reserve to study such options.  The current application would provide additional funding to pursue 
such options. 

The Review Team letter to the City of Lynn stated that “[a] Specific Impact application may be used 
‘only to mitigate impacts that either have occurred or are occurring as of the application date’ from 
the construction.”  The letter asked Lynn to explain how each of the potential projects in Lynn’s 
application meets this guideline. 

In response, Lynn stated that “[s]ince the commencement of construction of the Wynn casino, the 
Department of Public Works has observed an increase in traffic on the Route 107 and Route 1A.”  It 
noted that “Lynn is a blue collar City which employs a high percentage of laborers and tradesmen 
as compared to other municipalities in the Commonwealth.”  Lynn was unable to obtain information 
on the number of workers from the Lynn area. 

In the Review Team letter, the Review Team stated that it would contact the Wynn Boston Harbor 
team to seek such information.  Wynn Boston Harbor responded that 30 of the workers that have 
worked on the project since construction began in 2016 reside or did reside in Lynn.  The Review 
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Team does note that some other workers may not reside in Lynn but may commute through Lynn.  
However, around the February 1 timeframe, the number of construction workers on site daily was 
approximately 300-700.  It is likely that only a small percentage of such comprise these other 
workers. 

Commission staff also indicated that construction worker shifts begin at 7 a.m.  Workers generally 
need to arrive on the site prior to that time.  Thus, these workers are commuting before the 7-9 a.m. 
traffic peak.  Further, shifts end at 3:30.  Thus, workers can sometimes avoid the most significant 
congested periods in the afternoon commute.  

Given this, the Review Team was not convinced that the increased congestion observed on 
Route 107 and Route 1A by the Lynn Department of Public Works can satisfactorily be tied 
to the construction of the Wynn Boston Harbor Casino.  While the Review Team was not 
convinced regarding the significance of the construction related traffic, both last year’s 
Review Team and the Commission recognize the potential impacts of an operational Wynn 
Boston Harbor casino on Lynn roads.  However, the purpose to this category of grants, 
Specific Impact Grants, is for impacts that relate to the construction of Category 1 gaming 
facilities that have occurred or are occurring as of February 1, 2017. 

2. The significance of the impact to be remedied / A demonstration that the impact is being 
caused by the proposed gaming facility 

 

For the reasons stated above, the Review Team was not convinced regarding the 
significance of the construction related traffic. 

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  
In MassDOT’s comment letter on the Lynn application, MassDOT stated that “the City of Lynn has 
identified a number of projects that would benefit overall transportation; we recommend that one or 
two projects be selected for implementation based on the amount requested.”    

Lynn’s application included a number of potential uses for the funding but stated that it 
would need to consult with state officials how best to utilize such funding. Thus, although 
the Review Team understands Lynn’s overall effort “to alleviate the significant traffic issues 
facing [the] City,” the Review Team is not certain which mitigation option is the most 
feasible and beneficial option to helping achieve this goal. 

4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  
In its letter, the Review Team raised questions regarding the reasonableness of the 
proposed mitigation measures.  For example, the Review Team letter stated that “[g]iven 
that the Wynn Boston Harbor facility is not yet operational and given that construction 
workers may be unlikely to use the potential Lynn ferry service to Boston to commute to the 
Everett construction location, what is the direct or indirect connection between the 
mitigation request and the gaming facility.”  Lynn answered that a ferry would help remove 
vehicles from congested roads.  As noted above, it is unclear to the Review Team how much 
construction workers are contributing to such congestion.  Further, the letter stated that “[g]iven that 
there are no current plans to serve the Wynn Boston Harbor facility through a commuter rail station, 
can you please provide further information how the potential expansion of Rockport/Newburyport 
commuter rail locations in Lynn is related to the construction of the gaming facility.”  The City 
responded that workers could potentially walk from North Station, a fifteen minute distance away 
and that discussions are underway to upgrade the General Electric Commuter Rail Station.  Recent 
press accounts indicate progress in determining the funding for such an upgrade.  However, it is 
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unclear to the Review Team that such an upgrade could be completed during the Wynn Boston 
Harbor construction period and what funding needs remain. 

The City also described plans for significant improvements to Route 107.  However, again it is 
unclear if the financing, permitting, and construction of such improvements are achievable during 
the Wynn Boston Harbor construction period. 

Lynn notes that “the Lynn Ferry Service, the Route 107 connector, and construction of a new 
commuter rail station at the General Electric site exceed several hundreds of thousands of dollars.  
These initial studies are a pre-requisite to the actual successful completion of any future project.  
No federal, state, or municipal monies would be expended on such comprehensive projects absent 
detailed and thorough studies regarding the feasibility of such projects.” 

Lynn’s answer in this regard speaks more to its potential need for transportation planning funds to 
allow it to determine how best to address potential future traffic when the Wynn Boston Harbor 
facility is operational versus construction related traffic.   

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

N/A 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

N/A 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  
Lynn’s application did not specifically stress the importance of regional benefits from any award.  
However, since the subjects of its requests are transportation projects that could benefit the region, 
the Review Team understands the regional benefit of Lynn’s requests. 

8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Lynn has a Neighboring Community Agreement that states “it is unlikely that the City will suffer 
significant and adverse impacts as a result of the construction or operation of the Project.”  Wynn 
agreed to meet with the City of Lynn to consider the mitigation of any such impacts directly 
attributable to its Project.  However, no funding has been allocated in such agreement to pay for 
transportation. 

Planning funds are sought for mitigation not currently required under MEPA nor detailed in the 
agreement with Wynn. 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 
the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 

 

Planning funds are sought for mitigation not currently required under MEPA nor detailed in the 
Wynn agreement. 

Review Team Recommendation/Evaluation:  Lynn references a need for further 
transportation planning funds beyond the Reserve funds already allocated by the 
Commission.  However, it is the opinion of the Review Team that the Specific Impact grant 
criteria are not met by Lynn’s applications for the foregoing reasons.  The Review Team 
recommends that the City look to its current Reserve and transportation planning grant 
funds for transportation planning needs, in addition to any funds available through other 
agencies for transportation needs.    
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Norfolk County District Attorney 

The Norfolk District Attorney is requesting funds to pay for one-half of the annual 
salary of an Assistant District Attorney at Wrentham District Court including the 
comptroller mandated fringe and indirect costs associated with the salary.  This 
Assistant District Attorney would be in charge of all criminal cases arising from the 
Plainridge Park Casino. The application also requests one-half of the annual salary of 
one Victim Witness Advocate at the Wrentham District Court and tracking all facility 
related crimes. 

Licensee Response:  “We do not have clear insight into the requests made by the Norfolk 
District Attorney's office for additional staff, although we are generally supportive of law 
enforcement and certainly recognize the need for efficient and effective criminal 
prosecution.” 

1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / 
Mitigate impacts related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have 
occurred or are occurring as of February 1, 2017 

 

The application notes that “[p]rosecutors in the Wrentham District Court, which covers the towns of 
Plainville, Foxborough, Wrentham, Franklin, Walpole, Millis, Medway and Norfolk, have seen a rise 
in the number of criminal cases stemming from the Plainridge Park Casino.”  The Norfolk County 
D.A.’s office noted that “[t]he negative impact is similar to the impact seen by other similar venues 
attracting a large number of people.”  However, the exact breadth of the impact on cases at this 
time is not yet ascertained.  Indeed, a purpose of the grant is to develop a system to properly track 
cases. 

Although the significance of the impact is not yet ascertained, it is clear that the Norfolk 
County D.A.’s Office has been impacted by the operations of the Plainridge Park Casino, as 
some additional cases have resulted from the facility. 
The Review Team notes that the Expanded Gaming Act anticipates that District Attorney’s 
offices may be impacted by the operations of gaming facilities.  M.G.L. c. 23K, sec. 61 states 
that “[t]he commission shall administer the [community mitigation] fund and, without further 
appropriation, shall expend monies in the fund to assist …in offsetting costs related to the 
construction and operation of a gaming establishment including, but not limited to, …public 
safety, including the office of the county district attorney.”  (underlining added) 

2. The significance of the impact to be remedied  
It is unclear how significant the impact is to be remedied.  Indeed, the purpose of this funding would 
be to enable the Norfolk County D.A.’s office to more effectively track the cases resulting from the 
Plainridge Park facility.  In response to a question from the Review Team about the number of 
Plainridge Park related cases handled by the Office, the Office provided a spreadsheet containing a 
small sampling of cases that involved the Plainridge Park Casino.  The spreadsheet contained a 
description of 14 cases.  This sampling compares to the number of cases handled by a Superior 
Court Assistant District Attorney, who may handle fewer than 40 cases a year according to the 
Office, a District Court Assistant District Attorney, who may handle hundreds of cases annually, and 
the Office which prosecutes 20,000 cases annually in the District Court.  In response to a request 
for further information, Christopher Bruce, an independent consultant providing crime analytical 
services to the Commission, noted that “Plainridge Park ITSELF generates some activity that would 
affect the DA’s office. The GEU reported 45 arrests during its first year of operations, and all of 
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these would have fallen on the Norfolk DA’s office.”  Mr. Bruce noted that overall he doesn’t have 
data on prosecutions and that “[d]ata on arrests is an imperfect indicator of the number of cases 
that actually go to prosecution.” 

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  
The Norfolk County D.A.’s Office stated that “[t]he Norfolk District Attorney’s Office is seeking the 
funding in order to identify and track these differences.  The Norfolk District Attorney’s Office codes 
cases according to type of crime and certain other factors, but does not routinely track the 
relationship to third party entities.  The gist of the grant is to implement such a system to identify 
this information, and where appropriate use the data to design targeted intervention and education 
strategies aimed at crime prevention.”   In order to accomplish this, the Office is requesting funding 
for the salary of ½ an Assistant District Attorney and ½ of a Victim Witness Advocate.  The Office 
further notes that the purpose of the grant would be “to build into the 40-hour week of these two 
staff members whose responsibility would be to read each criminal police report that comes into the 
Wrentham District Court and determine whether it is related in any way to the Plainridge Park 
Casino.” 
Given that both the Norfolk County D.A.’s Office and the Commission have not yet been able 
to determine with specificity the number of Plainridge Park related cases that are 
prosecuted by the District Attorney’s Office, the Review Team has insufficient data to 
determine if the requested resources correspond to the impact. 
4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  
Instead of allocating funding to cover ½ of the costs of these two Office personnel, the Review 
Team recommends that Commission staff should work with the Office to determine how 
best to understand the impact prior to any agreement to pay for such a percentage of 
District Attorney’s Office personnel.  Funding could be available to defray the District 
Attorney’s Office’s costs in helping to develop a tracking system for Plainridge Park Casino 
caseloads.  While the details of such a system are unknown and the District Attorney’s 
estimated costs are unknown, it is not likely to exceed $25,000 based on staff experience.     

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

N/A 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

N/A 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  
The District Attorney’s office represents Foxborough, Franklin, Medway, Millis, Norfolk, 
Plainville, Walpole, and Wrentham. 

 

8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Plainville receives annually a community impact fee.  However, no provision is made for 
the Norfolk County District Attorney’s office. 

 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 
the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 

 

The mitigation measure is not so required.  
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Review Team Evaluation/Recommendations:  The Review Team recommends funding a 
study to provide the necessary data to determine the Norfolk County DA’s office need for 
assistance.  This study could be conducted by a contract employee or consultant.  We 
recommend that the Commission tentatively allocate no more than $25,000 for this purpose 
but hold on a final amount until after Commission staff determines how best to proceed 
with the District Attorney’s Office.    
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Plainville Specific Impact 

Plainville requests funds to cover fire equipment needed as an unanticipated 
consequence of having a multi-storied parking garage.  “There are no relevant sections 
of the HCA to address this issue due the fact that this is the first gaming facility in the 
state, as well as the lack of specifications on the parking garage during negotiations, 
there was an inability to predict and mitigate this in the HCA.”  Plainville has 
determined that it does not have an adequate fire prevention vehicle that could 
address a fire occurring in the upper levels of the garage. 
Licensee Response:  “In particular, we are wholly supportive of the requests for funds by the 
Town of Plainville to acquire additional fire and safety equipment, as the safety and security of 
our guests is of utmost importance.”  
1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility Mitigate 

impacts related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have occurred or 
are occurring as of February 1, 2017. 

N/A 

Plainville requests funds to cover fire equipment to address vehicle fires in Plainridge Park’s multi-
storied parking garage.  Plainville has determined that it does not have an adequate fire prevention 
vehicle that could address a fire occurring in the upper levels of the garage because it does not 
have fire apparatus that would fit in the garage.   

Plainridge Park has the only multi-floor parking garage in the town of Plainville.  The town is 
concerned about the amount of time and resources it would take to appropriately respond to a 
vehicle fire in an upper floor of the parking garage.  Plainville has a much smaller fire staff 
compared to other communities that have multi-story garages.    Plainville notes that “[t]he use of 
small sized fire truck would greatly reduce the number of fire personnel and additional fire 
apparatus that would be required to fight a fire.” 

The Review Team agrees that the potential of vehicle fires at the facility is an operational 
impact of the Plainridge Park facility. 
2. Mitigate operational impacts for Category 2/ The significance of the impact to be 

remedied / The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact / 
 

In response to an information request from the Review Team, Plainville stated that there is a lack 
of significant statistical information about the prevalence of car fires in garages.  However, it notes 
that there is a significant danger from such fires and that the danger of property loss can be 
substantial. 

In its application, Plainville described the large amounts of staff resources that would be required 
to fight such a car fire and that the town would need to rely on mutual aid from surrounding 
communities to handle any car fire in the garage.   

The Review Team was not unanimous on the significance of the impact.  The Review Team 
does understand the resource constraints that exist and the impact a fire could have on the 
Town.  However, it is impossible to predict how often such a vehicle would be needed to 
fight such a vehicle fire.  Plainville explains that a vehicle fire can sometimes spread very 
quickly to adjoining vehicles and could impact the facility itself.    
The Review Team questioned whether such a fire truck would be unique.  Plainville 
responded that larger communities have greater resources to devote to such fires and that 
this is an innovative method to safely address such fires. 

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  
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The Review Team notes that both the proposed garage in Springfield and Everett will have fire 
suppression systems on all floors.  Plainridge Park complies with local codes but only has fire 
suppression systems on the first floor of the garage. 

The proposed vehicle could also respond to medical emergencies not just car fires in the casino 
parking garage.   

The Review Team agrees that proposed mitigation would enable Plainville to more efficiently 
fight vehicle fires at the facility. 
4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  

The town of Plainville has identified a company that could construct such smaller sized vehicle.  As 
noted, the Review Team was not unanimous regarding the significance of the mitigation measure, 
given the unpredictability of how much the vehicle would be used.  This lack of predictability 
impacts a determination of the reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure.  As this vehicle 
will be rare if not unique, it is difficult for the Review Team to determine the reasonableness of the 
cost of such equipment.  However, if awarded, Plainville would be responsible for following all 
applicable procurement requirements. 

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

N/A 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

N/A 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  

The town signified that the smaller sized vehicle would allow the town to fight a vehicle fire in the 
garage without relying upon mutual aid. 

8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure. 

 

In its application Plainville states, “[t]here is no specific language in the HCA that speaks to the 
requested items.  Due to the unknown of how the facility would operate being the first in the state, 
no one could have predicted all of the impacts ahead of time to address them in the HCA.” 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 
the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 

 

The town of Plainville stated that “[p]arking garages by code do not require automatic suppression 
systems unless they are underground or fully enclosed.  Plainridge has one enclosed level.  This 
level has a full sprinkler system.” 

Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team was not unanimous 
regarding a recommendation for funding of a smaller sized fire truck.  Although 
concerns were raised in the Review Team discussions about the infrequency of use 
of the truck, members also stated the importance of maintaining a safe gaming 
facility, the impact on Plainville and other towns in the event of a fire or other 
emergency situation, and the potential for significant damage to the facility in the 
event of a fire that spreads.  The Review Team was in agreement that the smaller 
sized truck was not being requested to serve other town purposes.  However, the 
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Review Team recognizes that the truck, if funded, could help with some other needs 
in the town such as providing an additional vehicle to help search for lost or injured 
people in the large wooded areas in the town. 
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Springfield Specific Impact - Focus Springfield Community Television: Hold 

Springfield is requesting mitigation funds to cover the costs of relocating Focus 
Springfield, which operates a public access television studio and training facility.  The 
aforesaid will result in a budget shortfall of $400,000.00. 
Licensee’s Response: “MGM Springfield does not intend to require that Focus Springfield 
vacate the ground floor of 101 State Street prior to the Project Opening.  We are currently in 
discussions with Focus Springfield regarding a new agreement for continued occupancy 
agreement and do not anticipate the need for Focus Springfield to vacate during FY18.” 

Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  On Friday, June 16th, the Review Team was 
informed by MGM Springfield that “MGM Springfield does not intend to require that 
Focus Springfield vacate the ground floor of 101 State Street prior to the Project Opening.  
We are currently in discussions with Focus Springfield regarding a new agreement for 
continued occupancy agreement and do not anticipate the need for Focus Springfield to 
vacate during FY18.” 
Due to the importance of this notification, the Review Team needs to do more diligence on 
the review of this application.  The Review Team recommends placing a hold on this 
application until a further determination is available. 
1. Mitigate impacts related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have 

occurred or are occurring as of February 1, 2017. 
 

 
2. Mitigate operational impacts for Category 2. N/A 
 
3. Is it an unanticipated impact not funded under host or surrounding community 

agreements or impacts that are the responsibility of others? 
 

 
1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility  

 
2. The significance of the impact to be remedied  

 
3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  

 
4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  

 
5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

 
6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 

pilot program activities 
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7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  

 
8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 

not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 
 

 
9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 

the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 
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Springfield Specific Impact – Valet Parking 

The City of Springfield on behalf of Caring Health Center and other businesses seeks 
full funding for the continuation of the valet parking pilot program. 

Licensee Response:  “It is anticipated that Caring Health parking arrangements will be extended 
through the end of the year.  If construction activities make the current parking situation 
unavailable, alternative location will be explored to allow for parking arrangements to continue 
until the opening of the Project.” 
 
1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / 

Mitigate impacts related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have 
occurred or are occurring as of February 1, 2017.  

 

On August 1, 2016, the Commission awarded the city of Springfield $200,000 in mitigation funds to 
alleviate parking issues related to MGM Springfield’s construction.  The Springfield Parking 
Authority has been managing the operation of a valet parking service providing businesses located 
on Main Street in Springfield between Union Street and State Street with parking services to 
patrons of businesses.   Springfield’s initial application for such extension was submitted to allow 
the program to be extended by 15 months. In its response to a question from the Review Team, 
Springfield clarified that it requests funding to allow for the continuation of the valet program 
through the opening of the MGM Springfield facility or the opening of the MGM Springfield garage 
to the public.  With the expected September 2018 opening of MGM Springfield, fifteen months of 
funding will not be needed to pay for the valet program from the time of the expiration of 
current funding through this revised date. 
The need for this mitigation was previously demonstrated.  See 2016 Community Mitigation Fund 
Specific Impact Grant.  This impact is currently being remediated. 

2. The significance of the impact to be remedied   

This impact is currently being remediated by a 2016 Specific Impact Grant. 

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact   

This impact is currently being remediated. 

4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  

The Review Team focused on the need for additional funding to carry this program through the 
opening of the MGM Springfield facility or the opening of its garage to the public.  The Review 
Team asked Springfield to provide an updated current budget for the current valet program, a 
projection when the current funding would expire, and an estimate of the need for further funding.  
Springfield responded that “[T]he Program costs over the first 90 day period came in at 
approximately $46,000.00, which was under the projected roughly $49,000 budget submitted to the 
MGC.  The budgeted costs for the Program going forward would be about $43,000.00 per 90 day 
period, which would exhaust the initial $200,000.00 grant funds by approximately the middle of 
March of 2018 “  
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The Review Team continued its analysis of likely needed funding based on a review of 
current invoices. 

Through 4/30/17, $43,513.50 was expended. That leaves $156,586.50 of the original $200,000. 
Based on invoices to date, the valet program is averaging $1,936 per week and SPA is 
averaging $500 per week for a total of $2,436 per week. This works out to $10,556 per month. 
$156,586.50/$10,556 = 14.83 months [15 months]. 

15 months of funding under the current grant would then expire by the end of July 2018.  
Based on this estimate of costs, approximately $25,000 would be needed for two additional 
months.  (August and September 2018).  Springfield additionally asked for one more 
allocation of funds for printing and mailing worth $6,523. 

The Review Team believes such additional outreach to be reasonable and warranted.  As 
such, the Review Team believes that Springfield’s need for the continuation of the program 
through September 2018 is:  $25,000 + $6,523 =$31,523. 

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

N/A 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award N/A 

8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

This is currently funded by a 2016 Specific Impact Grant. 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 
the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 

 

See 2016 Community Mitigation Fund deliberations and memoranda. 
 
Review Team Recommendation/Evaluation:  The Review team recommends that the 
Commission authorize an additional $31,523 for the continuation of the Valet Program.  
Staff will work with the City of Springfield to determine the exact date of the termination 
of the program.  
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2017 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING GRANTS ($150,000) 
To effectuate a consistent and efficient system to analyze the applications, the Review 
Team utilized the review criteria specified in the 2017 Guidelines. 

1. The planning projects must be clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts 
directly related to the gaming facility. 

2. Required to submit a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort prior to 
funding being awarded 

3. Eligible planning projects must have a defined area of issue that will be investigate as well as 
a clear plan for implementation of results. 

4. No application for more than two years for any municipal employee. The CMF will not pay 
the full cost of any municipal employee 

5. Detail on what it will contribute to the planning projects such as in-kind services 
6. Consultation with the RPA 
7. Transportation Planning Grant funds may be sought to expand a planning project begun with 

reserve funds or to fund an additional project once the reserves have been exhausted 
8. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 

application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 
 

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

Community Requested Amount Review Team Proposal 

Boston $150,000 $150,000 

Everett $150,000 $150,000 

Lynn $150,000 $100,000 

Malden* $150,000 $150,000 

Medford $150,000 $60,000 

Revere/Saugus $150,000 $150,000 

Somerville $150,000 $150,000 

West Springfield $150,000 $150,000 

Total: $1,200,000 $1,060,000 

 
*Not unanimous 
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Boston Transportation 

The City of Boston is requesting funds to cover costs associated with the engineering and 
design services for the reconstruction of Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue in Charlestown.   

Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Boston's renewed effort to 
redesign Sullivan Square to ensure it accommodates casino traffic.” 
 
MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the City of Boston’s request for $150,000 to cover costs 
associated with the engineering and design services for the reconstruction of Sullivan 
Square/Rutherford Avenue in Charlestown. Alternative designs proposed should maintain and if 
possible improve bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure throughout the area. 
 

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

The City of Boston stated that “[a]s provided by the MEPA documentation related to the 
casino/hotel development, some 70% of the traffic generated by the casino/hotel is expected to go 
through Sullivan Square.  As such, the City is revisiting the prior design for Sullivan Square / 
Rutherford with the intention of having the final design reasonably accommodates the casino / hotel 
traffic….So at this juncture, now that the casino/hotel’s presence must be considered a given, the 
City has directed its design consultant to re-examine the options for the design of the roadway 
project in order to complete a design that will support the requirements of the casino/hotel, amongst 
other traffic generators, for the long term.” 

The Review Team strongly agrees that Boston’s review of the design for the Sullivan Square 
/ Rutherford Avenue improvements is clearly related to transportation issues or impacts 
directly related to the gaming facility.  Both the Wynn Boston Harbor improvements to 
Sullivan Square required under the applicable MEPA Section 61 Findings and a review of 
Boston’s longer term designs for the area have been significant considerations in the 
Commission’s ongoing review of the Wynn Boston Harbor project and the license 
conditions.  These conditions include, but are not limited to, a requirement for Wynn Boston 
Harbor to contribute $25 million to this project provided it meets the specified conditions. 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Scope:  The Boston Transportation Department has a contract with Tetra Tech, Inc. under which it 
will provide 25% engineering design services relative to the reconstruction of Sullivan 
Square/Rutherford Avenue in Charlestown. 

Budget:  This contract is for $3,949,254 with 80% funded by Federal Highway.  The City will be 
required to cover 20%, or $789,851 of the cost. Under this application, the City requests the 
granting of $150,000.  This would be in addition to the use of Boston’s $100,000 Community 
Mitigation Fund reserve.  The total request of $250,000 would be used to fund a portion of the 
City's costs under the Tetra Tech, Inc. contract. 

Timetable:  As noted by Boston, “[t]he City has determined that the plan will include underpasses at 
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Sullivan Square and at Austin Street.  With that decision made and announced to the public, our 
consultant will be going full speed ahead with the design.  We anticipate submitting 25% plans by 
June of 2018 and will complete the design by 2020.  The project will be advertised in FFY 2020 and 
construction will be funded over a five year period of 2020- 2024.” 

3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

According to Boston’s application, “[t]his contract is for $3,949,254 with 80% funded by Federal 
Highway. The City will be required to cover 20% or $789,851 of the cost.” 

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

Boston, MAPC, and the Commission (with others) are participants in the Lower Mystic Regional 
Working Group, whose work includes extensive analysis of the Sullivan Square redesign. 

6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
Boston anticipates using its reserve fund to assist in this project. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

In Boston’s Response letter, Boston stated that “[t]he Boston MPO passed a final vote on 
the new FFY 2018-2022 TIP which approved $152 Million (2020 dollars) for the construction 
of the project over a five year period starting in FFY 2020.  The new TIP also includes $8.6 
Million for design costs beyond the 25% design.” 

N/A 

General Criteria 
1. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 

not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 
 

Pursuant to Boston’s Surrounding Community Agreement funding has been made available for 
Sullivan Square Redesign after Wynn Boston Harbor is operational, “Wynn shall be responsible for 
a payment equal to Twenty Five Million Dollars ($25,000,000), provided that the Sullivan Square 
Infrastructure Project (as defined below) is designed, constructed, and permitted to accommodate 
the traffic impacts of the Project. Wynn shall make the payment to the SSIP Fund (as defined 
below) in equal annual installments of Two Million Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($2,500,000) 
beginning on the first anniversary of the Opening Date for a term of ten (10) years,…” 

The Lower Mystic Regional Working Group is evaluating this plan.  Wynn’s SSFEIR MEPA 
Certificate required the creation of a working group to “assess and develop long-term transportation 
improvement that can support sustainable redevelopment and economic growth in and around 
Sullivan Square.” 

Wynn’s mitigation efforts in Sullivan Square and the $25M obligation are specified in the 
Commission’s Section 61 findings for this project.  These requirements did not require Wynn to 
provide funding for redesign of Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue prior to the opening of the Wynn 
Boston Harbor project, but did include funding for immediate improvements to Sullivan Square. 

2. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 
licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 
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See General Criteria Answer # 1. 

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team recommends that the 
Commission provide $250,000 in funding ($150,000 in transportation planning grant 
funding and $100,000 in the use of Boston’s reserves for this planning activity.) 
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Everett Transportation  

The City of Everett is requesting funding for the preliminary design and engineering of a bus-
only lane on the west side of Broadway/Route 99 from the Everett city line to Route 16/Sweetser 
Circle. 

Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Everett's effort to increase 
bus reliability throughout the city.  Completing transit plans throughout the city will allow 
future developments to grow responsibly and in concert with regional plans.” 

MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the request of the City of Everett for the amount of $150,000 
towards the design of an exclusive bus lane on Broadway.  This work would be consistent with 
the goals of MassDOT and the MBTA to improve bus service in the area, and specifically with 
the recommendations of the 2016 Everett Transit Action Plan.  Everett should consider using 
any funding remaining after design to determine if the optimal condition of a bus lane in both 
directions is possible.  Alternatively, the City should explore in more detail the feasibility and 
benefits of an alternating peak direction bus lane. 

Transportation Criteria 
1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 

gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

The Wynn project will result in increased traffic on Broadway.  While Wynn is performing significant 
mitigation for this increase in traffic, buses using general use lanes create bottlenecks for 
automobile traffic as well as causing significant delays to bus traffic.  During the environmental 
permitting of the casino, dedicated bus lanes were not a consideration. However, the recently 
issued Everett Transit Action Plan identified dedicated bus lanes as a way to improve both bus 
service and traffic flow on lower Broadway. 

The Review Team agreed that performing preliminary design of a bus only lane is clearly 
related to the impacts of the gaming facility and if implemented will result in improved bus 
and automobile flow through the area. 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

The application included a well thought out scope of work, which will result in a preliminary design 
of a bus only lane on lower Broadway.  The resultant product will include a cost estimate and as 
well as a schedule to complete the improvements.  The application did not include a time table to 
complete the preliminary design. 

3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

The application did not outline any matching funds or in-kind services. While not included in the 
application, there will certainly be City of Everett staff time dedicated to this project including the 
transportation planner as well as financial staff to manage the grant. 
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5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

The Everett application stated that “buses traveling along Broadway reach as far north as Linden 
Square in Malden, Woodlawn in Chelsea, and Malden Center, making the corridor a regionally 
important one.” 

The Review Team agrees that the provision of a bus only lane would have a regional effect 
by allowing the more rapid movement of transit passengers through this corridor. 
6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
This is a new project.  

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

The application does not specifically address funding sources for the construction of the project. 
Given that Broadway is State Route 99, the final project would likely be eligible for federal and/or 
state funding through the Transportation Improvement Program. 

General Criteria 
3. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

4. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

The City of Everett’s response to MGC’s question regarding the use of HCA funds stated “Host 
Community Agreement funding was not anticipated for this use at the time of the HCA execution. 
The recommendation for a dedicated bus lane on Broadway was first made as part of the Everett 
Transit Action Plan in 2016, 3 years after the HCA was executed.  Additionally, until the resort-
casino becomes operational in 2019, the city will receive from Wynn a total of $30 million 
designated under the HCA for capital improvements, not including transportation planning.” 

The Review Team agreed that the HCA payments were for capital projects and not 
specifically for transportation planning, and that the Transportation Planning Grant funds 
are an appropriate use for this project. 

5. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 
licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

A review of the SSFEIR decision, Section 61 findings and Host Community Agreement did not 
identify this project as part of the required mitigation. 

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team was unanimous in its 
support for this application. This is exactly the type of project envisioned for the use of 
Transportation Planning Funds. There is a clear nexus to the gaming facility and if 
implemented, the bus lane will help mitigate both traffic congestion as well as the 
movement of buses through the corridor. Given the importance of mode share for the 
Wynn project, any effort to improve bus service to the Wynn facility should encourage 
more use of that service by employees and patrons. 
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Lynn Transportation 
 
The City of Lynn is requesting funds to be used to fund a cost sharing agreement with 
the US Army Corp of engineers for Lynn’s dredging navigation improvement project.  
“The dredging would afford the Ferry Service and other vessels faster and direct deep 
water access from our Blossom Street terminal to Boston.”  Lynn would also use the 
funds to conduct a study to determine the feasibility and cost of a direct left-hand turn 
into Blossom Street Ferry Terminal. 

Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Lynn's effort to expand 
and promote ferry service through the construction of a dedicated left-hand turn lane and 
establish and fund a cost sharing agreement with the US Army Corps of Engineers.  Water 
transit is a key ingredient to our own development and we hope our service can tie in 
seamlessly with other regional routes including this one from Lynn.” 
MassDOT:  MassDOT has reviewed the request of the City of Lynn in the amount of $150,000 
for a cost sharing agreement with the US Army Corps of Engineers for the dredging project to 
improve ferry navigation.  Alternate use of the funding would entail the design and construction 
of a left turn to facilitate access to the Blossom Ferry Terminal. While both of these projects 
have merit, we could not specifically tie their benefits to casino related impacts. We recommend 
that other projects identified in the Specific Mitigation application be given consideration as 
they would likely be a better fit for this grant.  

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

Lynn indicated in its application that , “[w]e are seeking $150,000 in funding to be used to fund a 
cost sharing agreement with the US Army Corp of engineers for our dredging navigation 
improvement project.”  While the transportation planning application specifically asks for assistance 
with the ferry.  Lynn asserts that assistance with the planned ferry would help alleviate traffic 
concerns along Route 1A and Route 107, which may be impacted by the Wynn Boston Harbor 
facility.   

In Lynn’s initial application, Lynn stated that the transportation funding “also may be utilized to study 
the feasibility and cost of a direct left hand turn into our Blossom Street terminal to Boston.” 
However, in its letter responding to the Review Team, Lynn stated that “[a]t present, the dredging 
would likely achieve a commitment from a Ferry provider.  Once such a commitment is obtained, 
the next endeavor would be to create such a left turn lane.  However, the benefit of a left turn lane 
absent a commitment from a ferry provider does not appear to be an optimal use of limited 
available financial resources.”    As such, the left turn lane alternative funding request is not 
analyzed here.  

In supporting its request for transportation funding, Lynn noted that “Professor Bluestone of 
Northeastern University has opined that all efforts should be made by governmental actors to not 
add a single vehicle to Lynn's roadways. The operation of the ferry service reduces traffic 
congestion on Route 1 A and Routes 107 by providing an alternative to rush hour traffic into Boston 
and points south.”… 

“Route 107 is one of two thoroughfares that lead in a southerly direction to the Wynn site.  Even on 
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a slow day, Route 107 is congested with traffic to and from the General Electric. In recent months, 
the Lynn GE plant has made a commitment to Route 107 is one of two thoroughfares that lead in a 
southerly direction to the Wynn site. 

Lynn also states,“[t]he lack of a ferry system last summer has added thousands of vehicles to 
Lynn's roadways. The City anticipates that the increase in vehicular traffic will only become greater 
should Wynn employ construction workers and tradesmen from Lynn and the North Shore.” 

The Review Team had questions regarding how closely additional ferry service is related to 
the gaming facility.  MassDOT echoed such concerns when it stated that, “MassDOT has 
reviewed the request of the City of Lynn in the amount of $150,000 for a cost sharing 
agreement with the US Army Corps of Engineers for the dredging project to improve ferry 
navigation.  Alternate use of the funding would entail the design and construction of a left 
turn to facilitate access to the Blossom Ferry Terminal.  While both of these projects have 
merit, we could not specifically tie their benefits to casino related impacts.  We recommend 
that other projects identified in the Specific Mitigation application be given consideration as 
they would likely be a better fit for this grant.” 
 
Lynn’s response to these questions did not address a direct relationship between the ferry 
service and the Wynn Boston Harbor location, but instead focused on the importance of 
lessening the impact of Wynn’s traffic though all available means, including the ferry 
service.  The Review Team concluded that it is not clear that the proposed ferry service has 
a sufficient direct relationship for the purpose of meeting this criteria. 
 
2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 

issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Scope:  Lynn has a contract with the Department of the Army to proceed.  Lynn has “been working 
with the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) on a plan that would extend the channel 
to the Saugus River at the Point of Pines. This action would create a continuous loop into and out of 
the Harbor and facilitate recreational and commuter water related activity in the Revere/ Saugus/ 
Lynn area.  To date, the federal government has funded over $100,000 for an initial appraisal of this 
plan, which was completed in May of 2013.  The initial appraisal was the first of four steps, which 
also includes a feasibility study, design I construction and perpetual maintenance. We are seeking 
to use the $100,000 from 2016 and the potential $100,000 from this round of mitigation funds for 
the required local match of the feasibility study.” 

Lynn has since notified the Commission that MassDOT has provided $200,000 to operate the ferry 
this summer.  “However, due to shallow waters in the Lynn harbor, the City is cognizant of the fact 
that dredging will be required in order to operate a Ferry service on a year round basis.” 

Budget:  “Lynn stated that, [c]urrent estimates for a detailed study are around $250,000.00. The 
City is holding last year's Mitigation funds in reserve pending its applications for Grant funding this 
year. The City has identified its own funds which could be used to supplement grant funding to 
complete the dredging studies. Recognizing the importance of this service, Congressman Seth 
Moulton has earmarked approximately four million dollars for the purchase of a Ferry to be used 
exclusively in Lynn. However absent the dredging of Lynn Harbor, there exists a real risk that this 
Ferry could be relocated to a different port City in. the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  Exhibits 
submitted in Lynn’s response to the Review Team’s showed a $570,000 cost to the study which 
includes a $285,000 non-federal cash match. 

Timetable: No completion date of the study was reasonably ascertainable in Lynn’s application.  
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It is the Review Team’s understanding that the feasibility study could be undertaken very 
soon once the funding is identified.  Subject to Lynn’s ability to fund any costs not covered 
by any CMF grant, the Review Team agrees that Lynn has submitted a detailed scope, 
budget, and timetable for the planning effort.  Lynn also has a defined area of issue that will 
be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results. 
3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

Lynn stated that “[t]he City has identified its own funds which could be used to supplement grant 
funding to complete the dredging studies.”  

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

In Lynn’s response letter, Lynn stated, “[t]he Metropolitan Planning Organization has conducted 
detailed studies regarding the Route 1A corridor, including the possibility of a left hand turn lane 
into the City's Ferry terminal. The Massachusetts Area Planning Council has reviewed the City of 
Lynn's Waterfront Master Plan and has also made detailed recommendations regarding how the 
Lynn Ferry service will ensure that the vision embodied in the Master Plan will come to fruition.”  
While Lynn’s application highlights the economic and transportation benefits specific to 
Lynn, the Review Team does not dispute that there may be a regional benefit, as non-Lynn 
residents likely will use the ferry. 
6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
Lynn is seeking to use the $100,000 from its 2016 Reserve and $100,000 from this round of 
mitigation funds for the local match of the feasibility Study.  In 2016, the Commission authorized 
use of the $100,000 for “4.2 The Transportation Studies will be limited to (a) a commuter rail study, 
(b) a Route 107 connection study, (c) a Lynn ferry analysis, (d) studies related to Route 
1A/Lynnway; or any other studies that receive prior approval by Commission staff.” 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

Wynn stated that this funding is important to receive funding from the U.S. Army corp. of Engineers.  
Additionally, Lynn has secured an earmark of approximately $4 million for the purchase of a ferry. 

General Criteria 
6. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

7. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Lynn stated in its application that “[p]lanning funds are sought for mitigation not currently required 
under MEPA nor detailed in our agreement with Wynn.” 
8. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

Lynn stated in its application that “[p]lanning funds are sought for mitigation not currently required 
under MEPA nor detailed in our agreement with Wynn.” 
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Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team was not convinced that the 
proposed mitigation, the ferry dredging study, is sufficiently directly related to the 
transportation impacts of the Wynn Boston Harbor casino for the purposes of the 2017 
Community Mitigation Guidelines.  Although we do not believe that this funding is 
supportable under this year’s program, Lynn continues to have access to the Commission’s 
2016 Reserve Grant, which could be used for the ferry study.  Last year, the Commission 
authorized “the City of Lynn to utilize its $100,000 reserve for transportation studies, 
which may include commuter rail studies, a Route 107 connection study, Lynn ferry 
analysis, and studies related to Route 1A/Lynnway.”  Although all uses of community 
mitigation funds must be for purposes allowed under the statute (“offsetting costs related 
to the construction and operation of a gaming establishment”), the Commission to date has 
expressed more flexibility in the use of reserve funds, which have been specifically allocated 
to each community for each community’s determination of the best casino related use for 
such funds and when to use such funds.4    
 
While the Review Team did not believe that the ferry dredging study is supportable under 
the 2017 Guidelines, it did agree with the importance of minimizing the impact of Wynn’s 
related traffic on Lynn’s roads, as articulated by Lynn.  In its letter to the Review Team, 
MassDOT stated that it “recommend[s] that other projects identified in the Specific 
Mitigation application be given consideration as they would likely be a better fit for this 
grant.”  The Review Team agrees with MassDOT’s recommendation.  The transportation 
related items in Lynn’s Specific Mitigation Impact application are not supportable, in the 
opinion of the Review Team, because they do not address a construction impact that 
occurred by February 1, 2017 (the criteria for Specific Impact Grants).  However, if there 
was no $150,000 limit on each community’s transportation planning grants, it is likely that 
Lynn would have applied for the transportation planning grant for such transportation 
items instead of a specific impact grant (which are evaluated under different criteria than 
transportation planning grants).  In essence, much of Lynn’s specific impact application 
was a transportation planning application.   It is the Review Team’s opinion that Lynn’s 
choice in determining which project should be put in which form should not be the cause of 
such a disadvantageous result to Lynn – no funding to help ease potential traffic 
congestion.        
 
In order to help Lynn plan avoid or lessen potential traffic impacts from the Wynn Boston 
Harbor facility, the Review Team recommends that the Commission authorize an 
additional $100,000 for one or two non-ferry related transportation planning studies, 
subject to the condition that Lynn first consult with MassDOT and Commission staff on 
how such funds would be best utilized to lessen any casino related impacts on Lynn traffic.  
Lynn could utilize all $200,000 (last year’s $100,000 reserve plus this new $100,000) on the 
Route 107 connector study, for example.  Or, $100,000 could be used on the Route 107 
connector and no more than $100,000 could be used on the ferry dredging study.  The 
ultimate use determined by Lynn, after such consultations, would be reported back to the 
Commission.   The costs of each study would need to be determined.   Lynn noted in its 

                                                      
4 Such determinations are required to be reviewed and approved by the Commission. 
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response letter that “[c]ost estimates relating to studies which would facilitate the Lynn 
Ferry service, the Route 107 connector and the construction of a new commuter rail station 
exceed several hundreds of thousands of the dollars.  These initial studies are a pre-
requisite to the actual successful completion of any future project.”  
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Malden Transportation 
 
The city of Malden is requesting funding to complete planning and design work for the 
full length of Exchange Street from Pleasant Street to Main Street.  The total design cost 
is $170,720 and Malden will cover the balance remaining.  This project has been 
submitted to the MAPC and is consistent with MassDOT’s “Complete Street” policy.   
 
Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Malden's effort to create 
safer pedestrian and bicycle connections for future Wynn guests and employees. The city 
has begun a significant redevelopment of its downtown which should be considered safe 
and expanded public access to the Malden Center MBTA station.” 
 
MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the request of the City of Malden in the amount of $150,000 for 
the planning and design efforts to reconstruct Exchange Street from Pleasant Street to Main 
Street.  As indicated in the application, Malden Center was recognized in the Wynn Casino 
transportation study as a hub for parking and transport of both casino employees and patrons to 
the site.  As such, the area surrounding Malden Center will see increased multimodal traffic 
directly related to the Wynn Casino project.  The reconstruction project is not only intended to 
provide better multimodal accommodations but also to address documented safety concerns in 
the area.  The application has adequately documented how the requested funds will be used.   
 

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

The application states that “[t]he City of Malden has a Surrounding Community Agreement with 
Wynn MA LLC that embraces the use of Malden Center as a ‘transportation hub’ for the Wynn 
Casino.  This includes the running of employee and guest shuttles.  The increased use of the 
Malden Center MBTA station area will increase the number of pedestrian trips to and from the 
station, cause a significant rise in the amount of motor vehicle traffic, and increase utilization of 
parking facilities.  As a result, the City of Malden is most concerned with developing safer 
connections for all users coming to the Wynn Casino through Malden. Exchange Street is a primary 
connection.  It is directly linked to the region via the adjacent Malden Center MBTA Station and 
provides access to local business, multi-family residences, and major parking facilities.” 

The Review Team agreed that Exchange Street will be used by a portion of the Wynn traffic 
and pedestrians, but there was some dissent among the group just to what level that would 
be.  The application did not provide any estimates of new automobile and pedestrian traffic 
expected to use Exchange Street.  From reviews of maps and field visits, Exchange Street 
appears to be more of a local “shopping district” street than a through route for traffic 
coming to and going from the area.  It is a one way street which immediately limits its use by 
a portion of the traffic.  There are numerous stores, restaurants and residential properties, 
with angled and parallel parking on the street.  The entrances to the garages in the area are 
on Route 60 or on side streets off Route 60.  Although these side streets go through to 
Exchange Street, it appears that most of the regional traffic coming to the area would use 
Route 60 to access the garages. 
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Pedestrians traveling from the garages to the Malden Center station would likely use either 
Exchange Street or Route 60 as their travel route.  Both streets have been provided with 
sidewalks, and intersecting streets have accessible ramps, crosswalks and pedestrian 
actuated traffic signals.  Pedestrian traffic using Exchange Street has to cross Commercial 
Street to access the T station.  While this intersection is a high hazard location, MGC 
provided a Transportation Planning Grant to Malden in 2016 for a redesign of Malden Center 
to address pedestrian and bicycle access to the T station.  
Although concerns were raised that this is not likely a primary travel route, as noted by 
MassDOT, “the area surrounding Malden Center will see increased multimodal traffic 
directly related to the Wynn Casino project.  The reconstruction project is not only intended 
to provide better multimodal accommodations but also to address documented safety 
concerns in the area.” 
For these reasons, there was not unanimity among the Review Team as to whether this 
project was sufficiently connected to the casino. 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

The City of Malden has established a scope, budget and timetable for the project.  The Review 
Team agreed that these are reasonable. 

3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

The City of Malden has committed to providing approximately $21,000 in design costs. 

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

The City of Malden has consulted with the Metropolitan Area Planning Council in the past on 
Exchange Street and other local projects.  The application does not identify any particular regional 
benefits. 

6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
This is a new project. Reserve funds were committed to other projects in 2016. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

The project is being designed under the MassDOT design standards in order to be eligible for 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) funding.  The City has submitted a Project Initiation 
Form to MassDOT and the project was determined to be TIP eligible.  Once the project has been 
designed to the 25% design level, it can then be submitted to the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization for funding. 
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General Criteria 

9. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 

N/A 

10. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

The City of Malden received two up-front payments from Wynn: the Transportation Hub Payment 
and the Transitional Road Payment. The Review Team asked Malden how their proposed project 
relates or does not relate to the use of such funds. 

Malden responded that the Transitional Road Payment was specifically for roads that connect 
Malden to Everett.  Exchange Street does not connect to Everett.  They also responded that the 
Transportation Hub Payment was to mitigate the use of the Malden Center T station and the 
operation of casino shuttle facilities.  In addition, these funds were designed for physical 
improvements, not planning studies. 

The Review Team agreed that these funds did not envision funding the design of roadway 
and pedestrian improvements. 
11. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

There is nothing in the decision on the Environmental Impact Report, Section 61 Findings or 
Surrounding Community Agreement that require improvements to Exchange Street in Malden. 

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team believes that the proposed 
improvements to Exchange Street will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety and better 
facilitate the movement of traffic through the area.  However, there were concerns among 
some team members that the impacts of the gaming facility were not necessarily the driving 
factor in moving this project forward. 
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Medford Transportation 

The City of Medford is requesting a total of $150,000 in transportation planning 
grants.  Medford is requesting year two of a contract transportation planner in an 
amount of $60,000.  Additionally to assess the land use impacts of the casino’s 
construction in the Wellington Circle area and the remainder $60,000 to conduct an 
engineering feasibility study for a new multi-use path on the southern side of the 
Mystic River. 

Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Medford's effort to 
analyze transportation corridors for potential unforeseen impacts and plan mitigation 
options should any arise.  Additionally, a multi-use path on the south side of the Mystic 
River would provide safe and direct pedestrian and bicycle access to our site from Medford 
Center provided a crossing is constructed that connects our resort to the other side of the 
Mystic River.” 

MassDOT:  MassDOT supports granting mitigation funding for an engineering feasibility study 
($60,000) for a new multi-use path on the southern side of the Mystic River between the 
Craddock Bridge in Medford Square and the Somerville Line.  This path would connect another 
gap in the regional off-road pathway system along the Mystic River and provide alternative car-
free access to the casino site and points south into Boston. 

2nd Year of Contract Transportation Planner - On May 25, 2017, the Commission voted to 
authorize Medford to utilize its 2016 grant for a transportation planner in FY2018 because 
of delays in hiring a planner.  The Commission also authorized Medford to use such funding 
for a contract employee instead of a municipal employee.  As the Commission has already 
approved the use of the planner, we will not need to apply the below criteria here.  Medford 
asked for $60,000 for the second year costs of a planner.  Last year, the Commission 
authorized $60,000 (a proration of the $80,000 cost of the planner) for the first year of the 
planner.  As the second year is not necessary, the Review Team instead recommends a 
grant of $20,000, which represents a full year’s worth of funding for the planner. 

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

Land Use Assessment.  The City of Medford requested $30,000 to assess the land use impacts of 
the casino’s construction in the Wellington Circle area, with particular emphasis on the Wellington 
Transit station and its immediate environ.  This study will include analysis of land use and property 
ownership, in addition to potential uses and development due to ancillary needs generated by the 
casino.  Potential partnership with the MBTA in development of air rights at Wellington Station will 
also be assessed.” 
The Review Team asked Medford to “provide detail as to how the proposed use of funding 
to assess the land use impacts of the casino construction is transportation planning and not 
economic development planning.  The Guidelines state that ‘[t]he planning projects must be 
clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the gaming 
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facility.”  Medford responded that “[c]onstruction of the casino will have trickle down land 
use and economic development impacts which in turn will generate additional demands on 
the already overburdened transportation system.  The City needs to study the land use 
impacts of the casino construction, in-order-to evaluate the additional demands on the 
transportation system and plan for appropriate mitigation and capacity improvements.”       
The Review Team does not believe that the study is clearly related to addressing 
transportation issues or impacts directly related to the gaming facility.  As such, the Review 
Team does not recommend the land use assessment. 
South Medford Connector.  The “city is requesting $60,000 to conduct an engineering feasibility 
study for a new multi-use path on the southern side of the Mystic River between the Craddock 
Bridge in Medford Square and the Somerville Line, along the shore of the Mystic River….This 
pathway would take bicyclists on a safe route circumventing Wellington Circle which has been 
determined to be an unsafe route for bicyclists. 10,000 people currently live within a half-mile of this 
proposed path.  These residents- a portion of them likely to be Wynn employees – will have direct 
access to the casino along a safe and accessible biking and walking route.” 

The Review Team asked Medford to demonstrate how the Connector is related to the casino 
even though it is on the opposite side of the Mystic River from the casino and asked 
whether this connection is dependent upon the construction of the proposed pedestrian / 
bicyclist bridge across the Mystic River from Somerville.   Medford responded that bicyclists 
may use a series of current and under construction bridges to connect to the casino 
(Craddock Bridge, Route 16 Bridge, and Woods Memorial Bridge then to Gateway park) or 
could use the proposed pedestrian / bicyclist bridge, if built.    
The Review Team was satisfied that the South Medford connector study is clearly related to 
addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the gaming facility, 
especially if the pedestrian bridge is built over the Mystic River.   Wynn Boston Harbor is 
currently actively working on the design of this pedestrian bridge.   Proceeding with the 
study now would allow the South Medford Connector project to proceed while answers are 
determined regarding the pedestrian bridge. 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Land Use Assessment- As to scope, Medford stated that “[t]his study will include analysis of land 
use and property ownership, in addition to potential uses and development due to ancillary needs 
generated by the casino.”  No detail was provided regarding how the budget was determined.  
However, Medford stated that “[a]ll funds will be dispersed in compliance with public procurement 
requirements, with a bid process and contracts.”  No timetable was included.  The City has not 
contacted the MBTA in regard to this project as of yet. 

South Medford Connector 
Medford provided details regarding the scope for the South Medford connector study, which will 
include documentation of existing conditions survey, route alignment, and preliminary cost 
estimates for this 1.6 mile path.  No detail was provided regarding how the budget was determined.  
However, Medford stated that “[a]ll funds will be dispersed in compliance with public procurement 
requirements, with a bid process and contracts.” 

No timetable was included.  However, the Review Team has no reason to believe why such study 
could not be completed in a reasonable time, likely within the fiscal year.  
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3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.   
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

Medford stated that it would “contribute in kind services in the form of preparation of RFP’s, 
procurement of consultant services, management of consultants and coordination with the relevant 
agencies….”  It noted that it could not provide an estimate of in-kind services until the full scope of 
services (i.e. what projects are awarded) is determined. 

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

Medford has consulted with the MAPC on aspects of its 2017 submission, particularly in relation to 
the South Medford Connector. 

Land Use Assessment.  No detail regarding regional benefits of this project was included. 

South Medford Connector 
The South Medford Connector project could have strong regional benefits.  It is included in the 
MAPC’s Landline, Regional Green Network and in the DCR 2009 Mystic River Master Plan.  Both 
the City of Somerville and DCR are supportive of this request.  As noted by DCR, “[t]his link would 
connect the expansive network of waterfront paths along the Charles River, Fresh Pond, Alewife 
Brook and Mystic River.” 

6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
Both the land use assessment and South Medford Connector study are new CMF requests. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

Land Use Assessment.  No detail regarding the ability to compete for state or federal funds was 
provided.  As the City has yet to contact the MBTA, it is likely too early to make any such 
determination. 

South Medford Connector.  The City notes that “[u]pon completion of the study, the city anticipates 
seeking additional funding for engineering design and implementation of the project,” but does not 
state the source or source of such funding.  The City does note DCR’s support.    

General Criteria 
12. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

13. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

The Medford Surrounding Community Agreement includes payments before opening that are 
unrelated to the projects contained in this application:  funding for the Krystle Campbell Peace 
Garden.   
14. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

These measures are not already required. 
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Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team recommends that the 
Commission provide $20,000 for the full year’s cost of a transportation planner contract 
employee.  We do note that the full $80,000 ($60,000 from last year plus $20,000 in new 
funding) may not be necessary because Medford may need 60 days to hire the planner.     
 
The Review Team does not recommend funding for the land use assessment because a 
connection to transportation issues was not sufficiently demonstrated. 
 
The Review Team recommends $60,000 for the South Medford Connector Study.    
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Revere/Saugus Transportation  
 
“The City of Revere and Town of Saugus plan to use funds to hire a sub-regional 
transportation planner for one year.  Revere and Saugus would like the funding to pay the 
salary, benefits and reasonable direct expenses of a qualified and experienced transportation 
planner.  The application noted that “[t]he City and the Town believe the Wynn Casino will 
bring substantial volumes of new traffic onto the Route 1-Route 99 corridor.” 
 
Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the Cities of Saugus and Revere's 
coordinated efforts to improve the Route 1 corridor.” 
 
MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the request of the City of Revere and the Town of Saugus in the 
amount of $150,000 for the hiring a transportation planner that would provide services to both 
municipalities. The transportation planner will help identify and address any unintended impacts 
associated with the casino traffic and also plan for related induced demand. The transportation 
planner could also play an important role in the implementation of future recommendations of 
the Lower Mystic Region Working Group for these municipalities. We support the collaborative 
efforts of the two municipalities in submitting the application and encourage seeking other 
funding sources to maintain the position beyond the one year period.  

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

The City of Revere and Town of Saugus plan to use Transportation Planning Grant funds to hire a 
sub-regional transportation planner for a period of one year.  The combined communities seek a 
$150,000 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Planning Grant to pay the salary, benefits and 
reasonable direct expenses of a highly qualified and experienced transportation planner for a one 
year period. 

The City of Revere and the Town of Saugus state that “they have long been plagued by the woeful 
inadequacy of outmoded old Route 1” and that they “believe the Wynn Casino will bring substantial 
volumes of new traffic onto the Route 1 – Route 99 corridor.”    

Saugus believes that to a lesser but still significant degree, some casino generated traffic may 
bypass lower Route 1 exiting the highway onto Walnut Street-Central Street or Main Street-Center 
Street and on to Winter Street then Ballard Street and then Route 107 as an alternative way to 
access route 16 towards Everett. 

Revere states that it “[w]ill be negatively impacted by traffic heading to Route 16 west from Route 1 
south and some northeast originated traffic will choose to follow route 107 through the heart of the 
city to access route 16 west. And of course Revere will undoubtedly see an increase of traffic along 
already overtaxed route 1A as residents of North Shore coastal communities use that route to 
connect to route 16 and the Wynn Casino.” 

The Review Team believes that Saugus and Revere have demonstrated that there are 
significant casino related traffic issues supporting the engagement of a full time planner for 
an entire year.  The City and the Town “are willing to certify that all work performed under 
this grant will be solely focused on traffic generation and mitigation issues related to the 
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Wynn Casino in nearby Everett.” 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

“The City of Revere and the Town of Saugus have estimated the contract amount for the Planner 
by assessing the prior experiences of senior staff at these and other agencies.  Senior staff has 
substantial work experience utilizing consultant services and transportation/engineering firms hired 
for specific projects.  Staff has also had substantial interaction with regional and State 
transportation planners who occupy positions similar to the qualification level being sought for this 
position.  On the basis of that experience Revere and Saugus are confident that $150,000 would 
enable us to contract a well-qualified transportation planner for a one year period.  The position will 
not include any benefits since we anticipate an independent contract consultant will have built that 
expense into the project pricing.” 

In regard to scope, the City and the Town submitted a detailed job description for the planner.  If the 
planner is funded, the review team recommends that the Commission condition the grant upon staff 
review of the scope of the planner to ensure that it relates sufficiently to the casino.  However, it is 
noted that both the City and the Town have agreed to certify that they will only invoice casino 
related matters. 

The City and the Town did not submit a timetable for the hiring of the contract planner.  However, 
the review team has not information why a contract planner would not be able to be hired in a 
reasonable time.   

3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.   
The City and the Town state that, “[b]ecause this effort will need to be sustained as a longer-term 
strategy, the transportation planner will also need to seek out financial means and support to 
continue his or her employment in this capacity beyond the initial MGC grant period. 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

In their Response letter, Revere and Saugus stated that, “Revere and Saugus will contribute 
various in-kind services to this effort. These will include office space and equipment, supplies, and 
access to communication and data systems in each community.  Further, the City of Revere's 
Economic Development Director and the Town of Saugus's Director of Planning and Development 
will provide in-kind services in the form of their collaborative supervision of, provision of guidance 
to, and interaction with the shared transportation specialist. Further, the shared Transportation 
Specialist will be supported with in-kind services provided by other municipal planning staff, the 
respective Police/Traffic Departments, the respective Planning Boards and other municipal 
personnel with institutional knowledge of traffic and transportation matters related to the identified 
impacted roadways.” 
5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 

award 
 

The City and the Town state that, “[i]t will be the transportation planner's responsibility to focus on 
achievable transportation improvement projects along the highway corridors previously discussed; 
The planner will need to marshal support among surrounding communities also impacted, identify 
likely funding sources for such projects, and work to advance individual projects for funding and 
implementation in the State Transportation Improvement Plan.” 
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6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
This is a new use of Community Mitigation funding. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

The City and the Town state that the planner will help them identify likely funding sources for the 
subjects of the study and “work to advance individual projects for funding and implementation in the 
State Transportation Improvement Plan.” 

General Criteria 
1. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

2. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Neither Revere nor Saugus has a surrounding community agreement. 
3. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

The mitigation measure is not already required. 

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team recommends that the 
Commission provide funding for a contract employee to assist the two communities with 
their transportation planning needs.  We recommend that the Commission condition 
funding upon a certification that all planning costs will be casino related and recommend 
that funding be contingent upon the approval of the job description for the planner. 
 
The Review Team has previously recommended that the City’s and the Town’s joint 
application should be reviewed despite the fact that the 2017 Guidelines do not make 
provision for joint applications.  One complication of the joint application that was 
discussed with the City and the Town is that communities that receive transportation 
planning grants are required to utilize their $100,000 reserves for the planning project.  We 
recommend that the Commission require the two communities to determine how they 
collectively will allocate their individual portions of this $100,000 reserve.      
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Somerville Transportation 

Somerville seeks funding to mitigate the “intersection of Interstate 93, State Route 28 
(Fellsway/McGrath Highway) and State Route 38 (Mystic Avenue In Somerville).”  “The 
City of Somerville proposes to use MGC Transportation Planning funds to initiate a 
formal planning study of the facility, which would implement a key recommendation of 
the 2017 RSA. A consultant team would be engaged to conduct public engagement, 
alternatives analysis and concept design. This step is consistent with the formal project 
development process used by MassDOT for highway capital projects.” 

Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Somerville's effort to 
study and plan improvements to the 93/28/38 intersection. Proper planning of this 
intersection along with coordination of other regional efforts will help guide future growth 
and potentially plan mitigation of unforeseen impacts should they arise.” 
 
MassDOT:  MassDOT recommends funding to mitigate the intersection of Interstate 93, State 
Route 28 (Fellsway/McGrath Highway) and State Route 38 (Mystic Avenue in Somerville).  This 
area already experiences one of the highest crash rates in the state and the extra volume heading 
to/from the casino will exacerbate the existing conditions.  Upgrades to bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure should also be required in any alternatives study conducted. The applicant should 
confirm that this intersection is not already part of mitigation associated with the proposed 5 
Middlesex Avenue project in Somerville. 
 

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

Somerville states that “[t]he intersection of Interstate 93, State Route 28 (Fellsway/McGrath 
Highway) and State Route 38 (Mystic Avenue) in Somerville is located approximately one mile from 
the Wynn Everett site. The facility is deficient in its current operations, as documented in a formal 
Road Safety Audit (RSA) produced for MassDOT’s Highway Division in September 2015. 

In its application Somerville notes that, “in its 2016 Section 61 Finding for Wynn Everett’s MEPA 
process, found that absent mitigating transportation improvements, the project-related traffic would 
have detrimental operational and safety impacts on the 93/28/38 intersection.” 

As noted in the SCA, “the Parties acknowledge and agree that the proximity of the Project to the 
Assembly Row and Assembly Square developments may result in additional pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic in Somerville.” 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Scope:  “The City of Somerville proposes to use MGC Transportation Planning funds to initiate a 
formal planning study of the facility, which would implement a key recommendation of the 2017 
RSA.”   
“Transportation Planning Funds in the amount of $150,000 will be used to secure contractual 
consultant services.” 
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Budget:  The City’s proposal would also effectively leverage a federal highway earmark proposed 
for design development of the 93 / 28 / 38 intersection complex in Amendment #1 of the Boston 
Region Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  
In Somerville’s response letter to the MGC supplemental information request, the following was 
stated as the budget for the grant funds if they are awarded, “The proposed grant budget of 
$150,000 would be conceptually programmed as follows: 
o Existing conditions data assessment- $10,000 
o Public and stakeholder engagement- $10,000 
o Alternatives analysis, including microsimulation modeling- $30,000 
o Conceptual design for roadway geometry, signalization and traffic calming interventions- 
$100,000” 

Timetable:  “The City proposes to initiate planning and design work immediately in summer 2017 to 
best coordinate with several related studies and processes currently underway, including the 
MassDOT-Ied "Lower Mystic Regional Working Group" regional planning effort focused on Sullivan 
Square and surrounding intersections.” 

3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

Somerville noted “[t]he City understands that the maximum award amount of $150,000.00 would 
likely represent roughly 75% of the required budget for such a study, and we propose to seek 
additional local funding to match and leverage grant resources. 

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

The intersection of Routes 93/28 /38 is a major intersection serving the Metro Boston area.  
Improvements to this intersection would have a significant regional benefit.   
Additionally Somerville noted that, “[t]he City would inform MAPC about plans for the project and 
work closely with MAPC's transportation division on all aspects of study work.” 

6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
This is a new project. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

In its application Somerville highlighted that, “[t]he City’s proposal would also effectively leverage a 
federal highway earmark proposed for design development of the 93 / 28 / 38 intersection complex 
in Amendment #1 of the Boston Region Metropolitan Planning Organization’s Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP).” 

“The City’s proposal would also leverage $2.68 million in federal and state funding programmed in 
the TIP for construction of initial-phase improvements in Federal Fiscal Year 2020” 

Further In its response to supplement information Somerville indicated that, “[t]he City is currently in 
negotiations with Eversource regarding its proposed 115kv electric transmission line, which will run 
underneath State Route 38 at this location. The City's proposed mitigation program for Eversource 
includes funding in support of pedestrian and bicycle upgrades in this area. In addition, the City has 
had preliminary discussions with various private Development interests in the Assembly Square 
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area which are likely to provide public-private collaborations to leverage and match grant resources. 
In the event that these third-party funding sources address other priorities, the City would allocate 
local funds to reach the target budget for the proposed study work.” 

General Criteria 
4. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

5. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

According to Somerville’s application and the Surrounding Community Agreement: 

“The City’s Surrounding Community Agreement calls for Wynn Everett to provide a $250,000 
annual payment for transportation impacts, although the SCA specifies that the purpose is to 
enable the City to fund staffing and other public safety initiatives related to increased pedestrian 
and vehicular traffic (see excerpt below)”.  This payment will not begin until Wynn Boston Harbor is 
operational. Therefore, the review team agrees that no Surrounding Community funding is currently 
available for this purpose. 

“Wynn has agreed to pay to Somerville an annual payment of Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars 
($250,000.00), which amount shall be due on or before the ninetieth (90th) day following the 
opening of the Project to the general public and on each annual anniversary thereof. The annual 
payment shall continue for as long as Wynn, or any parent, subsidiary or related entity, owns, 
controls or operates a commercial gaming facility at the Project Site. The purpose of this payment is 
to enable Somerville to fund staffing and other public safety initiatives related to increased 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic in Somerville and additional costs, if any, incurred in mutual aid 
responses to the Project.” 
6. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

“The City of Somerville’s Surrounding Community Agreement includes reference to the 93/28/38 
intersection (see excerpt below), and Wynn Everett agreed to complete all necessary 
improvements as determined in accordance with the MEPA process.  No mitigating transportation 
improvements were ultimately required under MEPA, although MassDOT asserted in its 2016 
Section 61 Finding that absent such improvements, project-related traffic would have detrimental 
operational and safety impacts on the 93/28/38 intersection. 

The review team agrees that this mitigation is not currently required. 
 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team believes that Somerville 
has complied in regard to the scope, budget and timetable as required under the 
Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines and that his study could provide valuable 
information relative to a very congested area that potentially could be impacted by the 
Wynn Boston Harbor Casino. 
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West Springfield Transportation 
 
The Town of West Springfield is requesting funding to cover costs associated with 
engineering design services for improvements to the Elm Street (Route 20) corridor 
from Westfield Street to Park Street. Improvements will be designed to better 
accommodate casino related traffic as well as incorporate “Complete Streets” 
elements to improve pedestrian, bicycle and public transit access and safety. 
 
Licensee Response:  “ 
MassDOT:  MassDOT supports the request of the City of West Springfield in the amount of 
$150,000 for the planning and design efforts to reconstruct Elm Street in the Central Business 
District between Westfield Street and Park Street.  As indicated in the application, West 
Springfield is expected to see a fair amount of casino traffic traveling through its center and the 
funds would provide for the design of multimodal accommodations to improve mobility and 
address safety. The application has provided three engineering quotes for the proposed project 
and we believe that the quotes are reasonable.     
 

Transportation Criteria 

1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 
gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that 
the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the 
proposed mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted by MGM indicates that approximately 5% 
of the traffic from the casino will pass through the project area. West Springfield believes that these 
impacts are underestimated and that Route 20 is, and will become, a more attractive regional cut 
through route. They also stated that the original studies focuses only on automobile traffic and did 
not consider other modes of transportation such as walking and bicycling, and as such should be 
considered as part of any improvements.  

The review team agrees that there is a direct traffic impact on the Elm Street corridor as 
evidenced by MGM’s DEIR. While mitigation was not required as part of the decision on the 
FEIR, the applicant demonstrated deficiencies related to existing traffic signals, pedestrian 
access, bicycle access and public transit. West Springfield has adopted a Complete Streets 
Ordinance to ensure that roadway designs incorporate all users of the roads. At the time of 
the project approvals, the Complete Streets concept was just starting to be adopted by local 
communities, so was not particularly addressed in the MGM studies. The review team 
agreed that evaluating all modes of transportation in developing these improvements is 
appropriate. 
2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 

issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

West Springfield developed a detailed scope for the project and received responses from three 
qualified firms that ranged in price from $175,000-$200,000. In its application, the Town committed 
to advancing to construction projects identified in the study. The time table for the project is 
approximately 11 months. 
The review team agreed that scope, budget and time tables for this project seemed 
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reasonable. 

3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

West Springfield has committed to funding the difference between the grant amount and consultant 
cost. This ranges from approximately $25,000-$50,000 depending on the consultant selected. 

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

West Springfield has been working with the Pioneer Valley Regional Planning Commission (PVPC) 
on small scale improvements to the area. In addition, the applicant stated that improvements to the 
Elm Street will improve traffic flow for Pioneer Valley Transit Authority buses as well as improving 
general traffic operations, safety and flow along Route 20. 

The review team agrees that this project will have a regional benefit as Route 20 is a major 
corridor connection Springfield to points west. 

6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
This is a new project. Reserve funds were used in 2016 on the Memorial Avenue planning project. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

Two of the consultant proposals do not identify sources of funding for the project. The third proposal 
uses the MassDOT design standards in order to make the project eligible for federal and state 
Transportation Improvement Program funding. The result of this question will depend on the 
selection of the consultant. 

General Criteria 
15. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

16. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

The only funds available to West Springfield prior to the casino opening were for the design of 
Memorial Avenue improvements. 
17. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

A review of the FEIR decision, the Section 61 Findings and the Surrounding Community Agreement 
did not identify this project as a required mitigation measure. It appears that the Annual Mitigation 
Payment could be used to fund the implementation of this design. 

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team was unanimous in 
recommending this project for grant funding.  The project results from a direct impact of 
the casino, addresses multi-modal traffic flow and safety and has an appropriate scope and 
budget. 
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2017 APPLICATIONS FOR USE OF RESERVE FUNDS 

Requests to Use 2015/2016 Reserve Funds 

Community Requested Amount Review Team Proposal 

Boston $100,000.00 $100,000.00 

Plainville  $98,397.92 $98,397.92 

Somerville $100,000.00 $100,000.00 

Total: $298,397.92 $298,397.92 

In accordance with the 2017 Guidelines, communities can use reserves to cover impacts that may 
arise in 2017 or thereafter.  They may also use funds for planning, either to determine how to 
achieve further benefits from a facility or to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts.  
Communities that received reserves in 2015 or 2016 must first expend those funds before 
accessing any Transportation Planning Grant funds.  Communities may submit applications for 
the use of reserves on a rolling basis throughout the year. 

BOSTON RESERVE 

The City of Boston would like to use its reserve to provide design studies of the Sullivan 
Square/Rutherford Avenue project.  (See also Transportation Planning.) 

As noted in the licensee letter:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Boston's renewed 
effort to redesign Sullivan Square to ensure it accommodates casino traffic.” 

Review Team Evaluation/Recommendations:  As noted in Boston’s Transportation Planning 
Application, the City is anticipating a significant increase in design costs in regarding Sullivan 
Square.  Those initial estimates (2014) for the design costs were $3,949,254 based on the 2014 
Plan when the project was anticipated to cost $71 million.  Due to the current redesign of the 
Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue project the estimated cost is now approximately $142 
Million.  As noted in Boston’s response letter “the design costs for such a project can be around 
10% of the construction cost.”  The City of Boston will need to provide funding for any excess 
above the 80% of federal participating funding.  The federal earmarks have been set up to cover 
the 25% design costs for this project.   

Boston’s Transportation Planning Grant requested the use of the reserve to provide supplemental 
funding.  The Review Team believes that this use Boston’s reserve is compliance with all the 
terms and conditions set forth in the 2017 Community Mitigation Guidelines.   
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Plainville Reserve 

The town of Plainville would like to use its reserve to purchase public safety items it 
notes were unanticipated in the Host Community Agreement such as a cardiac monitor, 
23 portable radios to replace the old “non-compatible technology” radios and a set of 
body armor for the Gaming Enforcement Unit Officers at the gaming facility. 

Licensee Response:  “In particular, we are wholly supportive of the requests for funds by the 
Town of Plainville to acquire additional fire and safety equipment, as the safety and security of 
our guests is of utmost importance.”  

The town requests the use of $98,397.92 of its $100,000 Reserve to purchase public safety items 
such as such as a cardiac monitor, 23 portable radios to replace the old “non-compatible 
technology” radios and a set of body armor for the Gaming Enforcement Unit Officers at the 
gaming facility.   

1. Mitigate impacts related to the construction of Category 1 gaming facilities that have 
occurred or are occurring as of February 1, 2017. 

N/A 

2. Mitigate operational impacts for Category 2/ The significance of the impact to be 
remedied / The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact / 

 

In Plainville’s application noted that “there has been an increase of 10% in overall ambulance run 
volume directly attributable to the gaming facility. … “[T]his has caused an increase in the use of 
the cardiac monitor on the ambulance that is primarily assigned to the gaming facility…. 

The size and construction of the facility has created an issue for our older portable radios. On 
average these radios are 15-20 years old. They are utilized by public safety staff at the gaming 
facility. These older radios due to the older technology in them have issues transmitting and 
receiving inside the facility with its construction type and electronic infrastructure. This issue is for 
both Plainville Police and Fire at the facility…. 

“Plainville Police Department lacks a set of body armor for one of its permanently assigned Gaming 
Enforcement Unit officers. Due to the officer being hired exclusively for the gaming facility, this cost 
is directly related to the gaming facility.”  The Review Team believes that Plainville has 
demonstrated that the impacts are being caused by the gaming facility for all of these above 
impacts. 
3. Is it an unanticipated impact not funded under host or surrounding community 

agreements or impacts that are the responsibility of others? / A demonstration that other 
funds from host or surrounding community agreements are not available to fund the 
proposed mitigation measure.  

 

“There is no specific language in the HCA that speaks to the requested items.” 

4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure  

In its application Plainridge states the following: “[t]he purchase of the cardiac monitor and 
body armor will be assigned to apparatus and personnel that conduct themselves primarily at 
the gaming facility.” 
“Both Police and Fire would retire the older radios and issue the newer ones assuring all 
members have a radio that will function inside the facility during an emergency” 
In its response letter Plainridge explained that, “[t]he body armor being requested is designed 
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to be donned during an active shooter incident. The requested armor is in addition to the fitted 
armor that all officers already have and wear while on duty and at the Plainridge Facility. The 
requested armor is fitted in more general sizes such as small medium and large.”  The Review 
Team agrees that the mitigation requests are reasonable and feasible. 
5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities 

 

Plainville stated that “[m]aintenance of the requested equipment will be part of the operating budget 
of both the Fire and Police Departments.” 

7. Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award  

Plainville stated that “The new radios will allow for interoperability between public safety agencies 
onsite as well as with our regional partners who may have to respond to Plainridge for various types 
of incidents.”  The Review Team agrees that this demonstrates a regional benefit. 

8. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by 
the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant 

 

In its application Plainville states, “[t]here is no specific language in the HCA that speaks to the 
requested items. Due to the unknown of how the facility would operate being the first in the state, 
no one could have predicted all of the impacts ahead of time to address them in the HCA.” 

Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The Review Team recommends that the 
Commission approve Plainville’s use of $98,397.92 of its reserve for these public safety 
related items. 
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SOMERVILLE RESERVE 
 

The City of Somerville is requesting the use of its $100,000 reserve funds for 
contractual consultant services for studies on “transportation, pollution, and air and 
water quality data.  This baseline data will be used by the City to assess and mitigate 
any future adverse impacts of the Everett gaming facility.”   
 
Licensee Response:  “Wynn Boston Harbor supports the City of Somerville's effort to 
develop baseline transportation, pollution, air and water quality data.  This data could be 
helpful in determining future mitigation improvements.” 
 

Transportation Criteria 
1. Clearly related to addressing transportation issues or impacts directly related to the 

gaming facility / The significance of the impact to be remedied /A demonstration that the 
impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility / The potential for the proposed 
mitigation measure to address the impact  

 

Somerville refined its request for reserve dollars in its supplemental response letter to MGC by 
stating that it will “…focus on baseline data collection for two key areas that are related to its 
environmental justice legacy; near-highway air pollution and vehicular traffic patterns.” 

The review team believes that this use of Somerville’s reserve is in compliance with all the 
terms and conditions set forth in the 2017 Community Mitigation Guidelines.  The use of the 
reserve funds will enable Somerville to establish baselines that can be utilized by Somerville 
to understand and articulate any impacts that may be caused by the Wynn Boston Harbor 
casino. 

2. Submitted a detailed scope, budget, and timetable for the planning effort; Defined area of 
issue that will be investigated as well as a clear plan for implementation of results/ The 
feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure 

 

Scope:  The City proposes to focus on baseline data collection for two key areas that are related to 
its environmental justice legacy: near-highway air pollution (roughly $50,000) and vehicular traffic 
patterns (roughly $50,000). 

The City and its research partners wish to collect winter air pollution data during two consecutive 
winter seasons to build a longitudinal data record for near-highway pollution conditions. Data 
collection would be performed by the Tufts Mobile Air Pollution Laboratory. 

The City wishes to establish a traffic monitoring program for residential neighborhoods adjacent to 
1-93, State Route 28 and State Route 38 to establish baseline data related to vehicular cut-through 
traffic.” 

Budget:   
As noted by the City, “[t]he City has not yet prepared a detailed scope and budget for the proposed 
air pollution research; however, past air quality research projects performed by the Community 
Assessment for Freeway and Health Exposure (CAFEH) partnership have included budget lines as 
follows: 
1. 3-week monitoring and data processing per site- $5,000 
2. 5 sites monitored in the 2017-2018 winter data collection season ($25,000) 
3. Repeat monitoring of five study sites in the 2018-2019 winter data collection season ($25,000.” 
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The conceptual scope and budget for traffic monitoring and origin-destination monitoring is 
summarized as follows: 

• Fall 2017: ATR data @ $6,000; OlD data analysis @ $10,000. 
• Spring 2018: ATR data@ $6,000; OlD data analysis@ $10,000. 
• Fall 2018: ATR data@ $6,000; OlD data analysis@ $10,000. 
Timetable:  The traffic monitoring review is scheduled to conclude by the Fall 2018.  The air 
pollution research shall conclude by the 2018-2019 Winter. 

The review team believes that Somerville has submitted a detailed scope, budget, and 
timetable for the planning effort.  It also has a defined area of issue that will be investigated 
as well as a clear plan for implementation of results. 
3. No more than two years for any municipal employee.  N/A 
4. In-kind services / The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce 

development pilot program activities 
 

Somerville noted that “it will provide in-kind contributions including staff support and assistance, 
meeting space, and other logistical support.  The City will also fund any portion of the data-
collection project that exceeds $100,000.” 

5. Consultation with the RPA / Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation 
award 

 

Somerville noted that, “[t]he City will consult with the MAPC and relevant MAPC studies as needed, 
as well as the region MPO / CTPS.” 

6. Expand a planning project begun with reserve funds or to fund an additional project   
The proposed baseline study is a new project. 

7. Demonstrates the potential for such transportation project that is the subject of a CMF 
application to compete for state or federal transportation funds 

 

No such potential was indicated.  However, the review team understands one purpose of the 
baseline is to allow the City to have data to demonstrate the potential impacts of the Wynn Boston 
Harbor casino, which may potentially include funding agencies.   

General Criteria 
1. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 

demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party 
N/A 

2. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure 

 

According to Somerville’s application and the Surrounding Community Agreement: 

“The City’s Surrounding Community Agreement calls for Wynn Everett to provide a $250,000 
annual payment for transportation impacts, although the SCA specifies that the purpose is to 
enable the City to fund staffing and other public safety initiatives related to increased pedestrian 
and vehicular traffic (see excerpt below)”.  This payment will not begin until Wynn Boston 
Harbor is operational.  Therefore, the review team agrees that no Surrounding Community 
funding is currently available for this purpose. 
“Wynn has agreed to pay to Somerville an annual payment of Two Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars 
($250,000.00), which amount shall be due on or before the ninetieth (90th) day following the 
opening of the Project to the general public and on each annual anniversary thereof. The annual 
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payment shall continue for as long as Wynn, or any parent, subsidiary or related entity, owns, 
controls or operates a commercial gaming facility at the Project Site. The purpose of this payment is 
to enable Somerville to fund staffing and other public safety initiatives related to increased 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic in Somerville and additional costs, if any, incurred in mutual aid 
responses to the Project.” 
 
As noted in the SCA, “the Parties acknowledge and agree that the proximity of the Project to the 
Assembly Row and Assembly Square developments may result in additional pedestrian and 
vehicular traffic in Somerville.” 
3. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed by the 

licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements between such 
licensee and applicant. 

The Review Team agrees that this mitigation is not currently required. 

 
Review Team Evaluation/Recommendation:  The review team believes that Somerville has 
complied in regard to the scope, budget and timetable as required under the Community 
Mitigation Fund Guidelines.  The review team further believes that the air quality study 
and traffic baseline study could provide valuable information relative to a very congested 
area that potentially could be impacted by the Wynn Boston Harbor Casino. 
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Tribal Gaming Technical Assistance Grant 
 

Community Requested 
Amount 

Review Team Proposal 

SRPEDD $200,000 $200,000 

SOUTHEASTERN REGIONAL PLANNING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT 
(“SRPEDD”)  

SRPEDD anticipates planning requests for studies to assist communities in geographic 
proximity to the potential Tribal Gaming facility in Taunton with regard to traffic 
capacity and operational impacts should the construction of the Tribal Gaming facility 
move forward.   

Pursuant to the Guidelines, “[t] he Commission shall make available no more than $200,000 in 
technical assistance funding to assist in the determination of potential impacts that may be 
experienced by communities in geographic proximity to the potential Tribal Gaming facility in 
Taunton.” 

The guidelines further stated that “[s]uch funding will only be made available, after approval of 
any application by SRPEDD or a comparable regional entity, if it is determined by the 
Commission that construction of such gaming facility will likely commence prior to or during 
Fiscal Year 2018.” 

SRPEDD has applied for funding to assist communities in geographic proximity to the potential 
Tribal Gaming facility in Taunton with regard to traffic capacity and operational impacts should 
the construction of the Tribal Gaming facility move forward.   

Review Team Evaluation/Recommendations:  The Review Team would like to propose that 
$200,000 be held in reserve for such technical assistance program.  In order to activate this 
reserve, such determination would first need to be made by the Commission.  The Review 
Team recommends that the Commission would review the details of such program at this 
future date. 
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Copies of the Community Mitigation Fund Grant Applications can be 
found at the Massgaming.com website:  
http://massgaming.com/about/2017-community-mitigation-fund/ 

The Community Mitigation Fund Grant Applications can also be found in 
the Commission Packet: http://massgaming.com/news-
events/article/mgc-open-meeting-february-16-2017/ 

  

http://massgaming.com/about/2017-community-mitigation-fund/
http://massgaming.com/news-events/article/mgc-open-meeting-february-16-2017/
http://massgaming.com/news-events/article/mgc-open-meeting-february-16-2017/
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CITY OF ATTLEBORO, MASSACHUSETTS 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

GOVERNMENT CENTER 
77 PARK STREET 

ATTLEBORO, MASSACHUSETTS 02703 
PHONE 508-223-2222 (EXT. 3221) 

KEVIN J. DUMAS, MAYOR 
 
 
 
 
May 31, 2017 
 
 
Mary S. Thurlow, Program Manager 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
RE:  Attleboro Community Mitigation Funds 
 
Dear Ms. Thurlow: 
 
Please find the information below that answer the questions posed in your recent letter: 
 
1. The application was submitted on February 1, 2017, and contained a conceptual cost 
estimate from Pomroy Associates, LLC, dated January 30, 2017.  A copy of this estimate has 
been attached to this response.  As indicated in the opening sentence of that estimate, the 
location of the proposed joint police/fire dispatch unit was identified as the “existing South 
Attleboro Fire Station”.  That proposed location has not changed. 
 
As discussed during our May 1st conference call, staff from both the Fire and Police 
Departments had continued to refine and improve the build-out options at the South 
Attleboro Fire Station even after the application was submitted.  Through that process, staff 
was able to modify certain build-out requirements that were assumed in the Pomroy 
estimate, but that which may no longer apply.  For example, the Pomroy estimate assumed 
the need to construct (1) a new dedicated breakroom area, (2) new, separate bathrooms, (3) 
separate and dedicated heating, cooling and ventilation systems, and (4) new radios, etc.  
 
However, and after further investigation and consultations with outside vendors, staff from 
the Fire and Police Departments now feel that (1) an existing office can easily be converted 
into a dedicated breakroom, (2) existing bathrooms are in close proximity to the proposed 
dispatch room; (3) the existing HVAC may only need less expensive upgrades to serve the 
proposed dispatch room and (4) some of the existing equipment can be transferred and used 
at the new Joint Dispatch Center. 
 



Therefore, staff from the Fire and Police Departments now feel that the following estimates 
are a better reflection of the costs associated with building the new Joint Dispatch Center at 
the South Attleboro Fire Station: 
 
a). HVAC upgrades (i.e., increase BTUs):   $   40,000.00 
b). New access points for Joint Dispatch Center:  $   20,000.00 
c). Convert existing office into required breakroom: $    15,000.00 
d). Parking Lot modifications:    $   20,000.00 
e). Furniture and consoles:    $   58,000.00 
f). Radios/Communications/Antennas/Etc.:  $ 350,000.00 
TOTAL ESTIMATE:     $ 503,000.00 
 
2. 6/8/17  Specific Impact Awarded 
  8/1/17  Construction specifications finalized 
  9/1/17  Bids opened 
  10/15/17 Contract awarded 
  11/1/17 Construction begins 
  12/30/17 Construction completed 
  1/31/18  Joint Dispatch Center operational 
 
3. The City is prepared to fund the difference between the Specific Impact Award and 
the cost of bringing the new Joint Dispatch Center operational.   
 
4. The City’s application provides a strong argument that the increase in calls for 
service relative to traffic accidents the City of Attleboro experienced in 2016 is related to the 
operation of Plainville Park Casino.  See Exhibit 1 of City’s application.  Moreover, the 
Christopher Bruce study corroborates the City’s argument.  In the opening paragraph of his 
Executive Summary, Christopher Bruce acknowledges that: 
 
“[T]he “presence of the casino also does seem related in increases in the types of call for 
service that one would expect to increase with extra traffic and people in the area, including 
traffic collisions, lost property, and citizen complaints of traffic problems.” (emphasis 
supplied) 
 
Furthermore, the Christopher Bruce study also acknowledges that other calls for services in 
Attleboro are either “likely” or possibly” related to Plainride Park.  For example, Bruce 
acknowledges that “[s]ignificant increases in credit card fraud, particularly in….Attleboro…” 
are “likely to be related to Plainridge Park”, and that “[i]ncreases in ‘con game-style fraud 
and identity theft in Attleborough (sic)” are “possibly related to Plainridge Park.” 
 
5. No exact percentage is available.  However, and based upon the cited portions of the 
Bruce study and the arguments set forth in Exhibit 1 of City’s application, the City believes 
that the increase in the number of calls for services is related to Plainridge Park.   
 
6. Combining the Primary Public Safety Answering Point (police) with the Secondary 
Public Safety Answering Point (fire) will eliminate one (1) of three (3) steps in the call taking 
procedure. Step one (1): A call is initiated by cellular phone dialing 911. That call is answered 
by the Mass State Police. Step two (2): The call is transferred to the Primary Public Safety 



Answering Point (police). Step three (3): Any call that is for Fire or EMS or a joint response 
by Police, Fire and Rescue will be transferred to the Secondary Public Safety Answering 
Point (fire). The elimination of step three will theoretically reduce the response time from a 
call being initiated and resources being dispatched by 33 percent. 
 
7. There are at least two reasons why it would be appropriate for the 2017 Community 
Mitigation Fund to be expended to assist with any costs associated with a Joint Dispatch 
Center in Attleboro: 
 
First, nothing contained in M.G.L. ch. 23K, § 61 limits the use of mitigation funds to a 
certain percentage of the construction costs.  In fact, the language merely requires the 
commission to “expend monies in the fund to assist….surrounding communities in 
offsetting costs related to the…operation of a [casino]..including…police, fire and 
emergency services.” (emphasis supplied) 
 
Second, the City’s application, indeed the Christopher Bruce study, provide a strong 
argument that the increase in calls for services in the City of Attleboro are related to the 
operation of Plainville Park Casino.  See response #4 above. 
 
In closing, I look forward to speaking with you again in the near future regarding our 
application. 
 
Regards, 
 

 
Kevin J. Dumas, 
Mayor 















 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

May 25, 2017 
 
 
Mr. John S. Ziemba 
Ombudsman 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
 
Dear Mr. Ziemba, 
 
Thank you again for meeting with the City regarding the City’s application for Community 
Mitigation Funds to advance the development of a dedicated bus lane on Broadway. We hope 
that the responses below sufficiently answer the questions you submitted to us on May 12th. 
Please feel free to contact us if you need any further clarifications. 
 
 
Question 1: What factors have occurred that have impacted the Broadway traffic area that were not 
anticipated in the Host community Agreement? 
 
Answer: Since the Host Community Agreement was signed, the City has undertaken a full analysis of its 
transportation system, most notably through the Everett Transit Action Plan which was undertaken by 
MassDOT and completed in late 2016. The study analyzed the City’s demographics, travel patterns and 
transit demand to develop a long term vision for transportation that would support not only Everett’s 
existing population, but its future growth.  The study found that not only is the transit system in Everett 
currently overburdened, but that the demand for transit will double in the next 25 years. The Lower 
Broadway corridor was identified as a crucial piece of the transit system, where the bulk of the City’s bus 
services and transit riders converge. In addition, while both Sullivan Square and Wellington are the two 
primary transit destinations for riders from Everett, travel models suggest that Sullivan Square, due to 
its connectivity with other routes to job centers in Cambridge and Somerville, will bear the brunt of 
ridership growth in the coming years. This led to the recommendation that many buses currently 
destined for Wellington station, would need to be re-routed along Lower Broadway to Sullivan Square. 
 
With these findings in hand, it became increasingly apparent that Lower Broadway will need to be re-
envisioned as a transit priority corridor where future upgrades and expansion focus on improving the 
quality of transit service. The specific recommendation from the Everett Transit Study was for Everett to 
construct bus-only lanes along Lower Broadway to remove busses from the general stream of traffic, 
thus allowing for increased transit capacity in the corridor. 
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Question 2: Should the DOT Silver Line extension be viewed as an alternative that may lessen or 
eliminate the need of the proposed bus only lane, or should it be viewed as complimentary? 
 
Answer: These two projects should be viewed as complimentary for the following reasons: 

1. The two projects represent two different directions of travel as well as two different 
catchment areas for riders trying to reach Boston. The Broadway bus lane would serve the 
north south corridors of Broadway and Main Street towards Malden, while the Silver Line 
would serve the east west corridor from East Boston, through Chelsea and the Commercial 
Triangle neighborhood of Everett. 

2. Technical challenges would likely prevent the Silver Line from utilizing the Broadway bus 
lanes and the Broadway busses from using the Silver Line busway. In order for the two 
services to share either the bus way or the bus lanes, a connection would need to be 
created in the vicinity of Sweetser Circle for busses to transfer from the MBTA ROW to Rte 
99. This area is currently very constrained, and it is unlikely that such a connection could be 
constructed. Thus the two routes would combine further south at the Wynn site rather than 
at Sweetser Circle. 

3. The Broadway bus lane as currently envisioned would only operate in the southbound 
direction. This is primarily due to physical constraints that limit widening the roadway by 
more than one lane. If the Silver Line were to use Broadway heading northbound, it would 
be traveling in the general traffic stream and with the added MBTA bus services on 
Broadway noted earlier. 

 
Question 3: How would you describe the regional need for this bus lane and the potential to connect 
with other planned bus projects in the future? 
 
Answer: As noted earlier, future transit growth that is expected in the next 25 years will require capacity 
increases in the roadway system. Buses traveling along Broadway reach as far north as Linden Square in 
Malden, Woodlawn in Chelsea, and Malden Center, making the corridor a regionally important one. 
 
In December 2016, the City of Everett undertook a pilot project that replaced the southbound parking 
lane on upper Broadway with a dedicated bus lane for 5 hours each morning. The project has received 
much attention and positive reviews from transit riders and drivers in the corridor. It allowed the City to 
test the potential of a dedicated bus lane and learn how it might be implemented elsewhere, in 
particular, along Lower Broadway. Should a similar dedicated lane be constructed on Lower Broadway, it 
would result in a dedicated bus lane along the entire Broadway corridor within Everett that would 
drastically reduce travel times and increase the overall capacity of the bus system. Other bus routes that 
come from Malden, Chelsea and East Boston would also be able to take advantage of a dedicated bus 
lane on Lower Broadway, reducing their trip times as well. 
 
Question 4: Has the City considered the feasibility and benefit of an alternating peak direction bus lane? 
 
Answer: During the summer of 2016 as Wynn was developing its 25% design plans for Broadway, the 
City, Wynn and MassDOT explored several options for accommodating a designated bus lane on 
Broadway that could be incorporated into the Wynn designs including a reversible lane. Unfortunately, 
the MEPA approved design for Broadway includes a center median to accommodate new turn lanes. 
Because of this, it becomes very difficult to reverse the direction of travel lanes in real-time.  The City 
did study other Cities which had experimented with reversible lanes involving a center median and 



found that they had serious safety issues and were not a viable design option for Broadway. Therefore, 
the only feasible option to create a dedicated bus lane is by utilizing available frontage on the west side 
of Broadway for a southbound-only lane. 
 
Question 5: Was this use of HCA funding anticipated when the HCA was executed? If not, can you 
provide a brief and general summary of how Everett is prioritizing the use of such HCA funding? 
 
Answer: Host Community Agreement funding was not anticipated for this use at the time of the HCA 
execution. The recommendation for a dedicated bus lane on Broadway was first made as part of the 
Everett Transit Action Plan in 2016, 3 years after the HCA was executed. Additionally, until the resort-
casino becomes operational in 2019, the city will receive from Wynn a total of $30 million designated 
under the HCA for capital improvements, not including transportation planning. The city received the 
first $5 million under the agreement last June, expects the next $12.5 million this June, and then the last 
pre-operational payment of $12.5 million in June of 2018. This money will generally be targeted to 
projects within the city’s 5-year Capital Improvement Plan, which have a value of $35,000 or greater and 
a useful life of at least 5 years, including infrastructure upgrades and preservation, park improvements, 
and public safety vehicle replacement, among others. 
 
 
I hope that the above narrative provides sufficient clarification for the community mitigation 
review team. If any further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact me at your 
earliest convenience. Thank you again for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Sousa, Executive Director  

Cc: Mary S. Thurlow, Paralegal 
 Joseph E Delaney, Construction Project Oversight Manager 
 Derek Lennon, CFO 
 Catherine Blue, General Counsel 
 Catherine Rollins, Policy Director 
 Mayor Carlo DeMaria 
 







 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

May 25, 2017 
 
 
Mr. John S. Ziemba         
Ombudsman 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
 
Dear Mr. Ziemba, 
 
Thank you again for meeting with the City regarding the City’s application for Construction 
Impact Mitigation funds to help implement a city-wide bike sharing system. We hope that the 
responses below sufficiently answer the questions you submitted to us on May 12th. Please feel 
free to contact us if you need any further clarifications. 
 
Question 1: Please detail how the proposed bike share addresses the impacts caused by such 
construction activities. 
 
Answer: Since the initial host community agreement was signed, substantial amounts of engineering 
design and preliminary construction have occurred on the Broadway corridor. From a design 
perspective, it has become clear that intermittent lane closures will be required for the duration of the 
roadway reconstruction process. In addition, some of the preconstruction activities, such as the 
construction of the service road, have also required lane closures and detours and have provided first 
hand data on the magnitude of impacts the lane closures cause to travel along the corridor, even during 
the off-peak travel times. Unlike many other roadway corridors in the region, Broadway does not have a 
“peak” travel period that only occurs during the morning and evening rush hours, but instead, sees 
sustained heavy traffic throughout most of the day, particularly in the southbound direction. Thus, lane 
closures during the mid-day period have a disproportionate effect on Everett residents trying to reach 
employment, schools or shopping in Boston and Cambridge. Earlier in 2017, the City petitioned the 
MBTA to provide additional bus service to Sullivan and/or Wellington MBTA station to alleviate some of 
this travel demand on Broadway, but the MBTA was not able to provide additional bus service on a 
temporary basis. 
 
A bike sharing program would help to mitigate some of the congestion along Broadway by providing 
alternative transit access from Everett to nearby MBTA Orange Line stations at Sullivan Square and 
Wellington, supplementing the existing MBTA bus service which operates at reduced service levels, yet 
is still over-crowded, during the mid-day. It may also attract residents who typically drive to Boston or a 
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nearby MBTA station, further alleviating traffic congestion during construction.  Bike sharing stations 
currently exist at Sullivan Square and the MBTA has indicated a willingness to allow Everett to install 
new stations at Wellington to receive riders from Everett. Multiple stations would be located 
throughout Everett, allowing commuters to ride from their neighborhood of choice, to the MBTA 
Orange line stations or anywhere in the Boston bike sharing network, which extends as far as 
Cambridge, Brookline, Dorchester and South Boston. 
 
We believe that providing residents with a bike share system will take some of them out of vehicles and 
engage them in active transportation, which will mitigate vehicular traffic congestion during the 
construction period while creating environmental and community health benefits. Each time we can 
shift mode share away from vehicular traffic, we will create a better overall traffic flow on lower 
Broadway. Because we do not have subway or light rail access, and cannot partner with the MBTA to 
temporarily increase bus service at this time, promoting active transportation through bicycling is our 
only currently viable option. 
 
Based on existing ridership data from Boston’s Hubway bike sharing system, a bike sharing system in 
Everett could offset a significant number of trips on Broadway. In 2016, the Hubway system provided 
1.27 million trips from its 185 stations, and Everett would propose to add up to 10 new stations. 
 
 
Question 2: Would increased bicycle activity in casino construction zones result from this grant if 
awarded, pose a safety risk to such bicyclists? 
 
Answer: Both the City of Everett and Wynn Design and Development have conducted several counts of 
cyclists along the Broadway corridor during the past two years. Consistently, there are between 75 and 
100 bicycles per hour traveling on Broadway during peak travel periods. Most of these cyclists originate 
from the Northern Strand Community Trail and then utilize Broadway to reach Sullivan Square and 
Boston. These cyclists have no reasonable alternative route and must be accommodated safely during 
the construction period of the casino and Lower Broadway. The City is requiring Wynn to provide 
adequate detour and safety measures to accommodate these cyclists during construction.  This will 
include detouring northbound cyclists onto Bow Street in order to create room for construction and 
preservation of a bike lane in the southbound direction. Thus, any new cyclists added to the corridor as 
a result of the bike share, will benefit from the same safety measures provided to the existing bicycle 
traffic and not be placed in any addition dangers than posed currently. 
 
It is also important to note that the City is working to partner with Malden, Medford and the MBTA in 
order to pursue the installation of a bike share station at Wellington Station and possibly the new 
Chelsea Silver Line station. This would allow users of the bike share system to bypass most areas of the 
casino construction area and still reach the MBTA system. The new Woods Memorial Bridge which 
connects Everett to Wellington, will be substantially complete by early 2018, when Everett would 
potentially be opening its bike sharing system. The new bridge includes high quality bicycle facilities 
connecting from Everett to the Wellington MBTA station and will likely attract many riders who may 
have otherwise used Broadway to access the Orange Line. The City has had preliminary conversations 
with the MBTA, which indicated a willingness to pursue a bike share station on their station properties. 
 
Question 3: Could you please provide any update of the City’s meeting with businesses and developers 
regarding yearly contributions to the cost of running the bike share program? 
 

Comment [A1]: Do we have any more details 
that could be included here on what these safety 
measures may entail (e.g. rerouting on Bow Street)?   



Answer: The City held a meeting on May 24th with invited guests from the Everett Chamber of 
Commerce, Bike to the Sea, Cambridge Health Alliance, Wynn Development, Malden Redevelopment 
Authority, and the Metropolitan Area Planning Council. Representatives from two bike share companies, 
Motivate (which operates Boston’s Hubway system) and Zagster (which operates bike share systems in 
Salem and Lexington) provided guests with an overview of their respective systems including costs and 
opportunities for community involvement. In particular, Cambridge Health Alliance indicated a desire to 
participate and contribute to funding a bike share station. Wynn Boston is also committed to funding a 
bike share station in Everett per the conditions negotiated under their MEPA Certificate.  
 
In addition to the meeting on the 24th, the City has spoken individually with several businesses including 
Nigh Shift Brewing, NBI, Envision Hotel, Schnitzer Steel and BNY Mellon Bank, all of whom offered 
provisional financial support of a bike sharing system. 
 
Question 4: How will the City cover the operational costs of the Bike Share program?  
 
Answer: As proposed in the application, the funding provided through this grant would fund capital and 
start-up costs of the bike sharing program. Ongoing operational costs would be borne partly by users 
with the remainder funded by the City and sponsorship agreements with local businesses and 
developers.  
 
Since the application was submitted, the City asked Motivate, the operator of Hubway, to propose a 
potential 5-year capital and operating plan as shown below:  
 
Capital Costs  (5 stations): $300,000 
Sources:  

MGC Grant: $300,000 
 
Five-year operating costs: $600,000 
Sources: 
 MGC Grant: $100,000 
 User Revenue: $250,000 
 Local Sponsorships: $250,000 
 
It should be noted that in this in this scenario, Motivate has proposed using a $100,000 portion of the 
MGC grant award for a portion of the 5-year operating expenses and that no use of City operating funds 
is proposed. If the MGC felt that the use of the grant funds should be for capital costs only (consistent 
with the original application), the City would provide this portion of the operating costs and re-allocate 
the MGC funds towards the capital costs of additional stations. 
 
The projections for user revenue were developed by Motivate to be consistent with ridership over the  
rest of the Hubway system. Users are charged either a daily, weekly or yearly membership fee which is 
used to offset operating costs. Because the Hubway system is multi-jurisdictional, and membership is 
centralized, the dollar amount of user revenues returned to the City of Everett to offset operating costs 
are negotiated as part of the contract between the City and Motivate. Local sponsorships are available 
for $10,000 per station, where a business can display a large advertisement on the kiosk of the station. 
Larger sponsorship amounts may include branding on the bikes themselves. 
 



The cost breakdown shown above is just one example of a conceptual funding plan for a bike sharing 
system.  Using a bike sharing system other than Hubway/Motivate or adding or subtracting stations 
could require some amount of re-allocation of the different funding sources to produce a similar 
magnitude bike sharing system. 
 
 
Question 5: While increased bicycle use continues to be an important goal for the Wynn Boston Harbor 
transportation plan, is mitigation necessary to remedy a construction period impact? 
 
Answer: Yes, we believe that mitigation is necessary during the construction period to enhance the 
efficiency of travel for the many who use the lower Broadway corridor on a daily basis. As noted in the 
response to question 1, the City investigated other means of mitigating the transportation impacts of 
construction of the Wynn casino. Due to the lack of redundant roadway or transit corridors, and the 
inability of the MBTA to provide supplemental transit service, it became clear that another option was 
needed to mitigate congestion and the resulting trips. Heavy congestion deters travelers from making 
trips, which has a direct impact on businesses and the local economy. It also degrades existing transit 
services and reduces transit capacity when longer trip times ultimately mean that buses are making 
fewer trips and thus carrying fewer passengers. The bike share system allows new trips to be made with 
new infrastructure that is largely unaffected by the roadway construction. Notwithstanding the fact that 
it will have a long lasting benefit beyond the construction period, it will, without question, replace a 
portion of the trips lost due to construction related impacts, thus achieving the goal of mitigating this 
construction period impact. 
 
 

I hope that the above narrative provides sufficient clarification for the community mitigation 
review team. If any further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact us at your 
earliest convenience. Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 

Tony Sousa, Executive Director  

Cc: Mary S. Thurlow, Paralegal 
 Joseph E Delaney, Construction Project Oversight Manager 
 Derek Lennon, CFO 
 Catherine Blue, General Counsel 
 Catherine Rollins, Policy Director 
 Mayor Carlo DeMaria 
 

























 

 

 

Route 1 & Route 107 Fox Hill Bridge Connection 

 

The City of Lynn is plagued by a lack of direct flowing traffic. Somewhere along each highway 
entry point, motorists must pass through residential neighborhoods while navigating limited 
access roads with traffic signals and numerous stops. Unlike communities abutting major 
thoroughfares such as Routes 495, 128 and 1, the City of Lynn’s commercial base and resulting 
economics are limited to smaller, local roads.  In the 1960’s in an effort to remedy this issue, 
the Federal Highway Administration and Mass Highway planned to extend Route 95 through 
Saugus, Lynn and Peabody to connect with Route 95 to the north and the neighborhoods and 
commercial districts along the way.  That extension included a spur to Route 107 that would 
have resulted in direct access to Lynn.  In 1972, after years of planning, the project was 
abandoned.  However, with the planning preliminary construction began and today the 
roadbed and overpasses still exist that would afford the direct access to Lynn. 

Specifically, the proposed project consists of adding a new highway connection to the Route 
One overpass at Copeland Circle in Revere and running over the existing, prepared gravel road 
beds to connect near the Lynn Fox Hill Bridge. Vehicles on Route One from the north and the 
south must pass through residential areas or a heavily signalized, commercial area in order to 
get to Lynn. From the south cars and trucks either drive down Route 60 to Route 107 or take 
one of four exits through Saugus and Lynn residential streets. Route One at Route 60 in Revere 
is already on the TIP list for recommended improvements. Our concept would add a connection 
at Route One north over Route 60 just before Route One takes a sharp left and narrows down. 
As mentioned above, there is already the preparation for that connection where the original 
Route 95 project would have continued north. The old foundation beds exist in the marsh for 
this spur.  As such, the marsh would not have to be disturbed further. This connection would 
run directly down to Route 107 and tie in to that road where appropriate. This spur would allow 
traffic from Route One heading north to travel directly into Lynn on Western Avenue, Route 
107, near General Electric. Vehicular traffic would not conflict with airport and Boston traffic on 
Route 60 or have to pass through Saugus to get to downtown Lynn and our expanding 
waterfront.  Please see exhibits A, B and C for aerial views of this proposal.  
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THE LYNN WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN VISION

Land of this magnitude in a strategic location along a 
beautiful waterfront is rare, particularly when it is located 
within 10 miles of downtown Boston.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The focus of the Lynn Waterfront Master Plan is a 305-
acre development site located in Lynn, Massachusetts. 
The site begins at the General Edwards Bridge and 
extends north to the intersection of the Lynnway 
and Market Street, and east along the inner harbor 
shoreline to the Nahant rotary. The waterfront 
property is an exceptional site made up of contiguous 
parcels of land that are severely underutilized. 
Land of this magnitude in a strategic location along 
a beautiful waterfront is rare, particularly when it 
is located within 10 miles of downtown Boston. Its 
exceptional location is an untapped asset waiting to 
be explored and transformed into a higher and better 
use neighborhood as an expression of Downtown 
Lynn on the water. The Lynn Waterfront Master 
Plan also examines lower Sagamore Hill in search 
of a better design concept to take advantage of its 
proximity to both downtown and the waterfront.

Historically, this land was utilized for a large variety 
of industrial uses ranging from active maritime 
commerce to power generation. In the last 50 years, 
New England experienced a signifi cant change in its 
light to heavy industrial capital, as most relocated out 
of the region. Currently, the entire site is underutilized 
as a waterfront location, but serves the needs of 
industrial facilities and accommodates regional 
traffi c with a mix of automobile oriented businesses, 
big box retail, and light industries. Existing uses 
include the regional sanitary sewer treatment plan, 
a creamery and associated cold storage, scrap 
iron yard, capped municipal land fi ll no longer in 
operation, fast food drive-thru restaurants, retail 
and auto body shops, car dealerships, Wal-Mart 
and Building 19½. As a result of the lands historical 
use and the continuation of many industrial uses, 
the land has some environmental issues that need 
to be addressed during future development.

Sasaki Associates Inc. was retained by the City 
of Lynn to develop a comprehensive conceptual 
Master Plan for this site and to set the necessary 
parameters to transform it into a vibrant place with 
direct linkage to the downtown and surrounding 
neighborhoods. Creating a signifi cant presence on 
the City’s waterfront is one of the main objectives of 
the plan. Because the land is located strategically 
on the Lynn Harbor and is accessible by the regional 
highway network and the commuter rail from Boston, 
it is a very valuable piece of land with great potential. 
The proposed mixed-use development recommended 
in the Master Plan will positively infl uence the area 
and spur future economic revitalization activity within 
the community at large. Implementing this project 
over the next few decades will raise the image of the 
community within the region and put the City back 
on the map with neighboring communities for quality 
of life, real estate land values and self image.

Sasaki’s team, which included ZHA for market analysis 
and GEI for geotechnical expertise, studied the area, 
location, context within the neighboring communities, 
the physical condition of the land, current uses, and 
future potential. In the analysis phase of the project, 
ZHA performed a detailed market study and the City 
hosted several informative public workshops and set 
up numerous key stakeholder meetings to solicit input 
from the community at large and interested groups. 
Based on the site reconnaissance and information 
from the community, Sasaki prepared a series of 
alternative development options for review by the City 
and community. The preferred development option was 
refi ned to refl ect the comments and input received and 
in accordance with the fi ndings of the market study 
for the waterfront site. Additional meetings were held 
with Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management, who 
regulates future developments through the Chapter 91 
waterways licensing process, and the Massachusetts 

Department of Conservation and Recreation, who 
controls the Lynnway. These meetings were held 
to promote and solicit further input and to test the 
proposed development limits with state agencies. 
Similarly, the plans were adjusted and revised based 
on the input received through the community process. 

It is important to understand the intent of this 
exercise. The Master Plan was developed to 
synthesize the community’s aspiration and create a 
vision framework plan to guide future development. 
The Master Plan has three main components:

A. Master Plan Vision 

B. Waterfront Zoning Strategy

C. Lynn Harbor Plan

The Master Plan Vision represents future land use, 
proposed mixed-use density, open space, development 
program and identifi cation of new neighborhoods. It 
is important to note that this plan dose not represent 
future development footprints. Identifying future 
development footprints requires additional work 
between the community and individual property 
owners, as well as all local and state governmental 
agencies that have jurisdiction in the area.

The proposed Waterfront Zoning Strategy needs 
to be reviewed further with the community and 
property owners to establish consensus on the 
appropriate regulations set forth for each area.

The Lynn Harbor Plan is a preliminary draft for 
preparing the offi cial Lynn Municipal Harbor Plan. 
The Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management and 
the Department of Environmental Protection require 
the preparation and adoption of a Municipal Harbor 
Plan (MHP), since a signifi cant portion of the land 
lies within the Chapter 91 waterways jurisdiction. 
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This plan is a pre-requisite for any development of the 
land that lies within the Chapter 91 designated area. 

The Master Plan program for the Lynn Waterfront 
includes a diverse mix of uses. Three distinct 
neighborhoods were created within the Waterfront 
Area to create fl exibility within the development 
process and to create a unique identity for each area 
within the overall plan and the City of Lynn. A fourth 
neighborhood, Sagamore Hill, already exists within 
the study area and will be strengthen by the concept 
plan for lower Sagamore Hill along Carroll Parkway 
and Washington Street. This process allows for 
future adjustments to the land use mix in response 
to changing market conditions as development 
projects are implemented over the next 25 years. 
Once development commences, the power of the 
market economy will transform the area from its 
current uses into a waterfront community that takes 
advantage of its strategic location and natural assets.

Key program highlights of the Master Plan include:

Mix of residential types - 4,177,000 Sq. Ft.

Commercial / Retail - up to 1,061,000 Sq. Ft.

Offi ce space - 401,200 Sq. Ft.

Hotel - up to 304,800 Sq. Ft.

Light Industry - up to 228,730 Sq. Ft.

Port Designated Area for marine dependant use - 
45 acres

Mixed-use Marina for recreational and 
commercial boats

Ample open park spaces for community and 
neighborhood recreational use

Housing demand on the north shore is diverse. Trends 
suggest future generations are looking into more 
urban living where diverse housing products are 
available within walking distance of downtowns and 
active densely populated urban areas. The availability 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

of public transportation, by rail or ferry, within these 
new neighborhoods will continue to be an important 
factor as cost of energy continues to rise and road 
congestion during peak commuting time becomes 
more intolerable. This site’s proximity to a major 
urban area, such as Boston, provides a very attractive 
setting for living, working, and playing. Given the 
size of the land, the current market conditions and 
the current existing uses, this site will most likely be 
developed in multiple phases. The exact makeup of the 
initial and subsequent phases is yet to be determined 
but the ultimate build out will be responsive to 
market demand and input from the City of Lynn, 
EDIC, and various regulatory approval agencies.

The City’s dedication and the community’s passion 
for this extraordinary waterfront site will have a 
remarkable effect on transforming the image of Lynn 
and its waterfront into a vibrant and diverse new urban 
community. This Vision Plan is the fi rst step towards the 
reclamation of the waterfront for the Lynn community 
and its future residents, workers, and visitors. 
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The City’s dedication and the community’s passion 
for this extraordinary waterfront site will have a 
remarkable effect on transforming the image of Lynn 
and its waterfront into a vibrant and diverse new 
urban community. 

THE EXISTING LYNN WATERFRONT AS SEEN FROM POINT OF PINES, REVERE





Introduction 01
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AN AERIAL VIEW OF THE 250+ ACRE WATERFRONT SITE

The goal for the future of the Lynn waterfront is 
to create a mixed-use district with connections to 
downtown and the surrounding communities, through 
public and private investment.
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GOALS OF THE STUDY
The City of Lynn commissioned the Lynn Waterfront 
Master Plan to build on the recent successes in 
downtown Lynn and to create a vision for the area 
that would help to overcome the negative image of 
the waterfront. The goal for the future of the Lynn 
waterfront is to create a mixed-use district with 
connections to downtown and the surrounding 
communities, through public and private investment. 
Other objectives of the Master Plan include cleaning 
up and developing underutilized areas, buffer 
confl icting adjacent uses, and maximizing use of 
the state-owned pier and city owned boat ramp.

PROCESS
In June of 2006, the City of Lynn, lead by the Economic 
Development and Industrial Corporation, embarked 
on the current Master Plan to create a vision for 
the waterfront, identify development parameters 
and guidelines, defi ne community waterfront 
access, recommend transportation improvements, 
and develop a strategy for implementation.

The master plan process began in the summer of 
2006 with a Steering Committee kick-off meeting, 
stakeholder and property owner interviews, and an 
analysis of the site, traffi c, market, and regulations. 
The analysis and some preliminary framework concepts 
were presented to the community in September. As a 
result of feedback from the presentation and further 
study, a series of alternatives were developed and 
discussed at a large public meeting in December of 
2006. The alternatives explored a range of concepts 
for open space, street network and hierarchy, views, 
and waterfront edge conditions. The presentation also 
included an analysis of the market opportunities for the 
region in terms of retail, offi ce and residential potential 
as well as market directives for the master plan.

PUBLIC WORKSHOP, DECEMBER 2006

A RECENT DOWNTOWN LOFT CONVERSIONA NEW CAFE DOWNTOWN
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The presentations were posted onto a website 
dedicated to the Waterfront Master Plan and 
stakeholders and residents were invited to submit 
comments via email. During early 2007, the project 
team, together with the City, reviewed the public 
comments and established a preferred direction. 
This concept plan was refi ned and presented to the 
public again in May 2007. The presentation included 
the draft master plan and the market implications for 
residential, retail and offi ce capture. The fi scal and 
traffi c implications of the plan were also presented.

Over the summer, the project team prepared a 
zoning strategy for the waterfront area, a plan that 
met the regulations of Chapter 91, and a preliminary 
Harbor Plan for the improvements to Lynn Harbor. 
The master plan, zoning strategy, chapter 91 plan, 
and harbor plan were presented to the Economic 
Development Committee of the Lynn City Council 
in August 2007 and will be presented to the 
entire City Council in September for approval.

LYNN HERITAGE STATE PARK ON THE WATERFRONT

The master plan, zoning strategy, 
chapter 91 plan, and harbor plan 
were presented to the Economic 
Development Committee of the 
Lynn City Council in August 2007 
and will be presented to the 
entire City Council in September
for approval.
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The Lynn Waterfront Steering Committee met 
with the project team several times throughout 
the process and provided valuable feedback to 
the team for the betterment of the plan. The Lynn 
Waterfront Steering Committee members are:

Peter Capano
Ward 6 Councilor, City of Lynn

Michael Conlon
Mayoral Aide, City of Lynn

Brendan Creighton
Senator MeGee’s Offi ce, State of Massachusetts

James Marsh
Mayor’s Offi ce, City of Lynn

Thomas McEnaney
Council Member, Seaport Advisory Council

Tom McGee
Senator, State of Massachusetts

John C. Moberger
Director of Public Facilities, Offi ce of 
Economic & Community Development

Jim Perry
Harbormaster, City of Lynn

Paul Robertson
Member, Friends of Lynn/Nahant Beaches

Andrea Scalise
Mayoral Aide, City of Lynn

Ted Smith
Board Member, EDIC

Robert Stilian
Chairperson, Lynn Planning Board

John Walsh
Fisherman

Steve Walsh
Representative, State of Massachusetts

Over the course of the master plan, the project 
team also met with numerous stakeholders, 
property owners, and interested developers. The 
stakeholders and property owners included:

National Grid

Lynn Water & Sewer Commission

Representatives of the Miles/O’Brian site

Representatives of the O’Donnell site

Representative from Building 19 site & Lowe’s

The Mayo Group

Lynn Business Partnership Executive Committee

Mayor Clancy and Senior Staff

North Shore Community College

Representative of the Christie’s Site

Lynn Housing and Neighborhood Development

Department of Conservation and Recreation

Coastal Zone Management

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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A VIEW OF THE WATERFRONT SITE WITH DOWNTOWN BOSTON VISIBLE IN THE DISTANCE
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HISTORIC PHOTO ILLUSTRATING THE INDUSTRIAL USE OF THE SITEIN 1903, THE MAJORITY OF THE SITE WAS PART OF LYNN HARBOR

BACKGROUND
Originally settled in 1629, Lynn played a major role 
in the regional tannery and shoe-making industries. 
The shoe-making industry drove urban growth in 
Lynn into the early nineteenth century. This historic 
theme is refl ected in the city seal, which features a 
colonial boot, along with an anchor and a hammer. 
Shortly after Lynn was incorporated as a city in 1850, 
the northern section of the city, which was attracting 
wealthy patrons and growing as a resort town, seceded 
from Lynn and became the town of Swampscott. 
While the two municipalities continued to have strong 
ties, Lynn headed in an industrial direction, while 
Swampscott took a more upscale maritime and 
suburban direction. Despite industrial expansion as 
a mill town in the early 20th century, Lynn began to 

decline in the latter half of the century and was plagued 
by an increase in crime, similar to many other older 
Massachusetts urban centers. Lynn’s problems were 
exacerbated by several large fi res in the late 1970s 
and early 1980s, including a devastating fi re in former 
shoe factories at Broad and Washington Streets 
in 1981. The fi re destroyed 17 downtown buildings 
undergoing redevelopment. The site has since been 
largely redeveloped into a satellite campus of North 
Shore Community College. Despite its image in the 
late 20th century, Lynn remains home to some major 
national employers including a portion of the jet engine 
division of General Electric, West Lynn Creamery 
(now part of Dean Foods’ Garelick Farms division) and 
Durkee-Mower, makers of “Marshmallow Fluff.”

The City of Lynn currently has approximately 90,000 
residents. Recent legislation streamlined the process 
for downtown building conversion into lofts. With 
new restaurants and cafes opening, the downtown 
has seen a small resurgence in popularity with a 
new infl ux of downtown residents and visitors to 
downtown. Mayor Edward “Chip” Clancy, who is 
currently serving his second term as the Mayor of 
Lynn, the Lynn City Council, and a new Site Plan 
Review Committee have been largely responsible 
for this urban revitalization of downtown.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Located in Essex County, just 10 miles north of Boston, 
the City of Lynn has both commuter rail service 
and regional highway access. However, these two 
infrastructure systems have both benefi ted and hurt the 
Lynn Waterfront. The commuter rail station is located 
in downtown; however the elevated rail line has cut 
West Lynn off from direct access to the waterfront. 
A large parking garage was built in conjunction with 
the commuter rail station; however, the garage 
remains relatively empty further contributing to lack 
of safety and activity. Route 1A provides quick and 
easy access to downtown Boston, but it has also 
turned the Lynnway into a high-speed commuter route 
and created an additional barrier to the waterfront 
for the residents of Lynn. The businesses along the 
Lynnway are predominantly car dealerships, bargain 
retail stores, and fast food drive-thru restaurants. 
The former West Lynn Creamery, now part of Garelick 
Foods, has manufacturing and distribution facilities 
along the Lynnway and within the study area.

There are many public facilities already located along 
the waterfront with the potential to be great assets 
for the future development. Lynn Heritage State Park 
and Seaport Marina are enjoyed by the residents, but 
remain an isolated instance of community access and 
residential living on the Lynn Harbor waterfront. 
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The public launching ramp at Blossom Street Extension 
is in the process of being resurfaced and will provide 
ample parking for cars and trailers, the EDIC pier at 
Marine Boulevard is currently used by Horizons Edge 
Casino Cruises, and the Massachusetts Department 
for Conservation and Recreation’s public fi shing 
pier is located at the southern end of the site. 

The Clocktower Offi ce Building is a wonderful example 
of both the potential for offi ce along the Lynnway and 
the retrofi t possibilities of structures into landmark 
buildings. North Shore Community College is also 
a tremendous asset to the waterfront. The college 
has over 3,300 students and brings people from the 
area to the downtown Lynn. The college’s plans for 
expansion will bring even more vitality to the area and 
will be an important connection in bridging the gap 
between the downtown and the waterfront—literally.

While there are several assets currently on the 
waterfront, there are also many constraints that new 
development must keep in mind. The liquid natural 
gas tank is located right on the waterfront, but is 
only a reserve tank and therefore only used during 
peak periods in the winter. The Water & Sewage 
Treatment Plant serves the region and has onsite 
landfi ll capacity for the disposal of residual incinerated 
ash for approximately 17 more years. The Treatment 
Plant is researching innovative measures for wind 
technology and is committed to working with the new 
development to create a livable environment for the 
future residents and workers. The municipal landfi ll 
was capped in 1986 and only grassy hill remains. 
There is, however, the potential to relocate some of 
the landfi ll away from the water to allow for more 
advantageous use of the waterfront site. Power lines 

currently run along an easement on the southern 
portion of the waterfront, then between the landfi ll and 
the Treatment Plant and connect to the power plant 
located along Marine Boulevard. National Grid recently 
completed an engineering study and the City of Lynn 
has received a grant to help pay for the relocation of 
the power lines from the waterfront to instead run 
along the GE property behind Lynnway businesses, 
cross over the Lynnway at Harding Street and return 
to the existing alignment between the landfi ll and the 
Treatment Plant, freeing up land along the waterfront 
to be redeveloped. While the power lines will soon be 
relocated, the Power Plant is a fi xture on the waterfront 
and will need to be incorporated into any future plans.

THE 6-7 LANES OF THE LYNNWAY AND CARROLL PARKWAY ARE A FORMIDABLE BARRIER TO PEDESTRIANS THE LNG TANK AND A DISTRIBUTION FACILITY ARE WINDOWLESS STRUCTURES 
FEET FROM THE WATER
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STATE REGULATIONS
A signifi cant portion of the waterfront site lies within 
the Chapter 91 designation. Chapter 91 is a state 
regulation to protect and promote the public use of 
tidelands and other waterways. Chapter 91 preserves 
pedestrian access along the water’s edge in return 
for permission to develop non-water dependant 
projects on tidelands and provide facilities to enhance 
public use. Activities requiring authorization include 
structures, fi lling, dredging, change in use, structural 
alteration, and demolition/removal of structures.

A large portion of the central waterfront is a state 
Designated Port Area (DPA). There are 11 DPAs located 
throughout Massachusetts to promote the use and 
maintenance of designated areas for water-dependent 
industrial activities that require direct access to the 
waterfront. Examples of water-dependent industrial 
activities include marine terminals, commercial 
fi shing facilities, marine repair and construction, 
and manufacturing facilities that rely on bulk 
receipt of goods by waterborne transportation.

REGIONAL MARKET ANALYSIS
The City of Lynn sits within an impressive regional 
economy. Boston, one of the largest and most powerful 
metropolitan economies in the nation, is located 10 
miles to the south of Lynn. The Boston Metropolitan 
area housing cost is currently 69% above the US 
Metro average. City affordability issues are pushing 
middle and upper middle income households out of 
Boston and into the surrounding region. With Lynn’s 
affordability and access to Boston both by car and by 
commuter rail, it is a prime candidate for increased 
residential and offi ce product. Coupled with the 
amount of underutilized waterfront land, the Lynn 
Waterfront site is very attractive to the market.

THE CHRISTIE’S BUILDING IS A PRIME REDEVELOPMENT SITE FOR MIXED-USE 
WITH MAGNIFICENT WATERFRONT VIEWS

According to the market analysis, there is the potential 
for 43,000 new households in Essex, Suffolk, and 
Norfolk Counties by 2020. One-third of the existing 
households in Essex County have lifestyles or “life-
stages” such as “empty nester” or young & single, that 
would be inclined to choose urban residential products. 
It is anticipated that in the next 10 years, 70,000 of 
the “urban-inclined” households will relocate making 
the waterfront area attractive for moderately high 
price points for mid—to high—rise multifamily units.

By 2027, there will be over 17,000 new jobs that 
demand offi ce space in Essex County. These new 
jobs will require 4.4 million square feet of offi ce 
space. The Lynn Waterfront’s great access and high 
amenity mixed-use environment will make the 
waterfront a competitive offi ce location for mid-
rise offi ce and mixed-use mid-rise built-to-suit.

The retail trade area for the Lynn Waterfront includes 
retail within the City of Lynn, Nahant, Swampscott, and 
part of Revere. The trade area is located within a 15 
minute “drive time and cut back” of the Square One 
Mall and large retail along Route 1. The Lynn Waterfront 
Trade Area has the potential for $1.6 billion in retail 
expenditure. There is little competition within the trade 
area making the waterfront area poised to capture 
much of the retail potential. While the retail trade area 
is in need of some big box retail, the waterfront location 
is more suitable for eating and drinking establishment 
and small stores in a lifestyle environment that 
take advantage of the waterfront as an amenity.

Based on the market analysis, the directives from an 
economical standpoint for the Lynn Waterfront Master 
Plan are to create a mixed-use district, locate larger 
scale retail along the Lynnway, create lifestyle retail in 
the waterfront neighborhoods, buffer the confl icting 
adjacent uses, and maximize the inherent amenity 
of the waterfront with views and site orientation.

With Lynn’s affordability and 
access to Boston both by car and 
by commuter rail, it is a prime 
candidate for increased residential 
and offi ce product. Coupled with the 
amount of underutilized waterfront 
land, the Lynn Waterfront site is 
very attractive to the market.
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SITES IDENTIFIED BY THE DEP AS CONTAMINATED, HOWEVER, SEVERAL HAVE ALREADY BEEN REMEDIATED

The Lynn Waterfront Area has been an active industrial 
and commercial area in the City of Lynn since the 
early 1800s.

CLEAN UP TO UNRESTRICTED USE

CLEANED UP WITH DEED RESTRICTION

ADDITIONAL WORK REQUIRED

LANDFILL

1 MAP ID FOR DEP-LISTED SITE OR LANDFILL
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
With new development imminent, the project team 
reviewed available environmental studies prepared 
for the properties within the Lynn Waterfront Area to 
evaluate the challenges to redevelopment posed by 
environmental degradation or contamination within 
the study area. The Lynn Waterfront Area has been an 
active industrial and commercial area in the City of Lynn 
since the early to mid 1800s. Historical uses of the Lynn 
Waterfront included a former manufactured gas plant 
which operated from 1853 until 1972; a wide variety of 
industrial and manufacturing facilities including dairy, 
textile, and electrical facilities; the municipal landfi ll; 
and the municipal wastewater treatment plant.

According to the Department of Environmental 
Protection’s (DEP) online contaminated sites 
database, there are 38 reported releases of oil and/
or hazardous materials located on 21 properties 
within the study area. Two additional properties 
that could be considered contaminated that are not 
reported releases under the DEP Bureau of Waste 
Site Cleanup program include the Lynn Municipal 
Landfi ll and the Lynn Wastewater Treatment Landfi ll. 
The sites are summarized in the Technical Appendix.

There are several challenges posed by the 
contamination. Some of these sites will require 
additional investigation and cleanup activities. 
Although several of the sites have been closed under 
the MCP, the residual contamination may affect 
how the properties may be redeveloped. The deed 
restrictions on properties prohibiting residential 
use could be revised with additional cleanup or an 
appropriate engineering solution. There are many 
design and construction alternatives that can mitigate 
environmental risks or the impact of contaminated 
soil and groundwater to project costs and schedule. 

There are many design and construction alternatives 
that can mitigate environmental risks or the impact of 
contaminated soil and groundwater to project costs 
and schedule. 

WATERFRONT SITE WHERE ADDITIONAL REMEDIATION WORK IS REQUIRED





Master Plan Vision & 
Development Opportunities 03
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FRAMEWORK PLAN

New Development

Lynn Commons

Downtown

NSCC Sagamore Hill

T

T

RES. / MIXED USE

GREEN SPACE

PROMENADE

CONNECTION

ROAD/RAIL

FOCAL POINT

GATEWAY

RAIL STATIONT
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VISION FOR THE LYNN 
WATERFRONT
Building upon Lynn’s recent success in the downtown, 
the waterfront plan for the 250+ acre site transforms 
the underutilized industrial brownfi eld land into a 
vibrant mixed-use district. The plan for the Lynn 
Waterfront connects the City with the water by 
overcoming visual and physical obstacles, including 
the Lynnway, the railroad, overhead power lines, 
and a municipal landfi ll. Pedestrian-oriented 
connections culminate in much needed public 
spaces along a waterfront promenade. The plan 
creates mixed-use neighborhoods, acknowledging 
the existing site constraints and building upon the 
unique assets. Gateway development sites announce 
the arrival at Lynn’s waterfront and a signature 
public plaza creates a focal point where downtown, 
North Shore Community College, the residents of 
Sagamore Hill and the waterfront come together. 

The portion of the site designated as an industrial 
maritime port by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
has been incorporated into the plan to encourage 
the continuation of the working waterfront through 
commercial fi shing, boat building and repair, 
a marine terminal and other water-dependant 
industrial uses. The plan also envisions a revitalized 
Washington Street corridor that supports North 
Shore Community College and the surrounding 
residential neighborhood with small scale retail and 
restaurants, as well as creates a pedestrian focused 
connection between downtown and the waterfront.

The vision for the Lynn Waterfront was created 
as a result of feedback from the community, 
property owners, and stakeholders. The project 
team developed a set of guiding principles 
for the development of the master plan:

Connect the City with the waterfront•

Create connections that culminate in public spaces 
along waterfront promenade

Establish a unifi ed open space along the water

Create a landmark open space for celebrations

Design a mixed use neighborhood that takes 
advantage of views and connections

Design the new development as an extension of the 
existing urban fabric

Transform the Lynnway into a pedestrian 
friendly boulevard

Transform lower Sagamore Hill area into a vital 
residential neighborhood

Upgrade the traffi c system to be more 
pedestrian friendly

The project team sought to develop design solutions 
for the Lynn Waterfront Master Plan that are not only 
economically viable and publicly supportable, but 
also development that is environmentally sustainable 
and elevates the quality of life for users and visitors 
alike. The United Nations World Commission 
on Environment and Developments described 
sustainability as “development that meets the needs 
of the present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs.” This 
sense of sustainability is ingrained in the approach 
towards the development of the Lynn Waterfront. This 
perspective creates a design plan that acknowledges 
a strong relationship between the natural setting and 
proposed development, supporting the best scientifi c 
analysis of the environment while responding to 
the underlying market and economic reality. The 
sustainability goals for the Lynn Waterfront are to:

Create a walkable, livable community that promotes 
human interaction

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Confi gure buildings on the site to minimize energy 
use by means of natural ventilation, daylighting and 
shading from vegetation.

Explore diverse transportation options 

Design walking trails and bike paths that link the 
built environment with the natural environment

Conserve water resources through reuse, on-site 
treatment and reduction in peak demand

Use biofi ltration where possible to ensure 
groundwater recharge and to reduce out-of-basin 
transfer through stormwater drains

Establish a natural systems framework that 
preserves open space, habitat, buffers, and corridors 
to minimize impacts to the ecosystem.

•

•

•

•

•

•

GROUND FLOOR RETAIL ACTIVITY ADDS VITALITY
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THE LYNN WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN VISION



M
as

te
r 

Pl
an

 V
is

io
n 

   
23

WATERFRONT PROMENADE LINED WITH RESTAURANTS

LYNN WATERFRONT MASTER 
PLAN DISTRICTS
The master plan vision for the Lynn Waterfront divides 
the immense project area into 4 distinct districts: 

Gateway Waterfront Neighborhood

Marine Park Industry Center

Downtown Waterfront

Lower Sagamore Hill

Each of the districts has a distinct character 
created by its location, uses, assets, history, 
and surrounding environment. 

Gateway Waterfront Neighborhood

Located at the southern edge of the site, this district 
serves as a gateway to Lynn as residents and visitors 
cross over the General Edwards Bridge from Revere 
along Route 1A. The street network in this district 
generally respects the existing streets within this 
portion of the site and organizes the streets and 
open spaces to create vistas towards the water. This 
district takes advantage of water on two sides by 
locating a marina on the Saugus River and creating 
a more natural landscape environment on the 
Lynn Harbor side. The design for the Saugus River 
marina incorporates the existing Department of 
Conservation and Recreation’s fi shing pier, taking it 
out of isolation and making it a real community asset. 

For the marina on the Lynn Harbor side, a portion 
of the fi lled tidelands could be reclaimed to create 
this marina. It would need to be protected from the 
strong ocean current, but the marina meets the 
guidelines set forth in Chapter 91. It also creates a 
visual statement at the end of a linear public open 
space, as viewed from the Lynnway, giving even the 
businesses along the Lynnway a waterfront view. 

•

•

•

•

MARINA WITH WATERFRONT RESIDENCES

PIER DESIGN THAT CELEBRATES MARITIME HISTORY

The master plan vision for the Lynn Waterfront divides the immense 
project area into 4 distinct districts. Each of the districts has a 
distinct character created by its location, uses, assets, history, and 
surrounding environment. 
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THE GATEWAY WATERFRONT NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT

The vision for this district features a variety of housing 
types, block confi gurations, and price ranges, with 
supporting retail, restaurants, and some offi ce space.
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Additionally, a generous open space is created along 
the Lynn Harbor that allows for a variety of active 
and passive recreation and gives the community 
a place to congregate along the waters edge.

The vision for this district features a variety of housing 
types, block confi gurations, and price ranges, with 
supporting retail, restaurants, and some offi ce 
space. The majority of the offi ce space would be 
located along the Lynnway, with residential buildings 
making up the rest of the district. Ground fl oor retail 
is encouraged along the Lynnway, as well as along 
the waterfront and other primary streets within the 
district. Restaurants should be oriented towards 
the water with views of the ocean and Nahant.

A typical block within this district would have lower-rise 
residential along the waterfront, transitioning to high-
rise in the middle of the district to maximize waterfront 
views for each development. Parking would be internal 
to the block and could be created with a green roof 
or other program to lessen the heat island effect 
and create a more pleasing view for the residents.

TYPICAL BLOCK PLAN 3D VIEW OF TYPICAL BLOCK

TYPICAL BLOCK SECTION
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Surface parking or creative 
multipurpose paving could be used 
for a fi sh and farmer’s market or 
festivals to celebrate the marine 
history of Lynn.

THE MARINE PARK INDUSTRY CENTER DISTRICT
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Marine Park Industry Center

Given the multiple constraints in this district including 
the State’s designated port area (DPA), the regional 
Water & Sewer Treatment Plan, and the liquid natural 
gas (LNG) reserve tank, this district is geared more 
towards light industry and offi ce. Since the DPA is 
restricted to only marine related industrial activities, 
the majority of this area is envisioned as a working 
waterfront with a range of activities including a 
commercial fi shing marina, boat building and 
boat repair, a marine terminal associated with the 
state-owned pier, and a passenger terminal for the 
proposed commuter ferry and public boat ramp.

Surface parking or creative multipurpose paving could 
be used for a fi sh and farmer’s market or festivals to 
celebrate the marine history of Lynn. A portion of the 
landfi ll could be relocated to create the commercial 
fi shing marina, again reclaiming the fi lled tidelands 
and creating a lasting environment that brings these 
water dependent uses back to the waterfront.

Along the Lynnway, offi ce buildings should be 
approximately 6 to 10 stories, so as not to create a 
canyon effect along the Lynnway. Residential uses, 
although not encouraged in this district, would be 
acceptable given the proper amount of buffer between 
the light industrial uses and the residential buildings. 
While many may not believe that it is possible to have 
residences anywhere near uses such as a Water 
and Sewer Treatment Plant, precedent shows that 
given a waterfront location and innovative methods 
of mitigation, even million dollar condo have been 
developed nearby, as in Chesapeake Harbor, Maryland.

MILLION DOLLAR CONDO LOCATED NEXT TO TREATMENT PLANT IN 
CHESAPEAKE HARBOR

THE WORKING WATERFRONT

A FISH MARKET ALONG THE WATERFRONT
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The creation of a signature park 
where the downtown meets the 
waterfront is envisioned as the main 
focus of this district. 

THE DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT DISTRICT
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Downtown Waterfront

The Downtown Waterfront District builds upon its 
proximity to downtown and existing assets such as 
the renovated Clocktower and Seaport Landing. The 
creation of a signature park where the downtown 
meets the waterfront is envisioned as the main 
focus of this district. While a realignment of the 
Lynnway into a tighter, more urban type of roadway 
signifi cantly enhances the size and capability of this 
signature open space, the vitality of this district does 
not hinge upon it. The plan creates a waterfront 
promenade with magnifi cent views of the Harbor, 
Nahant and even Boston in the distance. Mixed-
use buildings create a dense urban neighborhood 
with residences, offi ces, retail and a much needed 
hotel in the area. Buildings should be designed 
with ample glass to capitalize on the views of the 
water and to light up the area in the evenings.

With both the commuter rail and the commuter ferry 
in close proximity, this district could be the classic 
transit-oriented development with shared parking 
and a real pedestrian feel. The signature open space 
is the perfect place for community gatherings and 
festivals. An amphitheater, trellis structures, a play 
ground, and fountains make the park a place to enjoy 
throughout the year regardless of scheduled events.

A DOWNTOWN AMPHITHEATER ON THE WATER

TRELLIS STRUCTURES PROVIDE SHADE AS A PARK AMENITY

CREATIVE PAVING AND LANDSCAPE DESIGN
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Low to mid-rise buildings are envisioned for 
Washington Street and lower Sagamore Hill to 
capitalize on views, but remain consistent with the 
existing scale of buildings in the neighborhood.

THE LOWER SAGAMORE HILL DISTRICT
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Lower Sagamore Hill

Lower Sagamore Hill is anchored by both the existing 
North Shore Community College and the potential 
for a gateway development at the Nahant Rotary. In 
between, the character of Washington Street needs to 
be elevated to be consistent with the recent success 
downtown for restaurants and urban living, as well as 
provide support for the stable residential neighborhood 
found at the top of Sagamore Hill and the College.

Low to mid-rise buildings are envisioned for 
Washington Street and lower Sagamore Hill to 
capitalize on views, but remain consistent with the 
existing scale of buildings in the neighborhood. Along 
the waterfront, where there are already higher-rise 
buildings such as Seaport Landing and the senior 
housing near the rotary, buildings could be up to 10 
stories, in line with other buildings along Lynn 
Shore Drive.

The Washington Street Corridor is envisioned as a lively 
extension of downtown that connects to the waterfront 
with ground fl oor retail and urban living above. 
Restaurants with views of the waterfront or retail stores 
that support the College, such as a bookstore or café 
would contribute to the revitalization of this district. 

North Shore Community College is bound by the 
waterfront, downtown, and Sagamore Hill, making 
it diffi cult to place a back door. Unfortunately, since 
quality and consistency is currently lacking along 
Washington Street, the College has made recent 
plans to expand and will do so with a focus on the 
waterfront and downtown. Should they continue 
to grow, the master plan encourages them to also 
address the Sagamore Hill neighborhood with 
academic buildings facing onto Washington Street.

The Christie’s site is envisioned as a signature 
development that announces ones arrival to the Lynn 
Harbor and creates a presence on the Nahant Rotary 
with 270 degree views of Lynn Harbor, Nahant, and 

Swampscott. The development should be predominantly 
residential, consistent with the surrounding residential 
neighborhood use, but have a mix of uses on the ground 
fl oors, accommodating to the pedestrian traffi c at the 
beach and eye-catching for the commuters passing by.

A PEDESTRIAN SCALE STREET WITH RETAIL AND HOUSING

GALLERY STOREFRONTS WITH HOUSING ABOVE WIDE SIDEWALKS AND LANDSCAPING CREATE A PEDESTRIAN FRIENDLY 
ENVIRONMENT
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PARKING GARAGE IN PLAN AND SECTION ORIENT ENTRIES, RETAIL, AND SEATING TO ACTIVATE PUBLIC SPACES

Development standards are intended to create 
a compact urbane waterfront with residences, 
shopping, cultural activities, waterfront amenities, 
and employment in close proximity.
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STEPBACK ON THE WATERFRONTSTEPBACK ON THE LYNNWAY

DESIGN GUIDELINES
The Waterfront Master Plan has distinct districts, 
yet there are guidelines for development that apply 
generally to the entire area. Development standards 
are intended to create a compact urbane waterfront 
with residences, shopping, cultural activities, 
waterfront amenities, and employment in close 
proximity. In particular, the guidelines encourage 
an active pedestrian environment, balanced 
transportation, distinctive architecture, and ground 
fl oor retail on primary streets. These guidelines 
can form the basis of the site plan review and other 
forms of development review and regulation. 

Buildings that engage the street shape the civic realm.

Buildings should be set close to the street and should 
defi ne open space and streets with consistent heights 
along their facades

Where greater height is appropriate, the upper levels 
should be stepped back to provide consistent street 
walls along the street and in relation to the buildings 
on the opposite side.

On residential streets, buildings may be set back on 
the site to allow for landscaped planting beds. For 
rowhouses, stoops may provide rhythm and interest 
along the street.

Multiple building entrances should open out to the 
public realm of the street or open space.

Buildings should be designed to accommodate 
ground fl oor retail. Where feasible, this use is 
encouraged, especially on prominent corners and 
where concentrated on both sides of the street or 
facing the waterfront.

At the street level, buildings should be 
proportioned and offer details that relate 
to the pedestrian environment.

•

•

•

•

•

•

RESIDENTIAL STEPBACK WITH OR WITHOUT RETAIL

Pedestrian-friendly streets balance use by vehicles 

and people.

Streets should be two-way wherever possible to 
make it easier to navigate and to calm traffi c.

On-street parking is recommended for at least one-
side of all streets to increase the parking supply 
of convenient parking, to support retail use, to 
encourage people to park and walk on city streets 
to their destination, to buffer the pedestrian from 
moving traffi c, and to calm traffi c.

Street trees are essential for pedestrian friendly 
streets since they create a cooler microclimate in the 

•

•

•

summer, buffer the pedestrian from moving traffi c, 
and improve the image of the district.

A palette of materials for lights, street furniture, and 
paving should be established to provide “connective 
tissue” within and between districts, minimize 
awkward district transitions, and is easier to 
maintain. Slight variations of this palette should be 
created for each of the districts. 

In the more industrial areas, truck routes should 
be carefully considered to minimize confl ict with 
residential areas.

•

•

TYPICAL RESIDENTIAL SECTION
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DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The Master Plan calls for a large amount of new residential, offi ce, and 
retail space; however, with a 20 year full build out, the program is feasible 
given the regional market trends.

NO BUILD ZONE (EXCEPT FOR DPA APPROVED USES)

3-4 LEVELS (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL) 392,034 SF FOOTPRINT

3-4 LEVELS (GROUND LEVEL RETAIL, RESIDENTIAL) 433,843 SF FOOTPRINT

6-10 LEVELS (MIXED USE) 165,181 SF FOOTPRINT

6-10 LEVELS (RETAIL-GROUND LEVEL, OFFICE ABOVE) 883,887 SF FOOTPRINT

UP TO 20 LEVELS (MIXED USE) 2,313,688 SF FOOTPRINT
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MARKET IMPLICATIONS
As a means of achieving the key goal of creating a 
vibrant mixed-use development, the market analysis 
focuses on the economic and fi scal implications 
of the Lynn Waterfront Master Plan. The Master 
Plan calls for a large amount of new residential, 
offi ce and retail space; however, with a 20 year full 
build out, the program is feasible given the regional 
market trends outlined earlier in this document. 

Based on community feedback, the project team 
prepared a vision plan and tested it against 
the market analysis. A land use mix program 
based on the initial design was created and its 
feasibility was tested given the market trends 
among residential, offi ce, and retail land uses. 

CONCEPTUAL BUILD-OUT PROGRAM, LYNN WATERFRONT PLAN

PURPLE YELLOW PINK ORANGE RED TOTAL

SQ. FT. UNITS SQ. FT. UNITS SQ. FT. UNITS SQ. FT. UNITS SQ. FT. UNITS SQ. FT. UNITS

RESIDENTIAL 0 404,920 340 183,850 150 206,146 170 2,887,480 2,410 3,682,396 3,100
RETAIL 0 0 101,230 459,620 25,768 360,940 947,558
OFFICE 0 0 183,850 12,884 180,470 377,204
HOTEL 0 0 91,920 12,884 180,468 285,272
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 490,380 0 0 0 0 490,380
TOTAL 490,380 506,150 919,240 257,682 3,609,358 5,782,810

LAND USE MIX ASSUMPTIONS, LYNN WATERFRONT PLAN

USE
MIX 

RESIDENTIAL
MIX: RETAIL MIX: OFFICE MIX: LT INDUSTRY MIX: HOTEL

PURPLE LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 0 % 0 % 0 % 100 % 0 %
YELLOW RETAIL AND RESIDENTIAL 80 % 20 % 0 % 0 % 0 %
PINK RETAIL AND OFFICE 20 % 50 % 20 % 0 % 10 %
ORANGE MIXED-USE ZONE 80 % 10 % 5 % 0 % 5 %
RED MIXED-USE ZONE 80 % 10 % 5 % 0 % 5 %

The project team created a development plan that 
highlights height and use for the Waterfront to 
maximize waterfront views, avoid canyon-like effects 
along open spaces, create vitality, and ensure proper 
transitions between districts and confl icting uses. 
From this diagram, land use assumptions were 
made for the project area and a conceptual build 
out program was established. Residential is the 
predominant land use with approximately 3,100 units 
assumed. Commercial uses account for approximately 
1.6 million square feet. Light industrial amounts to 
490,000 square feet. In total, the program incorporates 
approximately 5.7 million square feet of development.
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The Residential Market

The Lynn Waterfront Plan’s residential program 
consists of moderate to high rise, multi-family 
residential projects. Given this product, the 
primary target markets for the Lynn Waterfront 
residential units will be young households with no 
children and empty nester/retiree households. 

The particular market segments most likely 
attracted to Lynn’s Waterfront in the near term 
are moderate income households who demand 
affordable housing in the Lynn Region. These 
households will be attracted to Lynn for its central 
location, great access and its waterfront.

Claritas PRIZM data categorizes households on the 
basis of lifestage, lifestyle, tastes and preferences and 
income. Given the development program envisioned 
on Lynn’s Waterfront, the project team calculated the 
number of households in the Essex, Suffolk and Norfolk 
Counties that possess the following characteristics:

Urban-inclined in tastes and preferences;

Singles and couples with no or few children;

Retirees and empty nesters; and,

Moderate income (median income below $70,000 and 
above $45,000). 

There are 202,000 such households in the Lynn 
region. These households are Lynn Waterfront’s 
“target market”. These households represent 
one-third of the total households in the three-
county region. This share was applied to the 2010 
household projection to estimate the potential 
market for Lynn Waterfront residential units.

The Lynn Waterfront program calls for approximately 
3,100 housing units. Waterfront residential 
projects will have to capture approximately four 
percent of the potential moving market over the 
next ten years. Over a longer absorption period 
the capture rate required would be lower. 

•

•

•

•

Given the demand for waterfront living, Lynn’s strategic 
location and access and the general lack of affordable 
housing options in the Boston Metropolitan Area, it 
is reasonable to assume that Lynn can capture 2.5 
to 5 percent of the moderate income, multi-family 
residential market that will be moving over the next 
10 to 20 years. Even though the project anticipates a 
20-year build-out of the Waterfront, a lion’s share of the 
residential can likely be built in a 10-15 year timeframe.

The Offi ce Market

The Lynn Waterfront Plan accommodates 
approximately 377,000 square feet of offi ce space. 
Offi ce development will likely occur over a 20-year 
period as the attractiveness of the Waterfront as a 
business location evolves out of the environment 
created with higher density residential development.

According to economy.com employment projections, 
Essex County offi ce-inclined employment is 
projected to increase by 9,350 jobs between 2007 
and 2017 and 17,480 jobs between 2007 and 2027. 
At 250 square feet per employee, job growth 
will create a demand for 2.3 million square feet 
of offi ce space between 2007 and 2017 and 4.4 
million square feet between 2007 and 2027. 

Assuming a 20-year build-out, it is reasonable to 
assume that the Lynn Waterfront can capture less 
than ten percent of this net new demand for offi ce 
space. It is important to note, that this analysis 
does not take into consideration the potential for 
businesses located in Norfolk and/or Suffolk County 
relocating to Lynn’s Waterfront because of its unique 
locational attributes. Lynn’s Waterfront will be a 
competitive location for offi ce because of its excellent 
access (Lynnway and transit), waterfront location, 
mixed-use environment and proximity to Boston.

MID-RISE MULTIFAMILY LIVING
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The Retail Market

As envisioned, the retail mix on the Waterfront could 
incorporate an urban version of community-oriented 
stores like Target and Home Depot, neighborhood 
stores like a super market and pharmacy, eating 
and drinking establishments and other smaller 
community-oriented stores. These store types 
would exist in a mixed-use environment with larger 
format stores on the Lynnway and smaller stores 
and restaurants in the Waterfront neighborhoods.

For the primary trade area, the project team 
extrapolated Claritas’ 2011 retail expenditure 
projections to 2020. The primary trade 
area’s retail spending potential by general 
store type is summarized below.

RETAIL EXPENDITURE POTENTIAL: PRIMARY TRADE AREA, LYNN WATERFRONT AREA 2020

SHOPPING CENTER INCLINED STORE TYPES

LARGE FLOORPLATE STORE-TYPES $ 881,970,728

General Merchandise/Wholesale $ 325,751,000
Home Improvement/ Building $ 237,228,000
Food $ 318,991,728

OTHER STORES $ 491,472,000

Furniture/Home Accessories $ 68,079,000
Electronics/Home Appliance $ 60,975,000
Health/Personal Care $ 138,828,000
Clothing $ 90,770,000
Jewelry $ 19,280,000
Sporting Goods, Hobby, Book, Music $ 47,063,000
Miscellaneous $ 66,476,000

EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENT $ 267,140,000

Sub-Total $ 1,640,582,728
OTHER RETAIL TYPES

Non-Store $ 174,151,000
Automotive/Gas $ 757,235,000
Sub-Total $ 931,386,000
TOTAL $ 2,571,968,728

Applying average sales to the Waterfront’s conceptual 
retail build-out program results in $332 million in total 
sales. To support the retail development program will 
require that the Waterfront capture approximately 
one–fi fth of the primary trade area’s shopping center-
inclined retail potential. This capture rate is reasonable 
given the current lack of competition within and in 
the immediate vicinity of the primary trade area.

RETAIL WITH OFFICE ABOVE
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Economic Implications: Jobs

The project team estimated the Conceptual Build-Out 
Program’s development costs, construction costs, 
and market value by land use. The project team 
employed industry standards, RS Means construction 
cost estimates and recent work with developers in 
Massachusetts to develop the cost and value estimates.

Construction on Lynn’s waterfront will create 
employment by virtue of the land and materials 
required for construction. In contrast to annual 
“operating” impacts, which occur on an ongoing basis, 
“construction phase” impacts are one- time impacts. 
Construction costs form the bases for projecting 
construction jobs. As shown above, construction costs 
are estimated to total approximately $1.18 billion. 
The analysis relied on a recent IMPLAN analysis of 
a major Massachusetts mixed-use development to 
determine the construction jobs generated from 
Lynn Waterfront’s Conceptual Build-Out Program. 
The redevelopment of Lynn’s Waterfront will 
generate approximately 9,620 construction jobs. 
Development will occur in phases and, as such, 
these jobs will be realized over a 20-year period.

Employment ranges by retail store type. Based on 
the understanding of Lynn Waterfront’s position in 
the retail market, the project team has estimated 
a general mix of store-types in order to generate 
employment estimates. Given the store mix 
assumed, the retail component of the development 
program will support 2,180 jobs. The offi ce, hotel, 
and light industrial uses in the Plan will support an 
additional 2,740 employees. In total, the Waterfront 
redevelopment will support 9,920 construction jobs 
and 4,920 full time jobs over the next 20 years.

CONCEPTUAL BUILD-OUT PROGRAM, LYNN WATERFRONT PLAN

SQ. FT.
DEVELOPMENT 

COST/SF

CONSTRUCTION 

COST/SF

CONSTRUCTION 

COST

MARKET 

VALUE/SF
MKT VALUE

RESIDENTIAL 3,682,396 $ 238 $ 208 764,097,000 $ 244 $ 898,937,820
RETAIL 947,558 $ 250 $ 228 215,569,000 $ 268 $ 253,611,175
OFFICE 377,204 $ 280  $ 253 95,433,000 $ 298 $ 112,273,696
HOTEL 285,272 $ 208 $ 181 51,492,000 $ 212 $ 60,578,302
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 490,380 $ 120  $ 108 52,961,000 $ 127 $ 62,307,106
TOTAL 5,782,810 $ 1,179,552,000 $ 1,887,708,099
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Fiscal Implications

The project team calculated annual fi scal impacts 
attributable to Lynn Waterfront’s redevelopment as 
envisioned in the Waterfront Plan. These preliminary 
calculations incorporate City revenues from real 
property taxes, motor vehicle excise taxes, personal 
property taxes and lodging taxes. The assumptions 
with regard to real personal property taxes are 
derived from interviews with City offi cials. The 
assumptions regarding other taxes are derived from 
a recent detailed Fiscal and Economic Analysis 
performed for another Massachusetts town.

The Waterfront Development Plan at build-out 
represents $1.4 billion of real property value. Values 
are based on development costs and industry 
standards with regard to return on investment. 
As shown in the table, waterfront development 
as envisioned will generate an estimated $17.8 
million in annual property tax revenues.

For residential properties, automobiles comprise 
the primary source of personal property taxes. 
These taxes can be projected assuming there are 
1.5 vehicles per residential unit with an average 
assessed value (based on State depreciation 
formulas) of $6,000 per vehicle. Applying these 
assumptions, the project’s annual vehicle excise tax 
revenue is approximately $697,500 per annum.

In the Town of Somerville, Massachusetts personal 
property value represented approximately 1.9 percent 
of commercial real property value. The project 
team has applied this ratio to estimate the personal 
property tax implications of waterfront redevelopment. 
Applying this ratio, personal property tax revenues 
associated with the Waterfront’s redevelopment 
are estimated to total $197,400 per year.

Combining the various revenue streams outlined, 
total annual revenues accruing to the City of Lynn 
as a result of the Master Plan’s implementation 
amount to approximately $18.7 million.

BUID-OUT PROPERTY TAX REVENUE, LYNN WATERFRONT PLAN 2007 DOLLARS

MKT VALUE % ASSESSED TAX/$1,000 ASSESSED VALUE ANNUAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE

RESIDENTIAL $ 898,937,820 90% $ 10.41 $ 8,422,148
RETAIL $ 253,611,175 90% $ 21.26 $ 4,852,596
OFFICE $ 112,273,696 90% $ 21.26 $ 2,148,245
HOTEL $ 60,578,302 90% $ 21.26 $ 1,159,105
LIGHT INDUSTRIAL $ 62,307,106 90% $ 21.26 $ 1,192,184
TOTAL $ 1,387,708,099 $ 17,774,279
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THE PROPOSED RECONFIGURATION OF THE TRAFFIC FLOW

One of the primary goals of the Waterfront Master 
Plan is to balance the needs of thru traffi c with those 
of pedestrians and local drivers, whose access to the 
waterfront is now hindered by the multi-lane roadways 
running between the city and the shore.



M
as

te
r 

Pl
an

 V
is

io
n 

   
41

TRAFFIC STRATEGY
As the Lynn waterfront redevelops into a walkable 
urban environment, the Lynnway, Carroll Parkway 
and the streets which feed them will need to continue 
to serve a regional transportation function. One of 
the primary goals of the Waterfront Master Plan 
is to balance the needs of thru traffi c with those 
of pedestrians and local drivers, whose access to 
the waterfront is now hindered by the multi-lane 
roadways running between the city and the shore.

The Waterfront Master Plan asserts the importance 
of these roadways to the City of Lynn, both as streets 
for driving and as part of the urban fabric. While 
recognizing that Rte. 1A, Carroll Parkway and Lynn 
Shore Drive must continue to handle the regional 
traffi c that relies on them, the Master Plan does 
not take intersection levels of service and vehicular 
travel time to be the only relevant considerations in 
determining how traffi c should be managed. Also 
important are the walkability of the downtown, access 
to the waterfront, and the use and design of the 
land at the eastern end of Market Street. At present, 
this land is taken up by roadways (the Lynnway, 
Market Street Extension and Broad Street) and the 
vacant space between them. This area separates the 
downtown from the waterfront, and is a formidable 
barrier to bringing them together. To free up the 
land for reuse as a civic space, it will be necessary 
to simplify and consolidate the roadway system.

The alignment of the Lynnway is the main problem. 
Its swooping curve as it transitions to Carroll Parkway 
is designed to carry high volumes of thru traffi c at 
maximum speeds. Furthermore, an auto-oriented 
reconfi guration of the circulation pattern has distorted 
the path of Route 1A, forcing eastbound drivers to turn 
left onto the eastern end of Market Street and then 
immediately to turn right to return to Broad Street/
Route 1A. This tangle of streets consumes a large 

area of land, making it unattractive and inhospitable 
to pedestrians, and creating a no-man’s land that 
renders the waterfront practically inaccessible. The 
primary objective of roadway planning in this area is 
to channel vehicular traffi c into narrower streams 
that will be easier to cross and less land-intensive.

Because of the heavy volumes of traffi c on the Lynnway/
Carroll Parkway (westbound in the AM rush hour and 
eastbound in the PM), and because the split between 
the Lynnway and Route 1A creates a queue from the 
Market/Broad intersection back toward the Lynnway, 
it is not possible simply to move the Lynnway to the 
north and reduce the radius of its curve as it becomes 
Carroll Parkway. The most feasible alternative is to 
split the traffi c going between the Lynnway and Lynn 
Shore Drive between its two directions—with eastbound 

traffi c staying on the water side of North Shore 
Community College, and westbound traffi c shifting to 
the land side, via Washington Street and Broad Street. 

The proposed reconfi guration of traffi c fl ow would 
consolidate the existing Market/Broad and Market 
Extension/Lynnway/Carroll Parkway intersections 
into one, realigning the eastern end of the Lynnway 
back into the original path of Route 1A (Broad 
Street) west of Market Street. Eastbound Lynnway 
traffi c would turn right at the Market/Broad/Carroll 
Parkway intersection, facilitated by double free-right 
lanes and entering Carroll Parkway under Yield-sign 
control but also protected by the intersection’s signal. 
Westbound traffi c coming from Lynn Shore Drive and 
the Nahant Rotary would fl ow onto Washington, which 
would be converted into a one-way street with two 

THE INTERSECTION OF THE LYNNWAY AND MARKET STREET THREE LANES OF THE SIX LANE BARRIER BETWEEN DOWNTOWN AND
THE WATERFRONT
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lanes running northbound. At its approach to Broad 
Street, Washington would widen to three lanes—two 
left-only lanes and one allowing both left and right 
turns onto Broad. Westbound traffi c from Carroll 
Parkway would thus travel on Broad Street through 
the Market/Broad intersection, where the realigned 
Lynnway would begin. Traffi c operations would be 
aided by the signalization of the Lynnway/Pleasant 
Street intersection. This would permit left turns 
from the Lynnway eastbound onto Pleasant, making 
it possible to prohibit left turns from eastbound 
Lynnway onto Market during peak AM periods. 

Traffi c operations analysis, using the traffi c 
volumes projected by the DCR study for 2011, 
shows that such a reconfi guration will produce 
acceptable levels of service at all times. The 
table below shows those levels of service, in the 
standard grading format of A (no congestion) 
through F (severely congested). D is generally 
considered to be acceptable in urban conditions. 

INFRASTRUCTURE

Roads and Streets

To minimize property ownership displacement, the 
Master Plan retained most of the existing roads and 
public Right of Ways. All primary access intersections 
along the Lynnway were maintained and enhanced 
to make access in and out of the project memorable 
and hassle free for the anticipated increase in 
vehicular trips that will be generated at full build out. 
Additional road network, primary (connecting three 
of the newly created districts) and secondary (roads 
within each district) were identifi ed and carefully 
laid out to serve future needs of the project. 

Special care was taken to ensure all roadway cross 
sections are wide enough to provide ample room for 
pedestrian circulation and bicycle traffi c. All roads, 
primary and secondary, will have parallel parking along 
both sides dedicated for public use on a fi rst come, fi rst 
serve basis. Development, such as residential, offi ce, 
and retail, will have its own dedicated parking internally 
to meet the needs of each use. This confi guration will 
reserve roadway parking for the general public to 
encourage visitation to the site at all hours of the day.

By maintaining the majority of the existing roadway 
alignments, the Master Plan reduces the cost of utility 
construction and encourages direct connectivity to 
the project site from adjacent city neighborhoods and 
the downtown. Key access roads that are centrally 
located within the overall project and each district 
should be constructed with wide landscaped medians 
to create a pedestrian friendly environment, reduce 
the heat island effect, and enhance the visual appeal 
and user experience. To offset the proposed density of 
development throughout of the project, ample land has 
been reserved for open public spaces. Special care was 
exercised to establish ample open space in the form 

By maintaining the majority of the 
existing roadway alignments, the 
Master Plan reduces the cost of 
utility construction and encourages 
direct connectivity to the project site 
from adjacent city neighborhoods 
and the downtown.

INTERSECTION
AM PEAK 

HOUR

PM PEAK

HOUR

Broad (Lynnway) / Pleasant C C
Market / Broad / Carroll Parkway B B
Broad / Washington B B B

Projected Levels of Service, 2011

The circulation scheme proposed here has the critical 
advantage of removing the section of the Lynnway 
that now separates the downtown from the water, 
allowing the creation of a signature open space at 
the eastern end of Market Street. Another advantage 
of the proposed circulation pattern is that it will 
restore the directness of Route 1A, which will once 
again follow Broad Street in both directions, rather 
than being diverted onto the Market Street Extension 
in the eastbound direction as is the case today.

AMPLE STREET WIDTH ALLOWS FOR BIKE LANES, PARKING, AND LANDSCAPING
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of small community based pocket parks. These parks 
will serve the daily needs of the newly established 
community, as well as city residents at large.

The Master Plan proposes adding parallel parking 
on both the inbound and outbound sections of the 
Lynnway during off peak traffi c fl ow to balance the 
image of the Lynnway, making it a more friendly 
environment during non-peak times, while maintaining 
its use as a commuter throughway during peak 
times. Essentially, the three lane roadway section 
will be reduced to two in its respective direction after 
morning and before evening rush hours. This action 
will encourage city residents to come and visit the 
existing businesses and commercial establishments 
along both sides of the Lynnway with ample places to 
park. This will be good for business owners, as well as 
city residents and shoppers from the regional area.

Utilities

Historically, the 250 acres that constitute the waterfront 
project area, were used for a large variety of light to 
heavy industrial uses. Industrial uses require ample 
electrical power supply, domestic water, natural 
gas, and other basic utility services. Hence, there is 
ample residual capacity within the area to serve the 
needs of project build-out for the suggested program 
in the Master Plan. However, most of the existing 
utility service lines are over 50 years old and most 
likely will require complete overhaul and upgrade. 

This Master Plan assumes that new utility service 
lines will be provided as part of the overall 
development initiative to serve the needs of the project. 
Furthermore, the Master Plan recommends that all 
utility service lines such as electrical power, cable, 
and telecommunication will be buried in conduits 
underground to avoid the unsightly telephone poles 
throughout of the area. Water service, sanitary sewer, 
storm drain and natural gas will be separate services 

and extended along the public right of way. The 
regional sanitary sewer treatment facility has ample 
capacity to meet the needs of the proposed program. 

The City of Lynn has a golden opportunity to make this 
development project an environmentally sustainable 
one by obligating itself and potential developers to 
follow the international Green Design initiative. This 
project could have a great and positive impact on the 
region and could attract national and international 
interest because of its unique location. By adopting low 
impact development techniques in lieu of standard past 
development practices, the City can create a unique 
new neighborhood unlike any other in the area by 
showing ultimate sensitivity to the living environment. 

By reducing or eliminating direct discharge of storm 
water runoff to the Lynn Harbor, the water quality 
in the harbor will improve over the life cycle of 
the project. By following best water management 
practices, surface water runoff from street and roof 
drains can be cleaned and fi ltered by channeling it 
into the numerous neighborhood green spaces for 
pre-treatment. The pocket parks and all other green 
open spaces can be utilized to store, fi lter and cleanse 
the surface runoff prior to discharge into the harbor.

Green design technology is making remarkable 
advancement on a monthly basis. By committing 
to a sustainable design approach, the consumption 
of energy can be reduced and diversifi ed to 
gain the benefi ts of solar, wind, geothermal 
and other emerging industries. This initiative 
can make this project attractive and desirable 
to new residents and make future development 
sustainable for generations to come.

Creating a smart development project that 
uses natural energy sources to augment the 
high cost of imported fuel will enhance the 
economic rate of return on investment.

A GREEN ROOF  REDUCES STORM WATER RUNOFF AND THE HEAT ISLAND EFFECT
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THE LYNN WATERFRONT MASTER PLAN VISION
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PHASING
The Lynn Waterfront Master Plan calls for signifi cant 
changes in existing uses from the current mix of 
heavy and light industry and automotive retail to the 
proposed mixed of residential, offi ce, and lifestyle 
retail. The plan also must take into consideration the 
fact that much of the land requires environmental 
mitigation. An undertaking of this magnitude will 
take several decades, if not more, to complete. 
Future trends, market demand, social behaviors, 
and community needs tend to be cyclical and will, 
therefore, affect the time frame of project completion. 

To make the development of this land more 
manageable over a long period of time, the Master 
Plan identifi es four distinct neighborhood districts:

A. Gateway Waterfront Neighborhood

B. Marine Park Industry Center

C. Downtown Waterfront

D. Lower Sagamore Hill

Each district is large enough to be developed in multiple 
phases. Due to pent up demand by current ownership of 
the land, particularly parcels located in districts A and 
C mentioned above, multiple project commencement 
is possible and imminent. Upon the approval of the 
Master Plan, the recommended zoning changes, and 
the Municipal Harbor Management Plan, development 
interest will readily present itself. The approval of the 
Master Plan, along with its components, will clarify 
the intent of the City, the community, and the State 
regulatory agencies and pave the way to commence 
the work. The City of Lynn has already done a great 
service for the private ownership of the parcels within 
the project area by undertaking the initiative to prepare 
this master plan. The Lynn Waterfront Master Plan will 
serve as a framework and a guiding tool by establishing 
the long term vision for developing this valuable area 

along the Lynn Harbor. As development commences, 
the Master Plan should be reviewed approximately 
every fi ve years to ensure it remains valid and continues 
to refl ect the vision of the City and the community.

The signifi cant effort the City undertook to negotiate 
the relocation of the overhead electrical power lines 
with North East Utility National Grid and securing a 
grant towards the cost of relocation is a clear massage 
to the private sector and the landowners of the City’s 
determination to see that the land is developed in 
the near future . Once the relocation of the overhead 
power lines is complete, the vacated land within the 
previous utility right of way (ROW) will create a parcel 
large enough to develop, increase the value of the land, 
and, with initiative, will pave the way to commence 
development in the South Waterfront Neighborhood.

It is premature at this point to arbitrarily identify 
which parcel should be developed fi rst, second, and 
third when ownership, remediation, and development 
interest all contribute to the timeliness of the 305-
acre development. As interest continues to grow 
and the fi rst proponent of development emerges, 
market demand will incite additional development 
projects. To accelerate the development initiative by 
the private sector, however, the City may start the 
process by initiating some of the needed infrastructure 
improvements. Often, this process is referred to as a 
public / private partnership. The public sector starts 
the improvement process by investing in basic overall 
site cleanup and improving access to the various 
portions of the site, hence sending a clear message 
to the private sector that the City is committed to 
share the effort in commencing development.

STATE AND FEDERAL PERMITTING 
PROGRAMS
Development of portions of the Lynn Waterfront site 
are subject to state and federal permitting programs 
and departmental review including the Chapter 
91 Licensing Program, Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act, Massachusetts Environmental Policy 
Act (MEPA), Water Quality Certifi cation, Massachusetts 
Coastal Zone Management, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. For more detailed information, please see 
the Lynn Waterfront Master Plan Technical Appendix.

Chapter 91

Most of the waterfront area is fi lled tidelands and 
therefore falls under the jurisdiction of the state’s 
Chapter 91 waterways licensing programs. Chapter 
91 is a state regulation to protect and promote the 
public use of Commonwealth tidelands and other 
waterways. Chapter 91 preserves pedestrian access 
along the water’s edge in return for permission to 
develop non-water dependant projects on tidelands 
and provide facilities to enhance public use. Activities 
requiring authorization include structures, fi lling, 
dredging, change in use, structural alteration, 
and demolition/removal of structures. Tidelands 
within the master plan study area consist of both 
private tidelands and Commonwealth tidelands. 

Licenses issued for the use of private tidelands are 
to be restricted to water-dependent uses and/or 
uses which serve a proper public purpose. Licenses 
issued for the use of commonwealth tidelands 
are to be restricted to uses which serve a proper 
public purpose such that the private advantages 
of use are merely incidental to the achievement 
of public purposes. The Lynn Waterfront Master 
Plan includes both water-dependent uses and 
extensive public facilities to ensure that the future 
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CHAPTER 91 LINE

DESIGNATED PORT AREA

EXISTING CHANNEL

PROPOSED CHANNEL

PROPOSED WAVE ATTENUATOR

   NAVIGATION MARKET

THE CHAPTER 91 LINE, DPA, AND HARBOR PLAN

75’ WIDE

12’ DEEP

75’ WIDE

12’ DEEP

100’ WIDE

18’ DEEP
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use of tidelands in the study area complies with 
these basic standards for tidelands licensing.

To facilitate its administration of the tidelands licensing 
program, the MADEP has issued regulations which 
defi ne the minimum design and use standards which 
must be met for a nonwater-dependent use project 
located on private tidelands to be considered as 
serving a “proper public purpose”. These standards 
are designed to ensure that land is conserved for the 
accommodation of water-dependent uses and that the 
project will have the effect of activating commonwealth 
tidelands for public use. The standards include, among 
others, setbacks from shorelines, restrictions on 
building heights, and restrictions on extent of building 
ground coverage. These standards may be waived 
by the Department if the project conforms with the 
provisions of a “municipal harbor plan”, approved by 
the secretary of the executive offi ce of energy and 
environmental affairs (EOEEA), in which alternative 
standards have been set. The MADEP regulations 
also specify that all licensed projects, whether water-
dependent or nonwater-dependent, must comply with 
applicable environmental regulatory programs of the 
Commonwealth and that nonwater-dependent use 
projects must be consistent with the policies of the 
Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program.

Municipal Harbor Plan

The master planning process took the initial steps 
towards identifying the concept of a Municipal Harbor 
Plan (MHP) by creating the Lynn Waterfront Master 
Plan which represents the goals and objectives 
of the City and the community. The Master Plan 
recommends development and design standards 
for the site and identifi es a plan for Lynn Harbor 
improvements. Technically, a Municipal Harbor Plan 
is a document which sets forth a municipality’s goals 
and objectives for the use of a specifi c harbor area 
together with an implementation strategy designed to 
focus legal, institutional, and fi nancial resources on 

the achievement of those goals and objectives. The 
MHP is developed by a municipality through a process 
of public dialogue. An approved MHP serves three 
primary functions: it enhances the responsiveness 
of state agency actions to local objectives, harbor 
conditions, and circumstances; it ensures that tidelands 
licensing actions on individual properties are taken 
in the context of the objectives and goals for the 
development of the larger waterfront planning area; 
and it provides a mechanism for the establishment 
of harbor-specifi c development/design standards as 
replacements for those specifi ed in the legislation. 
MHPs must be prepared by the municipality and 
approved by the secretary of EOEEA in accordance 
with the provisions of 301 CMR 23.00 through 23.09. 
An approved MHP becomes effective, with regard to 
Chapter 91 licensing decisions, when the secretary 
determines that the municipality has met all relevant 
conditions of the approval decision, including as 
applicable the adoption and implementation of 
any ordinances or by-laws, capital improvements, 
programmatic initiatives, or organizational measures. 
Further, MHPs must be renewed periodically in 
accordance with a schedule specifi ed in the MHP.

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act

All work to be conducted in or within 100 feet of 
the following resource areas located within the 
Lynn Waterfront Master Plan study area will be 
subject to the review and conditional approval of 
the Lynn conservation commission pursuant to 
the provisions of the Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and its implementing regulations:

Bank (coastal or inland)

Coastal Beach, including Tidal Flat

Salt Marsh

Bordering Vegetated Wetland

•

•

•

•

DCR’S FISHING PIER
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Also, any work to be conducted within 200 
feet of the bank of the Saugus River and/or 
within the following resource areas will be 
subject to such review and approval:

Land Under a Water Body (ocean or river/stream)

Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage (i.e., FEMA 
A- and V-zones)

Land Subject to Tidal Action

Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA)

Any project which is conducted with state funds 
and/or requires the issuance of state permits or 
approvals is subject to the provisions of MEPA. 
Those projects which are subject to MEPA and 
exceed specifi c review thresholds are further subject 
to the review procedures specifi ed at 301 CMR 
11.00. Review thresholds of particular relevance 
to developments within the Lynn Waterfront 
Master Plan study area include the following:

•

•

•

The objective of MEPA reviews is to ensure that all 
Commonwealth agency actions, including permitting 
actions, are undertaken in a manner which avoids or 
minimizes, to the maximum extent practicable, damage 
to the environment. MEPA reviews are administered 
by the secretary of EOEEA through the MEPA Offi ce. 

Water Quality Certifi cation

Water Quality Certifi cation from the MADEP is required 
as a prerequisite to the issuance of a Department of the 
Army Permit pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act 
(see Technical Appendix). The focus of this permitting 
program is to ensure that dredging activities and/or 
the discharge of dredged or fi ll materials into “the 
waters of the United States” do not result in violations 
of the Massachusetts Water Quality Standards.

REVIEW ACTION REVIEW THRESHOLDS

Environmental Notifi cation Form  
and Environmental Impact Report 
Required

 New nonwater-dependent use or expansion of existing nonwater-dependent structure where the use or 
structure occupies one or more acres of tidelands.
Creation of 10 or more acres of impervious area.
 Generation of 3,000 or more new average daily trips on roadways providing access to a 
single location.

»

»
»

Environmental Notifi cation Form 
Required and Other Review per 
Discretion of Secretary of EOEEA

 New nonwater-dependent use of tidelands.
 Creation of fi ve or more acres of impervious area.
 Generation of 2,000 or more new average daily trips on roadways providing access to a
single location.
 Generation of 1,000 or more new average daily trips on roadways providing access to a single location and 
construction of 150 or more new parking spaces at a single location.
 Construction of 300 or more new parking spaces at a single location.

»
»
»

»

»

THE CITY’S PUBLIC BOAT RAMP
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Massachusetts Coastal Zone 
Management Consistency Statement

All projects to be conducted within the Massachusetts 
“coastal zone” (i.e., all lands and water extending 
from the three-mile ocean limit of Massachusetts’ 
jurisdiction to a point located 100 feet landward of 
the fi rst major transportation route encountered) 
which are subject to federal permitting and/or 
Massachusetts Chapter 91 licensing are assessed 
for their compliance with the policies of the 
Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program. 
Proponents of such projects are required to prepare 
a statement to support a fi nding that the proposed 
action is consistent with these policies. The MACZM 
reviews such statements and provides comments to 
the permitting/licensing agencies indicating either 
concurrence with or objection to the specifi c fi ndings.

An issue of particular concern to the MACZM is 
the preservation of “designated port areas” (DPA) 
within the Commonwealth for the exclusive use 
of maritime industrial activities and the siting of 
associated supporting structures and facilities. 
The MACZM considers the siting of facilities and 
uses other than those which are marine-industrial 
in nature within a “designated port area” to be 
categorically inconsistent with the policies of the 
Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program. 
The central waterfront portion of the Lynn Waterfront 
is a designated port area. After consultation with 
MACZM, the project team revised the master plan 
for consistency with the long term vision of a DPA.

Department of the Army Permit

A Department of the Army Permit from the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) is required pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act 
of 1899 for the placement of any structure and/or the 
dredging of any material within the navigable waters 
of the United States (i.e., Lynn Harbor) and pursuant 

to the provisions of Section 404 of the Federal Clean 
Water Act for the discharge of any dredged or fi ll 
material within the “waters of the United States”, 
including wetlands. These permit applications are 
subject to both interagency (e.g., U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
etc.) and pubic review and comment. As indicated 
herein under Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Permitting Programs, prerequisites to the issuance 
of Department of the Army Permits include the 
issuance of Water Quality Certifi cation by MADEP and 
a fi nding of project consistency with the policies of the 
Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management Program.

COST ESTIMATE
To establish a preliminary order of magnitude 
implementation budget, the Master Planning Team 
prepared an initial estimate of probable cost for the 
project. The estimate is based on preliminary concept 
design drawings, with general understanding and 
forecasting future market targets for mixed housing 
products, commercial / retail, light industry and marine 
related features, such as marinas. There are many 
factors that will have signifi cant infl uence on the fi nal 
outcome and ultimate cost of the development at total 
build out. This estimate should be used as an order-of-
magnitude guide only, to anticipate early expenditure, 
physical impact on annual budgets and project startup 
costs. More detailed design and planning efforts 
should be undertaken to develop the fi nal program, 
identify technical site constraints, clarify extent 
of environmental cleanup, and study construction 
sequence and challenges facing implementation from 
early regulatory permitting to fi nal construction bid 
documents. Therefore, the overall project construction 
cost has the potential to change signifi cantly.

The estimate is based on the following assumptions:

All costs refl ect 2007 dollars and no specifi c 
escalation or infl ation has been included other than 
straight 25% factor at the end of the spread sheet.

The cost of site cleanup for sections of the land 
identifi ed in the soils and geotechnical memorandum 
based on early review of available information (no 
physical testing or sampling has been done under 
this Master Plan study) will change signifi cantly. 
Once detailed exploration is conducted and specifi c 
site use and program is identifi ed for the land in 
question, the regulatory process will dictate the level 
of cleanup necessary, and accordingly actual project 
cost can be forecasted.

Street and public right of way improvement 
construction costs were developed based on previous 
project development experience of similar projects in 
the New England and Boston Metro area.

For the purpose of the Master Plan, it was assumed 
all primary utility trunk lines for sanitary sewer, 
domestic water supply, electrical power, cable, gas 
and communication will be new. The existing system 
is quiet old and upgrading will be necessary and 
prudent to meet the needs of the project in 
the future.

Per square foot cost for housing construction 
assumes “custom” level of fi nish.

Cost for retail and offi ce space assumes raw space 
fi nish; tenant fi t-out will be provided by tenants or 
through lease arrangement.

A general and modest 25% contingency has been 
added to the total estimate; this contingency would 
be used to offset cost of planning and design, 
permitting fees, fi nancing, and general project 
development refi nements. No allowance was made 
for infl ation and escalation.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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ITEM QUANTITY UNIT UNIT COST CONSTRUCTION COST COMMENTS

GENERAL

MOBILIZATION 1 LS  $150,000.00  $150,000.00 Land and water
SITE PREPARATION 315 AC  $1,750.00  $551,250.00 
SECURITY / FENCING / TRAILER SET UP 15,200 LF  $18.00  $273,600.00 
EROSION SEDIMENT CONTROL 9,900 LF  $8.00  $79,200.00 Along waters edge
DEMOLITION / DISPOSAL 1 LS  $2,000,000.00  $2,000,000.00 General estimate, actual cost will vary
SITE CLEANUP 1 LS  $3,500,000.00  $3,500,000.00 General estimate, actual cost will vary
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT 1 LS  $95,000.00  $95,000.00 1 % of total project construction cost

TOTAL  $6,649,050.00 

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION & CLEANUP

CATEGORY A 18 AC  $1,100,000.00  $19,800,000.00 Remove and dispose off site
CATEGORY B 22 AC  $550,000.00  $12,100,000.00 Process & treat on site
CAPPING 40 AC  $95,000.00  $3,800,000.00 2 feet of clean fi ll / Vapor barrier

TOTAL  $35,700,000.00 

SEA WALL

REMOVE AND REPLACE EXISTING WALL 6,500 LF  $1,850.00  $12,025,000.00 Existing timber wall is deteriorated
REPAIR EXISTING RIP RAP SECTIONS 1,400 LF  $350.00  $490,000.00 

TOTAL  $12,515,000.00 

ROADS

PRIMARY 25,400 LF  $480.00  $12,192,000.00 2 lanes with parallel parking and a median
SECONDARY 7,400 LF  $390.00  $2,886,000.00 2 lanes with parallel parking
PEDESTRIAN TRAILS 11,800 LF  $255.00  $3,009,000.00 12 feet wide
RELOCATE 1A NEAR DOWNTOWN 1,400 LF  $1,850.00  $2,590,000.00 Near Lynn Landing / Waterfront park
ENHANCE 1A 2,300 LF  $650.00  $1,495,000.00 From Downtown to Rotary
ENHANCE 1A FROM DOWNTOWN TO GE BRIDGE 7,600 LF  $550.00  $4,180,000.00 Landscaping, parking lanes, lighting etc.
BOARDWALK 6,800 LF  $450.00  $3,060,000.00 Along the edge
IMPROVE WASHINGTON 1,500 LF  $450.00  $675,000.00 Landscaping, lighting & widening

TOTAL  $30,087,000.00 

UTILITIES

POTABLE WATER 32,800 LF  $75.00  $2,460,000.00 12” minimum trunk size
SANITARY SEWER 32,800 LF  $65.00  $2,132,000.00 16” & 12” lines
ELECTRIC 32,800 LF  $42.00  $1,377,600.00 Underground distribution
GAS 32,800 LF  $35.00  $1,148,000.00 
TELEPHONE / FIBER OPTICS / CABLE 32,800 LF  $38.00  $1,246,400.00 Underground distribution
STORM WATER 32,800 LF  $65.00  $2,132,000.00 BASIC

TOTAL  $10,496,000.00 

MARINA “A”

EXCAVATE BASIN 195,000 CY  $16.00  $3,120,000.00 Assume most of the material is clean
BASIN EDGE 2,600 LF  $1,450.00  $3,770,000.00 Combination of vertical and slopped
OUTER PIER / WALL 900 LF  $1,500.00  $1,350,000.00 
FLOATING DOCS 26,950 SF  $48.00  $1,293,600.00 375 boats
ANCHORING SYSTEM 125 EA  $3,350.00  $418,750.00 18” diameter piles, 60’ long each
UTILITIES 375 EA  $3,500.00  $1,312,500.00 Power posts and hookups
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BOAT REPAIR EMBAYMENT 1 EA 750,000  $750,000.00 Travel lift
FACILITY BUILDING 35,000 SF  $250.00  $8,750,000.00 Showers, lockers, club house etc.
SURFACE PARKING 175 EA  $3,500.00  $612,500.00 1/2 space per boat
GANGWAYS 4 EA  $65,000.00  $260,000.00 One is for ADA
MISCELLANEOUS 1 LS 500,000  $500,000.00 

TOTAL  $22,137,350.00 

MARINA “B”

DREDGING 35,000 CY  $22.00  $770,000.00 Assumes upland disposal on the site
NEW BULKHEAD 600 LF  $1,650.00  $990,000.00 
FLOATING DOCS 14,400 SF  $48.00  $691,200.00 190 boats
ANCHORING SYSTEM 75 EA  $3,350.00  $251,250.00 
UTILITIES 190 EA 3,500  $665,000.00 
GANGWAYS 2 EA 55,000  $110,000.00 One is an ADA ramp

TOTAL  $3,477,450.00 

WATERFRONT LANDING

PARK 202,500 SF  $21.00  $4,252,500.00 Soft and hardscape
PEDESTRIAN PATHS 2,400 LF  $275.00  $660,000.00 12 feet wide
LIGHTING 45 EA  $3,600.00  $162,000.00 
BENCHES / FURNISHING 60 EA  $1,800.00  $108,000.00 Durable
PLANTING 1 LS  $300,000.00  $300,000.00 Trees, shrubs & lawn
AMENITY PACKAGE 1 LS  $500,000.00  $500,000.00 
GATEWAY FEATURE 1 LS 150,000  $150,000.00 Arbor / identity sign

TOTAL  $6,132,500.00 

PARKS

SOUTH WATERFRONT NEIGHBORHOOD 13.5 AC  $550,000.00  $7,425,000.00 Community oriented open spaces
MARINE INDUSTRY PARK 8 AC  $350,000.00  $2,800,000.00 
DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT 2.2 AC  $950,000.00  $2,090,000.00 

TOTAL  $13,277,500.00 

LYNNWAY, RT. 1A

VISUAL IMPROVEMENT 8,300 LF  $675.00  $5,602,500.00 New lights, trees, striping, new sidewalks, etc.
GATEWAY FEATURE AT GE BRIDGE 1 LS  $1,500,000.00  $1,500,000.00 
GATEWAY FEATURE AT NAHANT CIRCLE 1 LS  $1,000,000.00  $1,000,000.00 

TOTAL  $8,102,500.00 

VERTICAL CONSTRUCTION / TAXABLE PROPERTY

RESIDENTIAL 3,682,396 SF  $208.00  $765,938,368.00 Condominium, townhouses, apartments, etc.
RETAIL 947,558 SF  $228.00  $216,043,224.00 Mixed product raw space fi nish
OFFICE 337,204 SF  $253.00  $85,312,612.00 
HOTEL 285,272 SF  $181.00  $51,634,232.00 4 star quality
LIGHT INDUSTRY 490,380 SF  $108.00  $52,961,040.00 

TOTAL  $1,171,889,476.00 

TOTAL PROJECT  $1,320,463,826.00 2007 dollar value

CONTINGENCY  $330,115,956.50 25%

GRAND TOTAL  $1,650,579,782.50 Future Value (+/- 25 years)
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A PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP IS RESPONSIBLE FOR RELOCATING THE POWER LINES
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PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS
AND INCENTIVES
Implementing a large scale project over several 
decades, such as the Lynn Waterfront Development, 
requires the cooperation of all involved parties. A 
true partnership should be fostered between the 
public sector and private development interests. 
Each will have to do its own share to begin the 
process of value making for each other. Often 
developers wait to see how much of a commitment 
the local governing body establishes before they 
agree to invest in the area. This process reduces 
the signifi cant risk for the private sector that is 
inherent in this type of development initiative.

Once the Lynn City Council approves the Master 
Plan for its future vision, agrees on a new 
zoning ordinance for the Waterfront Districts, 
and prepares the offi cial Municipal Harbor 
Plan, a clear signal will go out to all interested 
developers to take notice of the historic event.

The City of Lynn already embarked on this journey by 
consummating the agreement with the power company 
to relocate the over head regional utility transmission 
lines. By investing the fi rst dollars to undertake the 
engineering study and agreeing to share in the cost of 
relocation, the City announced its intent for their long-
term commitment to improve the area. Continuation 
of such effort, by seeking additional grants and raising 
the necessary capital to begin roadway and public 
infrastructure improvements will open the way for the 
private sector involvement. Spearheading early public 
improvements raises the credibility of the community 
in the region and establishes the necessary foundation 
to sustain the long term development effort.

In addition to commencing the public investment 
process, the City should establish a clear development 
strategy by establishing a local review and approval 
committee with empowerment from City Council to 

operate on its behalf to screen all initial proposals. 
This empowerment will allow the review Committee 
to negotiate, work out relevant project details, and 
assure the community that development initiatives are 
carefully screened to uphold the City’s and public’s best 
interest prior to presenting the project to City Council 
for approval. This process will streamline the effort, 
foster true collaboration between the public and private 
sector and keep the public at large informed through 
concise procedure. In turn, the private sector will be 
asked to co-share in some of the cost for improving 
the public realm through betterment incentives or 
density bonuses for proposed programs. In addition, 
securing local municipal approval will be essential 
prior to initiating required State and Federal permits. 

During the Master Planning effort, the Planning team 
was approached by a large number of interested private 
businesses who had great interest in the outcome of the 
master plan. These organizations should be contacted 
to discuss the nature of their interest and to see what 
the City can do to assist them in initiating their projects. 
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THE LYNN WATERFRONT ZONING STRATEGY

Waterfront Zone 1

Waterfront Zone 3

Waterfront Zone 1
Washington Street 

Corridor Overlay

Waterfront Zone 2
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ZONING STRATEGY
As the master planning process evolved, it was 
apparent that a review of the zoning ordinances for 
this area became necessary. The current format 
of the Lynn Zoning for this area is the result of 
modifi cations over the years with the intention of 
attracting development. While the intent was good, 
the overlay and underlying zoning needed to be 
reexamined to best suit the proposed development 
and desired outcome for the Lynn Waterfront. 

As an overlay, the existing ordinance does not 
restrict the owners right to the underlying zoning, 
heavy industrial. It also does not permit many of 
the proposed uses such as a hotel or marina. The 
height allows for 20 stories on the southern half 
of the site, but only 10 stories closer to downtown 
and the MBTA commuter rail station. The off-street 
parking regulations are quite conservative for the 
proposed urban area and given the proximity of 
the commuter rail station. In addition, the current 
site plan review mainly rests with the City Council 
making it a laborious and unpredictable process.

The master plan recommends a new zoning district for 
the waterfront area and an overlay for the Washington 
Street Corridor. These are recommendations that are 
consistent with the master plan vision, but require 
further discussion before they are offi cially approved.

The intent of the Lynn Waterfront Zoning Strategy is to:

Facilitate the development of a mix of uses including 
residential, offi ce, retail, research and development, 
and hotels;

Increase real estate investment and 
maximize development;

Improve the Lynn waterfront and create new 
community open space;

•

•

•

Promote the accessibility within the district by 
improving existing and creating new roadways, 
pedestrian walkways and bicycle paths;

Replace vacant or underutilized land, low-density 
development, and incompatible uses with high-
density mixed-use development;

Clean environmentally contaminated sites to a level 
suitable for a mix of uses including residential;

Improve utilities and infrastructure;

Create new jobs at a variety of income and
skill levels;

Encourage transit-oriented development.

A Waterfront Zone Site Plan Review Committee should 
be established to ensure consistency with the Lynn 
Waterfront Master Plan. The committee should be 
made up of two City Councilors and fi ve representative 
of the City of Lynn, including city staff with planning, 
real estate, and engineering qualifi cations and 
business or resident community representation. 
The Waterfront Zone is divided into 3 districts that 
vary only slightly in use or height allowances. 

Waterfront Zone 1

Zone 1 governs the southern portion of 
the site, as well as the area closest to 
downtown. This zone allows by right:

Multifamily residential, with 75% of the fi rst fl oor 
along primary streets and streets facing Lynn Harbor 
or the Saugus River dedicated to retail uses

Offi ce

Research and development

Hotel 

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Conference Center

Retail, excluding drive-through facilities

Restaurant

Yacht Club

Marina

Civic Building

Transit facility

Public park/open space

Zone 1 does not allow automobile sales, automobile 
repair, drive-through windows, storage facilities, adult 
entertainment, or check cashing stores. Existing uses 
are allowed to remain, but any changes to those sites 
that require site plan review triggers the new zoning, 
which defi nes permitted uses. The recommended 
maximum height is 240 feet or 20 stories, which is 
already allowed on the southern portion of the site 
under current zoning, but institutes a minimum height 
of 36 feet or 3 stories to ensure a more productive use 
of each parcel and create more vitality in the area.

The current maximum fl oor area ratio (FAR) is 3.0. 
The recommended FAR is 2.8, however, it is still 
possible to achieve the existing 3.0 with the addition 
of affordable housing, additional public open space, 
or a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) certifi ed building. The maximum block size 
is recommended to be 4 acres to ensure a proper 
road network and accessibility to the waterfront. The 
recommended parking ratios have been reduced 
and shared parking is recommended for mixed-
use buildings to take advantage of differences in 
peak demand times for parking. The placement of 
ground level and parking garages encourages more 
lively and active street frontages for pedestrians.

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
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Waterfront Zone 2

Zone 2 is located along the northern edge of Lynn 
Harbor and the Nahant Rotary. This zone serves as a 
gateway to Lynn Harbor from the north. This zone is 
similar to Zone 1 except it does not allow research & 
development or transit facilities and the maximum 
height is 120 feet and 10 stories. The recommended 
differences are necessary because this district does 
not have the same depth of parcels, is adjacent to 
the lower scale residential area of Sagamore Hill, 
and serves as a transition between neighborhoods.

Waterfront Zone 3

Zone 3 is located between approximately Blossom 
Street on the north and the extension of Carolyn 
Road on the south, the water on the east, and the 
west side of the Lynnway. This zone allows by right:

Offi ce

Research and development

Conference Center

Retail excluding drive-through facilities

Restaurants

Marina

Civic Buildings

Transit facility

Public park/open space

The prohibited uses are the same as Zones 1 
and 2. The following uses are permitted as a 
conditional use given adequate separation is 
provided between confl icting uses and vehicular 
and pedestrian circulation is addressed:

Multifamily residential above the second fl oor

Marine Industry

Light Industry

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

The height, FAR, and block size are consistent with 
Zone 1, which surrounds this zone on either side. 
Parking, garage placement, and shared parking 
are consistent among the various zones.

Washington Street Corridor Overlay 
Strategy

The Master Plan recommended design changes to 
the lower portion of Sagamore Hill to compliment 
the adjacent stable residential neighborhood 
and revitalize Washington Street, an important 
connection between downtown and the waterfront. 
The intent of the overlay district is to:

Facilitate the development of a mix of uses including 
retail, residential, and offi ce to create vitality;

Increase real estate investment and development;

Improve the Washington Street corridor and create 
a connection between Sagamore Hill , North Shore 
Community College, and the waterfront;

Promote the accessibility within the district by 
improving the existing street pattern and sidewalks;

Replace vacant or underutilized land, low-density 
development, and incompatible uses with moderate-
density mixed-use development;

Encourage transit-oriented development.

Uses permitted by right are:

Single family, two family, row house, apartment 
house, multifamily residential high rise

Retail, excluding drive-through facilities

Professional offi ce, bank, food service establishment

Hotel

Church 

School, public library or museum

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Private club not for profi t

Public buildings

Uses not allowed in the overlay district, as well as 
the setbacks and recommended maximum and 
minimum heights are consistent with the intent 
to ensure the urban nature of this residential 
neighborhood adjacent to downtown remains intact.

•

•

WASHINGTON STREET EXISTING CONDITIONS
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LAND USE
PERCENTAGE OF PEAK 

DEMAND FOR KEY TIMES

Weekdays Saturday - Sunday
10am 1pm 5pm 8pm 10pm 10am 1pm 5pm 8pm 10pm

Residential 85 80 85 95 100 70 65 75 95 100
Offi ce 100 90 50 5 5 15 15 5 0 0
Retail 50 75 75 65 25 50 100 90 65 35
Hotel 45 30 60 90 100 40 30 60 90 100
Restaurant 20 70 70 100 95 5 45 60 100 95
Marina 20 20 30 30 20 35 45 4
Mixed-Use Shared Parking
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To: City of Lynn Date: February 2, 2015 
 

 Project #: 11942.03  
 

From: Nicolette Hastings, PE 
Kathleen Keen, EIT 

Re: Lynnway at Blossom Street 
Conceptual Improvements 
 

Introduction 

VHB evaluated a conceptual improvement option for the intersection of Lynnway (Route 1A) at Blossom Street in 
Lynn, Massachusetts.  The evaluation considered impacts to traffic flow and operations along the Lynnway as a result 
of a potential improvement option at Blossom Street to improve access to the Lynn Commuter Ferry Terminal.  This 
memorandum summarizes the results of this evaluation and includes a sketch level conceptual improvement plan and 
order of magnitude cost estimates for the City’s consideration. 

Existing Conditions 

The existing conditions evaluation consisted of field inventories (including signal timing/phasing), the collection of 
peak period traffic volumes, and an operational analysis at the study area intersections.   

Study Area 

This memorandum evaluates the Lynnway in the vicinity of Blossom Street.  The Lynnway is a principal arterial under 
the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) jurisdiction and is oriented in an east-west direction within the 
study area.  The Lynnway consists of three travel lanes in each direction with no shoulders.  Eastbound and westbound 
traffic are separated by a concrete median.  The posted speed limit in the vicinity of Blossom Street is 35 miles per 
hour (mph) eastbound and westbound.  The study area consists of the following three intersections: 

 Lynnway (Route 1A) at Shepard Street/Marine Boulevard: Signalized intersection with Shepard Street 
intersecting the Lynnway from the north and Marine Boulevard intersecting the Lynnway from the south.  
The Lynnway eastbound and westbound approaches consist of an exclusive left-turn storage lane, two 
through travel lanes, and a shared through/right-turn lane.  There is a u-turn restriction for trucks on the 
Lynnway eastbound approach.  The Shepard Street southbound approach and the Marine Boulevard 
northbound approach both consist of a single general purpose lane accommodating all movements.  
Sidewalks exist on both sides of the Lynnway and Shepard Street.  Crosswalks are present across the 
eastbound, northbound, and southbound approaches.   

 Lynnway (Route 1A) at Blossom Street: Unsignalized intersection with Blossom Street intersecting the 
Lynnway from the north and south. The Blossom Street northbound and southbound approaches are 
under STOP control and are right-in/right-out with the Lynnway eastbound and westbound traffic 
separated by a concrete median.  The Lynnway eastbound approach consists of an exclusive left-turn 
storage lane for the downstream intersection with Kingman Street, two through travel lanes, and a shared 
through/right-turn lane.  The Lynnway westbound approach consists of two through travel lanes and a 
shared through/right-turn lane.  Sidewalks are present on all corners of the intersection with the exception 
of the western side of Blossom Street south of the Lynnway.  Crosswalks exist on both the northbound and 
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southbound approaches of Blossom Street; there are no pedestrian accommodations across the Lynnway 
at this location 

 Lynnway (Route 1A) at Kingman Street/jughandle: Signalized intersection with Kingman Street 
intersecting the Lynnway from the south and a one-way northbound driveway intersecting the Lynnway 
from the north. The Lynnway eastbound and westbound approaches consist of an exclusive left-turn 
storage lane, two through travel lanes, and a shared through/right-turn lane.  The Kingman Street 
approach consists of shared through/left-turn lane and an exclusive right-turn lane.  Sidewalks are present 
on both sides of the Lynnway and crosswalks exist across the westbound, northbound, and southbound 
approaches.   

Traffic Volumes 

Manual turning movement counts (TMCs) were conducted at the three study area intersections during the weekday 
morning from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and during the weekday evening from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM in November 2014.  It 
should be noted that the TMCs were conducted during a time when the Lynn ferry service was not operational.  A 
review of the data collected indicate the weekday morning peak hour is from 7:00 AM to 8:00 AM and the weekday 
evening peak hour is from 4:45 PM to 5:45 PM.   

Lynn	Commuter	Ferry	Service	

The Lynn commuter ferry terminal is located at the southern end of Blossom Street.  The Lynn to Boston ferry service 
operated seasonally in 2014 (the first year of a two year pilot program), from mid-May to mid-September.  During this 
period, service was offered on weekday mornings and weekday evenings with two trips departing from Lynn in the 
morning and two trips departing from Boston during the evening.   

The City of Lynn provided ferry ridership data for the month of September 2014 which was used to establish typical 
weekday morning and weekday evening peak hour traffic volumes at the study area intersections while the ferry 
service is operational.  Table 1 shows the total number of vehicle trips added to the weekday morning and weekday 
evening existing traffic volumes.      
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Table 1 Peak Hour Ferry Ridership 

 Weekday Morning Weekday Evening 
Enter 56 13 
Exit 4 64 
Total 60 77 

Source: Lynn ferry ridership data, September 2014. 

The trips in Table 1 were distributed onto the existing roadway network assuming 90 percent of the trips are coming 
to/from points north/east and 10 percent of trips are coming to/from points south/west.  These assumptions are on 
based on information provided by the City of Lynn.  Figure 1 shows the resulting 2014 Existing Conditions (with ferry 
traffic) traffic volumes during the weekday morning and weekday evening peak hours at the study area intersections.  

Traffic Operations Analysis 

VHB conducted capacity analyses using SYNCHRO 8 software.  The percentile delay method (SYNCHRO outputs) was 
used to evaluate how the signalized intersections accommodate the traffic demands, consistent with current MassDOT 
standards.  Methods from the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)1 were used to evaluate how the unsignalized 
intersections accommodate the traffic demands as the HCM 2010 methodology does not support more than three 
through lanes on a major street approach. The capacity analyses were used to evaluate operations of the study area 
intersections and to provide a baseline to assess the operational benefits of the improvement options.  Tables 2 and 3 
show the results of the operations analysis at the signalized and unsignalized study area intersections, respectively. 

                                                      
1 2000 Highway Capacity Manual; Transportation Research Board: Washington, D.C. 
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Table 2 Signalized Intersection Capacity Analyses 

  2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic 

  Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Evening Peak Hour 

Intersection Movement V/C 1 Del 2 LOS 3 50 Q 4 95 Q 5 V/C Del LOS 50 Q 95 Q 

1: Lynnway (Route 1A)  Lynnway EB L 0.34 50 D 27 65 0.56 53 D 64 134 

at Shepard Street/ Lynnway EB T/R 0.38 9 A 114 208 0.65 12 B 277 551 

Marine Boulevard Lynnway WB L 0.49 52 D 48 107 0.38 51 D 34 85 

 Lynnway WB T/R 0.70 12 B 330 648 0.41 10 B 125 257 

 Marine Blvd NB L/T/R 0.40 40 D 17 34 0.37 34 C 23 17 

 Shepard St SB L/T/R 0.26 9 A 0 19 0.34 17 B 4 37 

 Overall  13 B    14 B   

3: Lynnway (Route 1A)  Lynnway EB L 0.14 23 C 9 35 0.25 25 C 19 58 

at Kingman Street/ Lynnway EB T/R 0.39 10 B 82 182 1.05 54 D ~355 #619 

jughandle Lynnway WB L 0.25 24 C 17 58 0.27 25 C 22 62 

 Lynnway WB T/R 0.88 20 C 186 #797 0.60 14 B 122 238 

 Kingman St NB L/T 0.21 19 B 12 27 0.57 23 C 70 77 

 Kingman St NB R 0.19 5 A 0 8 0.35 7 A 7 12 

 Overall  17 B    37 D   

Source: VHB, Inc. using SYNCHRO 8 software.    ~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite 
1 Volume-to-capacity ratio, based on theoretical capacity.   # 95th percentile volumes exceeds capacity, queue may be longer 
2 Average delay, in seconds per vehicle     
3 Level of service       
4 50th percentile queue length estimate, in feet 
5 95th percentile queue length estimate, in feet  

Table 3 Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analyses 

  2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic 

  Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Evening Peak Hour 

Intersection Critical Movements D 1 V/C 2 Del 3 LOS 4 95 Q 5 D V/C Del LOS 95 Q 

2: Lynnway (Route 1A) Blossom St Ext NB R 75 0.12 10 A 10 115 0.16 10 B 15 

at Blossom Street Blossom St SB R 40 0.13 14 B 11 40 0.07 10 A 6 

Source: VHB, Inc. using SYNCHRO 8 software.   
Note: The HCM 2010 methodology does not support more than three through lanes on a major street approach, results reported are based on HCM 2000 
methodology.  
1 Demand, in vehicles 
2 Volume-to-capacity ratio, based on theoretical capacity.  
3 Average delay, in seconds per vehicle 
4 Level of service 
5 95th percentile queue length estimate, in feet 
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As shown in Tables 2 and 3, all three study area intersections operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during both 
the weekday morning and weekday evening peak hours.    

Conceptual Improvement Evaluation 

In coordination with the City of Lynn, VHB developed and evaluated a conceptual improvement option to add a 
Lynnway westbound left-turn lane at Blossom Street. The following section includes a discussion of the conceptual 
improvement option, summarizes impacts to traffic operations, and provides a preliminary lump sum cost estimate. 

As shown in Figure 2, the conceptual improvement option includes a westbound left-turn lane along the Lynnway at 
the Blossom Street intersection.  To accommodate the left-turn lane, the existing eastbound left-turn lane at Kingman 
Street would be shortened and the existing median would be relocated.  The westbound left-turn lane at Blossom 
Street would be approximately 100 feet and the remaining eastbound left-turn lane at Kingman Street would be 
approximately 310 feet.  The revised median design shown in the concept plan would serve to discourage left-turn 
and through movements from Blossom Street in both directions. In addition, a diverter island is proposed on the 
Blossom Street southbound approach to reinforce right-in/right-out operations. The preliminary lump sum cost 
estimate for this improvement option is approximately $145,000. 

As part of the conceptual improvement option, commuter ferry traffic currently making a westbound u-turn at the 
Lynnway and Shepard Street/Maine Boulevard intersection would be relocated to make a westbound left-turn at 
Blossom Street.  Figure 3 shows the resulting weekday morning and weekday evening peak hour traffic volumes.  

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the traffic operations under the conceptual improvement option for the signalized and 
unsignalized intersections, respectively.  This analysis assumes that the Lynnway at Blossom Street intersection would 
remain unsignalized; no signal timing changes at the Lynnway and Shepard Street/Marine Boulevard intersection are 
assumed.  No changes in operations would occur at intersection of Lynnway and Kingman Street/jughandle.  As 
shown in Table 4, overall operations at the intersection of Lynnway and Shepard Street/Marine Boulevard are expected 
to improve during both peak hours under the conceptual improvement option, which may be attributed to the 
reduction in the westbound u-turn volume.  As shown in Table 5, the westbound left-turn lane at the intersection of 
Lynnway and Blossom Street is expected to operate at LOS C or better during both peak hours with minimal queues 
under the conceptual improvement option.  It should be noted that the revised turn lane lengths at the intersections 
with Blossom Street and Kingman Street discussed above can adequately accommodate the projected weekday 
morning and weekday evening peak hour queue demands at both locations.   
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Table 4 Signalized Intersection Capacity Analyses 

  Improvement Option: Westbound Left-Turn Lane

  Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Evening Peak Hour 

Intersection Movement V/C 1 Del 2 LOS 3 50 Q 4 95 Q 5 V/C Del LOS 50 Q 95 Q 

1: Lynnway (Route 1A)  Lynnway EB L 0.32 48 D 27 64 0.56 53 D 64 134 

at Shepard Street/ Lynnway EB T/R 0.36 7 A 105 186 0.62 10 B 270 531 

Marine Boulevard Lynnway WB L 0.22 46 D 18 52 0.30 50 D 25 67 

 Lynnway WB T/R 0.71 13 B 328 648 0.41 10 B 125 257 

 Marine Blvd NB L/T/R 0.39 38 D 17 33 0.37 34 C 23 17 

 Shepard St SB L/T/R 0.25 8 A 0 19 0.34 17 B 4 37 

 Overall  12 B    13 B   

Source: VHB, Inc. using SYNCHRO 8 software.    ~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite 
1 Volume-to-capacity ratio, based on theoretical capacity.   # 95th percentile volumes exceeds capacity, queue may be longer 
2 Average delay, in seconds per vehicle     
3 Level of service       
4 50th percentile queue length estimate, in feet 
5 95th percentile queue length estimate, in feet 

Table 5 Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analyses 

 Improvement Option: Westbound Left-Turn Lane

  Morning Peak Hour Evening Peak Hour 

Intersection Critical Movements D 1 V/C 2 Del 3 LOS 4 95 Q 5 D V/C Del LOS 95 Q 

2: Lynnway (Route 1A) Lynnway WB L 50 0.09 11 B 7 15 0.06 19 C 5 

at Blossom Street Blossom St Ext NB R 75 0.11 10 A 10 115 0.18 11 B 16 

 Blossom St SB R 40 0.13 14 B 11 40 0.07 10 A 6 

Source: VHB, Inc. using SYNCHRO 8 software.   
Note: The HCM 2010 methodology does not support more than three through lanes on a major street approach, results reported are based on HCM 2000 
methodology.  
1 Demand, in vehicles 
2 Volume-to-capacity ratio, based on theoretical capacity.  
3 Average delay, in seconds per vehicle 
4 Level of service 
5 95th percentile queue length estimate, in feet 
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To increase awareness of the Lynnway westbound left-turn movement at Blossom Street, an intersection control 
beacon could be installed in accordance with the standards established in the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices2 (MUTCD). The beacon would have flashing yellow signal heads directed toward the Lynnway eastbound and 
have flashing red signal heads directed towards the Blossom Street northbound approach and Lynnway westbound 
left-turn lane. The preliminary lump sum cost estimate to install an intersection control beacon is approximately 
$44,000, in addition to the cost of the geometric improvements.  

Signal	Warrant	Analysis	

VHB performed a traffic signal warrant analysis at the intersection of Lynnway at Blossom Street, assuming the 
improvements proposed as part of the conceptual improvement option. The MUTCD lists specific criteria, or warrants, 
for the consideration of installation of a traffic signal at an intersection. The MUTCD also notes that, “the satisfaction 
of a traffic signal warrant or warrants shall not, in itself, require the installation of a traffic control signal.”  The traffic 
signal warrant analysis provides guidance as to locations where signals would not be appropriate and locations where 
they could be considered further. 

A traffic signal warrant analysis was performed for the volume-based Warrant 3: Peak Hour Volume for the weekday 
morning and weekday evening peak hours. The warrant analysis was performed in a manner that considers the 
Lynnway westbound left-turn volume as the “minor street” volume and the opposing traffic on the Lynnway 
eastbound as the “major street” volume, as allowed by the MUTCD. The warrant is not met at the intersection for 
either of the peak hours.  The City of Lynn has noted the possibility of expanding ferry services in the future. It is 
recommended that traffic volumes at the intersection continue to be monitored and if the signal warrant is met in the 
future, the installation of a signal at the Lynnway and Blossom Street intersection should be re-evaluated. The 
preliminary lump sum cost estimate for the installation of a signal is approximately $86,500. 

Summary 

VHB, in coordination with the City of Lynn, has developed and evaluated a conceptual improvement option along the 
Lynnway within the vicinity of Blossom Street which would improve access to the Lynn Commuter Ferry Terminal. The 
improvement option considers a Lynnway westbound left-turn lane at Blossom Street. 

VHB evaluated traffic operations under the conceptual improvement option. Overall traffic operations are expected to 
improve within the study area and minimal queues are expected in the proposed Lynnway westbound left-turn lane at 
Blossom Street. In addition, VHB performed a signal warrant analysis for the intersection of Lynnway at Blossom Street 
assuming the improvement proposed as part of the conceptual improvement option; a signal is not warranted at this 
time. The intersection should continue to be monitored and if the warrant is met in the future with potential increased 

                                                      

2 MUTCD, Part 4 – Highway Traffic Signals, USDOT/FHWA, December 2009. 
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ferry service, the installation of a traffic signal at this location should be re-evaluated. While a traffic signal is not 
currently warranted, an intersection control beacon could be installed to increase awareness of the intersection.  

The preliminary lump sum cost estimate of the geometric improvements under the conceptual improvement option is 
approximately $144,000.  The installation of an intersection control beacon would have an additional cost of 
approximately $44,000.  In the future, if a traffic signal is warranted, the installation of a traffic signal would cost 
approximately $86,500. 
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VHB K. Keen 11942.03 Tuesday 11/18/14 144179 Lynn, MA

City, State:PDI Job Number:Date:Client: Engineer: Site Code:



File Name : 144179 A
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars - Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 4 0 7 0 14 640 1 2 2 7 1 0 6 199 3 0 886
07:15 AM 5 0 6 0 12 621 2 5 2 1 1 0 3 227 9 0 894
07:30 AM 6 0 5 0 12 579 0 7 3 1 2 0 4 290 12 1 922
07:45 AM 5 0 6 0 14 554 3 12 2 0 4 0 4 310 11 2 927

Total 20 0 24 0 52 2394 6 26 9 9 8 0 17 1026 35 3 3629

08:00 AM 3 0 12 0 13 545 5 15 4 0 1 0 6 236 10 0 850
08:15 AM 2 0 8 0 12 549 4 7 3 3 2 0 3 287 11 0 891
08:30 AM 4 0 9 0 13 444 3 10 3 0 2 0 4 266 13 0 771
08:45 AM 2 0 6 0 11 457 2 10 4 0 0 0 2 287 9 0 790

Total 11 0 35 0 49 1995 14 42 14 3 5 0 15 1076 43 0 3302

Grand Total 31 0 59 0 101 4389 20 68 23 12 13 0 32 2102 78 3 6931
Apprch % 34.4 0 65.6 0 2.2 95.9 0.4 1.5 47.9 25 27.1 0 1.4 94.9 3.5 0.1  

Total % 0.4 0 0.9 0 1.5 63.3 0.3 1 0.3 0.2 0.2 0 0.5 30.3 1.1 0
Cars 25 0 50 0 94 4292 13 66 14 7 7 0 16 1993 71 3 6651

% Cars 80.6 0 84.7 0 93.1 97.8 65 97.1 60.9 58.3 53.8 0 50 94.8 91 100 96
Heavy Vehicles 6 0 9 0 7 97 7 2 9 5 6 0 16 109 7 0 280

% Heavy Vehicles 19.4 0 15.3 0 6.9 2.2 35 2.9 39.1 41.7 46.2 0 50 5.2 9 0 4

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 4 0 7 0 11 14 640 1 2 657 2 7 1 0 10 6 199 3 0 208 886
07:15 AM 5 0 6 0 11 12 621 2 5 640 2 1 1 0 4 3 227 9 0 239 894
07:30 AM 6 0 5 0 11 12 579 0 7 598 3 1 2 0 6 4 290 12 1 307 922
07:45 AM 5 0 6 0 11 14 554 3 12 583 2 0 4 0 6 4 310 11 2 327 927

Total Volume 20 0 24 0 44 52 2394 6 26 2478 9 9 8 0 26 17 1026 35 3 1081 3629

% App. Total

PHF .833 .000 .857 .000 1.00 .929 .935 .500 .542 .943 .750 .321 .500 .000 .650 .708 .827 .729 .375 .826 .979
Cars 14 0 17 0 31 48 2350 4 26 2428 2 4 2 0 8 8 962 32 3 1005 3472

% Cars 70.0 0 70.8 0 70.5 92.3 98.2 66.7 100 98.0 22.2 44.4 25.0 0 30.8 47.1 93.8 91.4 100 93.0 95.7

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 30.0 0 29.2 0 29.5 7.7 1.8 33.3 0 2.0 77.8 55.6 75.0 0 69.2 52.9 6.2 8.6 0 7.0 4.3

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 A
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 4 0 4 0 14 625 0 2 0 3 0 0 4 188 2 0 846
07:15 AM 2 0 5 0 11 605 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 219 9 0 858
07:30 AM 3 0 3 0 11 571 0 7 1 1 1 0 2 265 12 1 878
07:45 AM 5 0 5 0 12 549 3 12 1 0 1 0 1 290 9 2 890

Total 14 0 17 0 48 2350 4 26 2 4 2 0 8 962 32 3 3472

08:00 AM 3 0 12 0 11 537 3 15 3 0 1 0 3 228 8 0 824
08:15 AM 2 0 6 0 12 532 4 6 3 3 2 0 2 273 10 0 855
08:30 AM 4 0 9 0 12 429 2 9 2 0 2 0 3 253 12 0 737
08:45 AM 2 0 6 0 11 444 0 10 4 0 0 0 0 277 9 0 763

Total 11 0 33 0 46 1942 9 40 12 3 5 0 8 1031 39 0 3179

Grand Total 25 0 50 0 94 4292 13 66 14 7 7 0 16 1993 71 3 6651
Apprch % 33.3 0 66.7 0 2.1 96.1 0.3 1.5 50 25 25 0 0.8 95.7 3.4 0.1  

Total % 0.4 0 0.8 0 1.4 64.5 0.2 1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0 0.2 30 1.1 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 4 0 4 0 8 14 625 0 2 641 0 3 0 0 3 4 188 2 0 194 846
07:15 AM 2 0 5 0 7 11 605 1 5 622 0 0 0 0 0 1 219 9 0 229 858
07:30 AM 3 0 3 0 6 11 571 0 7 589 1 1 1 0 3 2 265 12 1 280 878
07:45 AM 5 0 5 0 10 12 549 3 12 576 1 0 1 0 2 1 290 9 2 302 890

Total Volume 14 0 17 0 31 48 2350 4 26 2428 2 4 2 0 8 8 962 32 3 1005 3472

% App. Total

PHF .700 .000 .850 .000 .775 .857 .940 .333 .542 .947 .500 .333 .500 .000 .667 .500 .829 .667 .375 .832 .975

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 A
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 3 0 0 15 1 0 2 4 1 0 2 11 1 0 40
07:15 AM 3 0 1 0 1 16 1 0 2 1 1 0 2 8 0 0 36
07:30 AM 3 0 2 0 1 8 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 25 0 0 44
07:45 AM 0 0 1 0 2 5 0 0 1 0 3 0 3 20 2 0 37

Total 6 0 7 0 4 44 2 0 7 5 6 0 9 64 3 0 157

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 8 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 8 2 0 26
08:15 AM 0 0 2 0 0 17 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 14 1 0 36
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 15 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 13 1 0 34
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 13 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 10 0 0 27

Total 0 0 2 0 3 53 5 2 2 0 0 0 7 45 4 0 123

Grand Total 6 0 9 0 7 97 7 2 9 5 6 0 16 109 7 0 280
Apprch % 40 0 60 0 6.2 85.8 6.2 1.8 45 25 30 0 12.1 82.6 5.3 0  

Total % 2.1 0 3.2 0 2.5 34.6 2.5 0.7 3.2 1.8 2.1 0 5.7 38.9 2.5 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 0 0 3 0 3 0 15 1 0 16 2 4 1 0 7 2 11 1 0 14 40
07:15 AM 3 0 1 0 4 1 16 1 0 18 2 1 1 0 4 2 8 0 0 10 36
07:30 AM 3 0 2 0 5 1 8 0 0 9 2 0 1 0 3 2 25 0 0 27 44
07:45 AM 0 0 1 0 1 2 5 0 0 7 1 0 3 0 4 3 20 2 0 25 37

Total Volume 6 0 7 0 13 4 44 2 0 50 7 5 6 0 18 9 64 3 0 76 157

% App. Total 46.2 0 53.8 0  8 88 4 0  38.9 27.8 33.3 0  11.8 84.2 3.9 0   
PHF .500 .000 .583 .000 .650 .500 .688 .500 .000 .694 .875 .313 .500 .000 .643 .750 .640 .375 .000 .704 .892

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 A
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Peds and Bikes

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start 
Time

Right Thru Left Peds EB Peds WB Right Thru Left Peds SB Peds NB Right Thru Left Peds WB Peds EB Right Thru Left Peds NB Peds SB Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
07:45 AM 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 6

Total 0 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 1 13

08:00 AM 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 7

Grand Total 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 3 1 20

Apprch % 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 75 25  

Total % 0 0 0 30 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 0 0 0 15 5

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds 

EB

Peds 

WB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

SB

Peds 

NB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

WB

Peds 

EB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

NB

Peds 

SB
App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 3

07:45 AM 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 6
08:00 AM 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2

Total Volume 0 0 0 4 5 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 3 1 4 15

% App. Total 0 0 0 44.4 55.6  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 100  0 0 0 75 25   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .500 .625 .563 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .250 .250 .000 .000 .000 .375 .250 .500 .625

PRECISION
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P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 A
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 4 0 7 0 11 14 640 1 2 657 2 7 1 0 10 6 199 3 0 208 886
07:15 AM 5 0 6 0 11 12 621 2 5 640 2 1 1 0 4 3 227 9 0 239 894
07:30 AM 6 0 5 0 11 12 579 0 7 598 3 1 2 0 6 4 290 12 1 307 922
07:45 AM 5 0 6 0 11 14 554 3 12 583 2 0 4 0 6 4 310 11 2 327 927

Total Volume 20 0 24 0 44 52 2394 6 26 2478 9 9 8 0 26 17 1026 35 3 1081 3629

% App. Total

PHF .833 .000 .857 .000 1.00 .929 .935 .500 .542 .943 .750 .321 .500 .000 .650 .708 .827 .729 .375 .826 .979
Cars 14 0 17 0 31 48 2350 4 26 2428 2 4 2 0 8 8 962 32 3 1005 3472

% Cars 70.0 0 70.8 0 70.5 92.3 98.2 66.7 100 98.0 22.2 44.4 25.0 0 30.8 47.1 93.8 91.4 100 93.0 95.7

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 30.0 0 29.2 0 29.5 7.7 1.8 33.3 0 2.0 77.8 55.6 75.0 0 69.2 52.9 6.2 8.6 0 7.0 4.3
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:00 AM
 
Cars
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : 144179 AA
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars - Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 5 0 6 0 10 293 0 8 3 0 2 1 7 436 16 2 789
04:15 PM 6 0 12 0 15 314 3 8 2 0 13 1 3 478 16 4 875
04:30 PM 7 0 15 0 12 286 1 6 2 1 10 0 4 531 25 2 902
04:45 PM 2 0 14 0 17 281 1 16 1 1 2 0 5 585 18 2 945

Total 20 0 47 0 54 1174 5 38 8 2 27 2 19 2030 75 10 3511

05:00 PM 6 0 11 0 7 324 0 12 4 6 8 0 8 575 30 2 993
05:15 PM 0 0 8 0 10 311 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 582 31 4 954
05:30 PM 6 0 12 0 16 261 0 8 0 0 2 0 2 561 21 3 892
05:45 PM 6 0 6 0 9 245 0 10 1 1 1 0 1 603 21 2 906

Total 18 0 37 0 42 1141 0 35 8 7 11 0 11 2321 103 11 3745

Grand Total 38 0 84 0 96 2315 5 73 16 9 38 2 30 4351 178 21 7256
Apprch % 31.1 0 68.9 0 3.9 93 0.2 2.9 24.6 13.8 58.5 3.1 0.7 95 3.9 0.5  

Total % 0.5 0 1.2 0 1.3 31.9 0.1 1 0.2 0.1 0.5 0 0.4 60 2.5 0.3
Cars 37 0 82 0 95 2256 0 72 16 9 36 2 21 4271 173 21 7091

% Cars 97.4 0 97.6 0 99 97.5 0 98.6 100 100 94.7 100 70 98.2 97.2 100 97.7
Heavy Vehicles 1 0 2 0 1 59 5 1 0 0 2 0 9 80 5 0 165

% Heavy Vehicles 2.6 0 2.4 0 1 2.5 100 1.4 0 0 5.3 0 30 1.8 2.8 0 2.3

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 7 0 15 0 22 12 286 1 6 305 2 1 10 0 13 4 531 25 2 562 902
04:45 PM 2 0 14 0 16 17 281 1 16 315 1 1 2 0 4 5 585 18 2 610 945
05:00 PM 6 0 11 0 17 7 324 0 12 343 4 6 8 0 18 8 575 30 2 615 993
05:15 PM 0 0 8 0 8 10 311 0 5 326 3 0 0 0 3 0 582 31 4 617 954

Total Volume 15 0 48 0 63 46 1202 2 39 1289 10 8 20 0 38 17 2273 104 10 2404 3794

% App. Total

PHF .536 .000 .800 .000 .716 .676 .927 .500 .609 .940 .625 .333 .500 .000 .528 .531 .971 .839 .625 .974 .955
Cars 15 0 48 0 63 45 1170 0 39 1254 10 8 19 0 37 13 2232 100 10 2355 3709

% Cars 100 0 100 0 100 97.8 97.3 0 100 97.3 100 100 95.0 0 97.4 76.5 98.2 96.2 100 98.0 97.8

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 2.2 2.7 100 0 2.7 0 0 5.0 0 2.6 23.5 1.8 3.8 0 2.0 2.2

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 AA
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 4 0 6 0 10 285 0 8 3 0 2 1 4 430 16 2 771
04:15 PM 6 0 11 0 15 304 0 8 2 0 12 1 2 464 16 4 845
04:30 PM 7 0 15 0 12 275 0 6 2 1 10 0 2 520 23 2 875
04:45 PM 2 0 14 0 17 277 0 16 1 1 1 0 3 573 17 2 924

Total 19 0 46 0 54 1141 0 38 8 2 25 2 11 1987 72 10 3415

05:00 PM 6 0 11 0 6 315 0 12 4 6 8 0 8 563 29 2 970
05:15 PM 0 0 8 0 10 303 0 5 3 0 0 0 0 576 31 4 940
05:30 PM 6 0 11 0 16 253 0 7 0 0 2 0 1 550 21 3 870
05:45 PM 6 0 6 0 9 244 0 10 1 1 1 0 1 595 20 2 896

Total 18 0 36 0 41 1115 0 34 8 7 11 0 10 2284 101 11 3676

Grand Total 37 0 82 0 95 2256 0 72 16 9 36 2 21 4271 173 21 7091
Apprch % 31.1 0 68.9 0 3.9 93.1 0 3 25.4 14.3 57.1 3.2 0.5 95.2 3.9 0.5  

Total % 0.5 0 1.2 0 1.3 31.8 0 1 0.2 0.1 0.5 0 0.3 60.2 2.4 0.3

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 7 0 15 0 22 12 275 0 6 293 2 1 10 0 13 2 520 23 2 547 875
04:45 PM 2 0 14 0 16 17 277 0 16 310 1 1 1 0 3 3 573 17 2 595 924
05:00 PM 6 0 11 0 17 6 315 0 12 333 4 6 8 0 18 8 563 29 2 602 970
05:15 PM 0 0 8 0 8 10 303 0 5 318 3 0 0 0 3 0 576 31 4 611 940

Total Volume 15 0 48 0 63 45 1170 0 39 1254 10 8 19 0 37 13 2232 100 10 2355 3709

% App. Total

PHF .536 .000 .800 .000 .716 .662 .929 .000 .609 .941 .625 .333 .475 .000 .514 .406 .969 .806 .625 .964 .956

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 AA
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 0 0 18
04:15 PM 0 0 1 0 0 10 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 14 0 0 30
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 11 2 0 27
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 12 1 0 21

Total 1 0 1 0 0 33 5 0 0 0 2 0 8 43 3 0 96

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 0 23
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 14
05:30 PM 0 0 1 0 0 8 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 11 0 0 22
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 0 10

Total 0 0 1 0 1 26 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 37 2 0 69

Grand Total 1 0 2 0 1 59 5 1 0 0 2 0 9 80 5 0 165
Apprch % 33.3 0 66.7 0 1.5 89.4 7.6 1.5 0 0 100 0 9.6 85.1 5.3 0  

Total % 0.6 0 1.2 0 0.6 35.8 3 0.6 0 0 1.2 0 5.5 48.5 3 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM
04:15 PM 0 0 1 0 1 0 10 3 0 13 0 0 1 0 1 1 14 0 0 15 30
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 2 11 2 0 15 27
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 2 12 1 0 15 21
05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 1 9 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 0 13 23

Total Volume 0 0 1 0 1 1 34 5 0 40 0 0 2 0 2 5 49 4 0 58 101

% App. Total 0 0 100 0  2.5 85 12.5 0  0 0 100 0  8.6 84.5 6.9 0   
PHF .000 .000 .250 .000 .250 .250 .773 .417 .000 .769 .000 .000 .500 .000 .500 .625 .875 .500 .000 .967 .842

PRECISION
D A T A
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P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 AA
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Peds and Bikes

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start 
Time

Right Thru Left Peds EB Peds WB Right Thru Left Peds SB Peds NB Right Thru Left Peds WB Peds EB Right Thru Left Peds NB Peds SB Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 6
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 4

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 7 3 13

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
05:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 4

Total 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 7

Grand Total 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 0 8 4 20

Apprch % 0 0 0 50 50 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 60 0 0 0 66.7 33.3  

Total % 0 0 0 5 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 15 0 0 0 40 20

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds 

EB

Peds 

WB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

SB

Peds 

NB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

WB

Peds 

EB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

NB

Peds 

SB
App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2

04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 4 6
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 3 4
05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 3 0 0 0 7 2 9 14

% App. Total 0 0 0 0 100  0 100 0 0 0  0 0 0 33.3 66.7  0 0 0 77.8 22.2   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .250 .250 .000 .250 .000 .000 .000 .250 .000 .000 .000 .250 .500 .750 .000 .000 .000 .438 .250 .563 .583
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File Name : 144179 AA
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Shepard Street/ Marine Boulevard
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 7 0 15 0 22 12 286 1 6 305 2 1 10 0 13 4 531 25 2 562 902
04:45 PM 2 0 14 0 16 17 281 1 16 315 1 1 2 0 4 5 585 18 2 610 945
05:00 PM 6 0 11 0 17 7 324 0 12 343 4 6 8 0 18 8 575 30 2 615 993
05:15 PM 0 0 8 0 8 10 311 0 5 326 3 0 0 0 3 0 582 31 4 617 954

Total Volume 15 0 48 0 63 46 1202 2 39 1289 10 8 20 0 38 17 2273 104 10 2404 3794

% App. Total

PHF .536 .000 .800 .000 .716 .676 .927 .500 .609 .940 .625 .333 .500 .000 .528 .531 .971 .839 .625 .974 .955
Cars 15 0 48 0 63 45 1170 0 39 1254 10 8 19 0 37 13 2232 100 10 2355 3709

% Cars 100 0 100 0 100 97.8 97.3 0 100 97.3 100 100 95.0 0 97.4 76.5 98.2 96.2 100 98.0 97.8

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 2.2 2.7 100 0 2.7 0 0 5.0 0 2.6 23.5 1.8 3.8 0 2.0 2.2
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Peak Hour Begins at 04:30 PM
 
Cars
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North

PRECISION
D A T A
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File Name : 144179 B
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars - Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 6 0 0 0 19 675 0 0 14 0 0 0 18 200 0 0 932
07:15 AM 6 0 0 0 38 640 0 0 14 0 0 0 20 221 0 0 939
07:30 AM 15 0 0 0 46 591 0 0 23 0 0 0 25 285 0 0 985
07:45 AM 14 0 0 0 44 596 0 0 18 0 0 0 29 300 0 0 1001

Total 41 0 0 0 147 2502 0 0 69 0 0 0 92 1006 0 0 3857

08:00 AM 9 0 0 0 40 567 0 0 19 0 0 0 20 251 0 0 906
08:15 AM 14 0 0 0 30 567 0 0 20 0 0 0 34 268 0 0 933
08:30 AM 10 0 0 0 34 483 0 0 17 0 0 0 18 276 0 0 838
08:45 AM 11 0 0 0 36 468 0 0 16 0 0 0 27 277 0 0 835

Total 44 0 0 0 140 2085 0 0 72 0 0 0 99 1072 0 0 3512

Grand Total 85 0 0 0 287 4587 0 0 141 0 0 0 191 2078 0 0 7369
Apprch % 100 0 0 0 5.9 94.1 0 0 100 0 0 0 8.4 91.6 0 0  

Total % 1.2 0 0 0 3.9 62.2 0 0 1.9 0 0 0 2.6 28.2 0 0
Cars 78 0 0 0 268 4480 0 0 129 0 0 0 177 1953 0 0 7085

% Cars 91.8 0 0 0 93.4 97.7 0 0 91.5 0 0 0 92.7 94 0 0 96.1
Heavy Vehicles 7 0 0 0 19 107 0 0 12 0 0 0 14 125 0 0 284

% Heavy Vehicles 8.2 0 0 0 6.6 2.3 0 0 8.5 0 0 0 7.3 6 0 0 3.9

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 6 0 0 0 6 19 675 0 0 694 14 0 0 0 14 18 200 0 0 218 932
07:15 AM 6 0 0 0 6 38 640 0 0 678 14 0 0 0 14 20 221 0 0 241 939
07:30 AM 15 0 0 0 15 46 591 0 0 637 23 0 0 0 23 25 285 0 0 310 985
07:45 AM 14 0 0 0 14 44 596 0 0 640 18 0 0 0 18 29 300 0 0 329 1001

Total Volume 41 0 0 0 41 147 2502 0 0 2649 69 0 0 0 69 92 1006 0 0 1098 3857

% App. Total

PHF .683 .000 .000 .000 .683 .799 .927 .000 .000 .954 .750 .000 .000 .000 .750 .793 .838 .000 .000 .834 .963
Cars 38 0 0 0 38 138 2453 0 0 2591 63 0 0 0 63 87 930 0 0 1017 3709

% Cars 92.7 0 0 0 92.7 93.9 98.0 0 0 97.8 91.3 0 0 0 91.3 94.6 92.4 0 0 92.6 96.2

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 7.3 0 0 0 7.3 6.1 2.0 0 0 2.2 8.7 0 0 0 8.7 5.4 7.6 0 0 7.4 3.8

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 B
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 5 0 0 0 15 659 0 0 12 0 0 0 18 183 0 0 892
07:15 AM 5 0 0 0 38 624 0 0 14 0 0 0 18 209 0 0 908
07:30 AM 15 0 0 0 42 581 0 0 20 0 0 0 23 257 0 0 938
07:45 AM 13 0 0 0 43 589 0 0 17 0 0 0 28 281 0 0 971

Total 38 0 0 0 138 2453 0 0 63 0 0 0 87 930 0 0 3709

08:00 AM 9 0 0 0 37 556 0 0 18 0 0 0 20 241 0 0 881
08:15 AM 12 0 0 0 28 550 0 0 20 0 0 0 30 255 0 0 895
08:30 AM 9 0 0 0 32 466 0 0 14 0 0 0 14 260 0 0 795
08:45 AM 10 0 0 0 33 455 0 0 14 0 0 0 26 267 0 0 805

Total 40 0 0 0 130 2027 0 0 66 0 0 0 90 1023 0 0 3376

Grand Total 78 0 0 0 268 4480 0 0 129 0 0 0 177 1953 0 0 7085
Apprch % 100 0 0 0 5.6 94.4 0 0 100 0 0 0 8.3 91.7 0 0  

Total % 1.1 0 0 0 3.8 63.2 0 0 1.8 0 0 0 2.5 27.6 0 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 5 0 0 0 5 15 659 0 0 674 12 0 0 0 12 18 183 0 0 201 892
07:15 AM 5 0 0 0 5 38 624 0 0 662 14 0 0 0 14 18 209 0 0 227 908
07:30 AM 15 0 0 0 15 42 581 0 0 623 20 0 0 0 20 23 257 0 0 280 938
07:45 AM 13 0 0 0 13 43 589 0 0 632 17 0 0 0 17 28 281 0 0 309 971

Total Volume 38 0 0 0 38 138 2453 0 0 2591 63 0 0 0 63 87 930 0 0 1017 3709

% App. Total

PHF .633 .000 .000 .000 .633 .802 .931 .000 .000 .961 .788 .000 .000 .000 .788 .777 .827 .000 .000 .823 .955

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 B
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 1 0 0 0 4 16 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 40
07:15 AM 1 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 31
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 4 10 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 28 0 0 47
07:45 AM 1 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 19 0 0 30

Total 3 0 0 0 9 49 0 0 6 0 0 0 5 76 0 0 148

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 3 11 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 25
08:15 AM 2 0 0 0 2 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 13 0 0 38
08:30 AM 1 0 0 0 2 17 0 0 3 0 0 0 4 16 0 0 43
08:45 AM 1 0 0 0 3 13 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 10 0 0 30

Total 4 0 0 0 10 58 0 0 6 0 0 0 9 49 0 0 136

Grand Total 7 0 0 0 19 107 0 0 12 0 0 0 14 125 0 0 284
Apprch % 100 0 0 0 15.1 84.9 0 0 100 0 0 0 10.1 89.9 0 0  

Total % 2.5 0 0 0 6.7 37.7 0 0 4.2 0 0 0 4.9 44 0 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 1 0 0 0 1 4 16 0 0 20 2 0 0 0 2 0 17 0 0 17 40
07:15 AM 1 0 0 0 1 0 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 14 31
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 4 10 0 0 14 3 0 0 0 3 2 28 0 0 30 47
07:45 AM 1 0 0 0 1 1 7 0 0 8 1 0 0 0 1 1 19 0 0 20 30

Total Volume 3 0 0 0 3 9 49 0 0 58 6 0 0 0 6 5 76 0 0 81 148

% App. Total 100 0 0 0  15.5 84.5 0 0  100 0 0 0  6.2 93.8 0 0   
PHF .750 .000 .000 .000 .750 .563 .766 .000 .000 .725 .500 .000 .000 .000 .500 .625 .679 .000 .000 .675 .787

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 B
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Peds and Bikes

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start 
Time

Right Thru Left Peds EB Peds WB Right Thru Left Peds SB Peds NB Right Thru Left Peds WB Peds EB Right Thru Left Peds NB Peds SB Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
07:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
07:45 AM 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 8

Total 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 15

08:00 AM 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
08:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 0 0 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 9

Grand Total 0 0 0 8 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 24

Apprch % 0 0 0 44.4 55.6 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 50 50  

Total % 0 0 0 33.3 41.7 0 0 0 0 4.2 0 0 0 4.2 0 0 0 0 8.3 8.3

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds 

EB

Peds 

WB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

SB

Peds 

NB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

WB

Peds 

EB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

NB

Peds 

SB
App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM
07:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
07:45 AM 0 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 8
08:00 AM 0 0 0 2 4 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 7

Total Volume 0 0 0 7 8 15 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 4 21

% App. Total 0 0 0 46.7 53.3  0 0 0 0 100  0 0 0 100 0  0 0 0 50 50   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .583 .500 .625 .000 .000 .000 .000 .250 .250 .000 .000 .000 .250 .000 .250 .000 .000 .000 .250 .500 .333 .656

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 B
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 6 0 0 0 6 19 675 0 0 694 14 0 0 0 14 18 200 0 0 218 932
07:15 AM 6 0 0 0 6 38 640 0 0 678 14 0 0 0 14 20 221 0 0 241 939
07:30 AM 15 0 0 0 15 46 591 0 0 637 23 0 0 0 23 25 285 0 0 310 985
07:45 AM 14 0 0 0 14 44 596 0 0 640 18 0 0 0 18 29 300 0 0 329 1001

Total Volume 41 0 0 0 41 147 2502 0 0 2649 69 0 0 0 69 92 1006 0 0 1098 3857

% App. Total

PHF .683 .000 .000 .000 .683 .799 .927 .000 .000 .954 .750 .000 .000 .000 .750 .793 .838 .000 .000 .834 .963
Cars 38 0 0 0 38 138 2453 0 0 2591 63 0 0 0 63 87 930 0 0 1017 3709

% Cars 92.7 0 0 0 92.7 93.9 98.0 0 0 97.8 91.3 0 0 0 91.3 94.6 92.4 0 0 92.6 96.2

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 7.3 0 0 0 7.3 6.1 2.0 0 0 2.2 8.7 0 0 0 8.7 5.4 7.6 0 0 7.4 3.8
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PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 BB
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars - Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 10 0 0 0 32 328 0 0 13 0 0 0 12 450 0 0 845
04:15 PM 15 0 0 0 28 331 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 484 0 0 878
04:30 PM 17 0 0 0 29 309 0 0 15 0 0 0 13 550 0 0 933
04:45 PM 7 0 0 0 35 325 0 0 15 0 0 0 12 579 0 0 973

Total 49 0 0 0 124 1293 0 0 53 0 0 0 47 2063 0 0 3629

05:00 PM 14 0 0 0 52 360 0 0 14 0 0 0 9 595 0 0 1044
05:15 PM 5 0 0 0 40 340 0 0 12 0 0 0 11 594 0 0 1002
05:30 PM 16 0 0 0 38 314 0 0 9 0 0 0 6 591 0 0 974
05:45 PM 11 0 0 0 23 264 0 0 9 0 0 0 8 624 0 0 939

Total 46 0 0 0 153 1278 0 0 44 0 0 0 34 2404 0 0 3959

Grand Total 95 0 0 0 277 2571 0 0 97 0 0 0 81 4467 0 0 7588
Apprch % 100 0 0 0 9.7 90.3 0 0 100 0 0 0 1.8 98.2 0 0  

Total % 1.3 0 0 0 3.7 33.9 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 1.1 58.9 0 0
Cars 93 0 0 0 264 2495 0 0 95 0 0 0 81 4405 0 0 7433

% Cars 97.9 0 0 0 95.3 97 0 0 97.9 0 0 0 100 98.6 0 0 98
Heavy Vehicles 2 0 0 0 13 76 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 62 0 0 155

% Heavy Vehicles 2.1 0 0 0 4.7 3 0 0 2.1 0 0 0 0 1.4 0 0 2

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 7 0 0 0 7 35 325 0 0 360 15 0 0 0 15 12 579 0 0 591 973
05:00 PM 14 0 0 0 14 52 360 0 0 412 14 0 0 0 14 9 595 0 0 604 1044
05:15 PM 5 0 0 0 5 40 340 0 0 380 12 0 0 0 12 11 594 0 0 605 1002
05:30 PM 16 0 0 0 16 38 314 0 0 352 9 0 0 0 9 6 591 0 0 597 974

Total Volume 42 0 0 0 42 165 1339 0 0 1504 50 0 0 0 50 38 2359 0 0 2397 3993

% App. Total

PHF .656 .000 .000 .000 .656 .793 .930 .000 .000 .913 .833 .000 .000 .000 .833 .792 .991 .000 .000 .990 .956
Cars 40 0 0 0 40 159 1308 0 0 1467 49 0 0 0 49 38 2329 0 0 2367 3923

% Cars 95.2 0 0 0 95.2 96.4 97.7 0 0 97.5 98.0 0 0 0 98.0 100 98.7 0 0 98.7 98.2

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 4.8 0 0 0 4.8 3.6 2.3 0 0 2.5 2.0 0 0 0 2.0 0 1.3 0 0 1.3 1.8

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 BB
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 10 0 0 0 30 310 0 0 13 0 0 0 12 447 0 0 822
04:15 PM 15 0 0 0 26 319 0 0 9 0 0 0 10 472 0 0 851
04:30 PM 17 0 0 0 26 296 0 0 15 0 0 0 13 542 0 0 909
04:45 PM 6 0 0 0 34 320 0 0 15 0 0 0 12 574 0 0 961

Total 48 0 0 0 116 1245 0 0 52 0 0 0 47 2035 0 0 3543

05:00 PM 13 0 0 0 49 352 0 0 14 0 0 0 9 586 0 0 1023
05:15 PM 5 0 0 0 38 331 0 0 11 0 0 0 11 590 0 0 986
05:30 PM 16 0 0 0 38 305 0 0 9 0 0 0 6 579 0 0 953
05:45 PM 11 0 0 0 23 262 0 0 9 0 0 0 8 615 0 0 928

Total 45 0 0 0 148 1250 0 0 43 0 0 0 34 2370 0 0 3890

Grand Total 93 0 0 0 264 2495 0 0 95 0 0 0 81 4405 0 0 7433
Apprch % 100 0 0 0 9.6 90.4 0 0 100 0 0 0 1.8 98.2 0 0  

Total % 1.3 0 0 0 3.6 33.6 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 1.1 59.3 0 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 6 0 0 0 6 34 320 0 0 354 15 0 0 0 15 12 574 0 0 586 961
05:00 PM 13 0 0 0 13 49 352 0 0 401 14 0 0 0 14 9 586 0 0 595 1023
05:15 PM 5 0 0 0 5 38 331 0 0 369 11 0 0 0 11 11 590 0 0 601 986
05:30 PM 16 0 0 0 16 38 305 0 0 343 9 0 0 0 9 6 579 0 0 585 953

Total Volume 40 0 0 0 40 159 1308 0 0 1467 49 0 0 0 49 38 2329 0 0 2367 3923

% App. Total

PHF .625 .000 .000 .000 .625 .811 .929 .000 .000 .915 .817 .000 .000 .000 .817 .792 .987 .000 .000 .985 .959

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 BB
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Heavy Vehicles

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 2 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 23
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 27
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 24
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 12

Total 1 0 0 0 8 48 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 28 0 0 86

05:00 PM 1 0 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 21
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 9 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 16
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 21
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 0 11

Total 1 0 0 0 5 28 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 69

Grand Total 2 0 0 0 13 76 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 62 0 0 155
Apprch % 100 0 0 0 14.6 85.4 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0 0  

Total % 1.3 0 0 0 8.4 49 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 40 0 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00 PM
04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 18 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 23
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 12 0 0 14 1 0 0 0 1 0 12 0 0 12 27
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 3 13 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 8 24
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 1 1 5 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 12

Total Volume 1 0 0 0 1 8 48 0 0 56 1 0 0 0 1 0 28 0 0 28 86

% App. Total 100 0 0 0  14.3 85.7 0 0  100 0 0 0  0 100 0 0   
PHF .250 .000 .000 .000 .250 .667 .667 .000 .000 .700 .250 .000 .000 .000 .250 .000 .583 .000 .000 .583 .796

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

P.O. Box 301  Berlin, MA  01503
Office: 508.481.3999  Fax: 508.545.1234

Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 BB
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Peds and Bikes

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start 
Time

Right Thru Left Peds EB Peds WB Right Thru Left Peds SB Peds NB Right Thru Left Peds WB Peds EB Right Thru Left Peds NB Peds SB Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
04:15 PM 0 0 0 6 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
04:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:45 PM 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Total 0 0 0 13 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

05:00 PM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
05:30 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Total 0 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 8

Grand Total 0 0 0 16 7 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 26

Apprch % 0 0 0 69.6 30.4 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0  

Total % 0 0 0 61.5 26.9 0 0 0 3.8 3.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.8 0

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds 

EB

Peds 

WB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

SB

Peds 

NB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

WB

Peds 

EB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

NB

Peds 

SB
App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00 PM
04:00 PM 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

04:15 PM 0 0 0 6 4 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
04:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
04:45 PM 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

Total Volume 0 0 0 13 5 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

% App. Total 0 0 0 72.2 27.8  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 0 0   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .542 .313 .450 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .450
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File Name : 144179 BB
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Blossom Street/ Blossom Street Ext
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Shepard Street

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Marine Boulevard

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 7 0 0 0 7 35 325 0 0 360 15 0 0 0 15 12 579 0 0 591 973
05:00 PM 14 0 0 0 14 52 360 0 0 412 14 0 0 0 14 9 595 0 0 604 1044
05:15 PM 5 0 0 0 5 40 340 0 0 380 12 0 0 0 12 11 594 0 0 605 1002
05:30 PM 16 0 0 0 16 38 314 0 0 352 9 0 0 0 9 6 591 0 0 597 974

Total Volume 42 0 0 0 42 165 1339 0 0 1504 50 0 0 0 50 38 2359 0 0 2397 3993

% App. Total

PHF .656 .000 .000 .000 .656 .793 .930 .000 .000 .913 .833 .000 .000 .000 .833 .792 .991 .000 .000 .990 .956
Cars 40 0 0 0 40 159 1308 0 0 1467 49 0 0 0 49 38 2329 0 0 2367 3923

% Cars 95.2 0 0 0 95.2 96.4 97.7 0 0 97.5 98.0 0 0 0 98.0 100 98.7 0 0 98.7 98.2

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 4.8 0 0 0 4.8 3.6 2.3 0 0 2.5 2.0 0 0 0 2.0 0 1.3 0 0 1.3 1.8
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Peak Hour Begins at 04:45 PM
 
Cars
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : 144179 C
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars - Heavy Vehicles

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 41 731 11 0 6 0 8 0 9 199 3 2 1010
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 44 725 12 0 11 2 11 0 8 218 5 1 1037
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 41 632 17 3 9 1 6 0 6 275 3 9 1002
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 40 636 18 2 9 0 6 0 11 290 6 5 1023

Total 0 0 0 0 166 2724 58 5 35 3 31 0 34 982 17 17 4072

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 44 542 20 5 5 0 14 0 17 241 5 13 906
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 39 568 21 5 16 0 13 0 16 237 5 2 922
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 41 474 26 0 5 1 10 0 30 257 12 8 864
08:45 AM 1 0 1 0 33 447 30 3 7 0 8 0 14 247 5 5 801

Total 1 0 1 0 157 2031 97 13 33 1 45 0 77 982 27 28 3493

Grand Total 1 0 1 0 323 4755 155 18 68 4 76 0 111 1964 44 45 7565
Apprch % 50 0 50 0 6.2 90.6 3 0.3 45.9 2.7 51.4 0 5.1 90.8 2 2.1  

Total % 0 0 0 0 4.3 62.9 2 0.2 0.9 0.1 1 0 1.5 26 0.6 0.6
Cars 1 0 1 0 314 4682 146 18 37 2 43 0 101 1849 42 44 7280

% Cars 100 0 100 0 97.2 98.5 94.2 100 54.4 50 56.6 0 91 94.1 95.5 97.8 96.2
Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 9 73 9 0 31 2 33 0 10 115 2 1 285

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 2.8 1.5 5.8 0 45.6 50 43.4 0 9 5.9 4.5 2.2 3.8

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 41 731 11 0 783 6 0 8 0 14 9 199 3 2 213 1010
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 44 725 12 0 781 11 2 11 0 24 8 218 5 1 232 1037
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 41 632 17 3 693 9 1 6 0 16 6 275 3 9 293 1002
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 40 636 18 2 696 9 0 6 0 15 11 290 6 5 312 1023

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 166 2724 58 5 2953 35 3 31 0 69 34 982 17 17 1050 4072

% App. Total

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .943 .932 .806 .417 .943 .795 .375 .705 .000 .719 .773 .847 .708 .472 .841 .982
Cars 0 0 0 0 0 163 2696 54 5 2918 20 1 12 0 33 29 917 15 16 977 3928

% Cars 0 0 0 0 0 98.2 99.0 93.1 100 98.8 57.1 33.3 38.7 0 47.8 85.3 93.4 88.2 94.1 93.0 96.5

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 1.8 1.0 6.9 0 1.2 42.9 66.7 61.3 0 52.2 14.7 6.6 11.8 5.9 7.0 3.5

PRECISION
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File Name : 144179 C
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 39 721 9 0 3 0 3 0 8 183 1 2 969
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 43 719 11 0 8 1 3 0 7 210 5 1 1008
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 41 626 16 3 5 0 2 0 6 250 3 9 961
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 40 630 18 2 4 0 4 0 8 274 6 4 990

Total 0 0 0 0 163 2696 54 5 20 1 12 0 29 917 15 16 3928

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 44 531 19 5 2 0 13 0 15 230 5 13 877
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 37 557 20 5 5 0 6 0 15 227 5 2 879
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 39 461 25 0 3 1 6 0 29 240 12 8 824
08:45 AM 1 0 1 0 31 437 28 3 7 0 6 0 13 235 5 5 772

Total 1 0 1 0 151 1986 92 13 17 1 31 0 72 932 27 28 3352

Grand Total 1 0 1 0 314 4682 146 18 37 2 43 0 101 1849 42 44 7280
Apprch % 50 0 50 0 6.1 90.7 2.8 0.3 45.1 2.4 52.4 0 5 90.8 2.1 2.2  

Total % 0 0 0 0 4.3 64.3 2 0.2 0.5 0 0.6 0 1.4 25.4 0.6 0.6

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 39 721 9 0 769 3 0 3 0 6 8 183 1 2 194 969
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 43 719 11 0 773 8 1 3 0 12 7 210 5 1 223 1008
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 41 626 16 3 686 5 0 2 0 7 6 250 3 9 268 961
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 40 630 18 2 690 4 0 4 0 8 8 274 6 4 292 990

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 163 2696 54 5 2918 20 1 12 0 33 29 917 15 16 977 3928

% App. Total

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .948 .935 .750 .417 .944 .625 .250 .750 .000 .688 .906 .837 .625 .444 .836 .974
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File Name : 144179 C
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Heavy Vehicles

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 2 10 2 0 3 0 5 0 1 16 2 0 41
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 1 6 1 0 3 1 8 0 1 8 0 0 29
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 4 1 4 0 0 25 0 0 41
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 5 0 2 0 3 16 0 1 33

Total 0 0 0 0 3 28 4 0 15 2 19 0 5 65 2 1 144

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 3 0 1 0 2 11 0 0 29
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 2 11 1 0 11 0 7 0 1 10 0 0 43
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 13 1 0 2 0 4 0 1 17 0 0 40
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 2 10 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 12 0 0 29

Total 0 0 0 0 6 45 5 0 16 0 14 0 5 50 0 0 141

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 9 73 9 0 31 2 33 0 10 115 2 1 285
Apprch % 0 0 0 0 9.9 80.2 9.9 0 47 3 50 0 7.8 89.8 1.6 0.8  

Total % 0 0 0 0 3.2 25.6 3.2 0 10.9 0.7 11.6 0 3.5 40.4 0.7 0.4

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 0 7 4 1 4 0 9 0 25 0 0 25 41
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 5 0 2 0 7 3 16 0 1 20 33
08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 0 12 3 0 1 0 4 2 11 0 0 13 29
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 11 1 0 14 11 0 7 0 18 1 10 0 0 11 43

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 2 34 3 0 39 23 1 14 0 38 6 62 0 1 69 146

% App. Total 0 0 0 0  5.1 87.2 7.7 0  60.5 2.6 36.8 0  8.7 89.9 0 1.4   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .250 .773 .750 .000 .696 .523 .250 .500 .000 .528 .500 .620 .000 .250 .690 .849
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File Name : 144179 C
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Peds and Bikes

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start 
Time

Right Thru Left Peds EB Peds WB Right Thru Left Peds SB Peds NB Right Thru Left Peds WB Peds EB Right Thru Left Peds NB Peds SB Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8
07:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 4
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Total 0 0 0 4 5 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 20

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
08:30 AM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

Total 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 5 2 0 0 0 1 0 15

Grand Total 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 7 2 0 0 0 11 2 0 0 0 2 0 35

Apprch % 0 0 0 45.5 54.5 0 0 0 77.8 22.2 0 0 0 84.6 15.4 0 0 0 100 0  

Total % 0 0 0 14.3 17.1 0 0 0 20 5.7 0 0 0 31.4 5.7 0 0 0 5.7 0

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds 

EB

Peds 

WB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

SB

Peds 

NB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

WB

Peds 

EB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

NB

Peds 

SB
App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

07:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 4
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

Total Volume 0 0 0 4 5 9 0 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 20

% App. Total 0 0 0 44.4 55.6  0 0 0 75 25  0 0 0 100 0  0 0 0 100 0   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .500 .625 .563 .000 .000 .000 .375 .250 .500 .000 .000 .000 .750 .000 .750 .000 .000 .000 .250 .000 .250 .625
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File Name : 144179 C
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM
07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 41 731 11 0 783 6 0 8 0 14 9 199 3 2 213 1010
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 44 725 12 0 781 11 2 11 0 24 8 218 5 1 232 1037
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 41 632 17 3 693 9 1 6 0 16 6 275 3 9 293 1002
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 40 636 18 2 696 9 0 6 0 15 11 290 6 5 312 1023

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 166 2724 58 5 2953 35 3 31 0 69 34 982 17 17 1050 4072

% App. Total

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .943 .932 .806 .417 .943 .795 .375 .705 .000 .719 .773 .847 .708 .472 .841 .982
Cars 0 0 0 0 0 163 2696 54 5 2918 20 1 12 0 33 29 917 15 16 977 3928

% Cars 0 0 0 0 0 98.2 99.0 93.1 100 98.8 57.1 33.3 38.7 0 47.8 85.3 93.4 88.2 94.1 93.0 96.5

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 1.8 1.0 6.9 0 1.2 42.9 66.7 61.3 0 52.2 14.7 6.6 11.8 5.9 7.0 3.5
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:00 AM
 
Cars
Heavy Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : 144179 CC
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars - Heavy Vehicles

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 9 314 14 6 23 0 34 0 3 439 2 7 851
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 13 297 7 5 11 0 24 0 7 467 1 8 840
04:30 PM 0 1 0 0 4 303 8 3 21 1 16 0 11 534 12 11 925
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 12 315 19 5 20 0 25 0 12 549 3 11 972

Total 1 1 0 0 38 1229 48 19 75 1 99 0 33 1989 18 37 3588

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 7 321 13 4 47 0 59 0 2 564 2 20 1039
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 8 345 10 4 17 1 33 0 3 609 3 10 1043
05:30 PM 1 0 0 0 6 291 14 2 14 0 24 0 5 587 2 7 953
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 7 255 17 0 14 0 14 0 5 622 3 9 946

Total 1 0 0 0 28 1212 54 10 92 1 130 0 15 2382 10 46 3981

Grand Total 2 1 0 0 66 2441 102 29 167 2 229 0 48 4371 28 83 7569
Apprch % 66.7 33.3 0 0 2.5 92.5 3.9 1.1 42 0.5 57.5 0 1.1 96.5 0.6 1.8  

Total % 0 0 0 0 0.9 32.2 1.3 0.4 2.2 0 3 0 0.6 57.7 0.4 1.1
Cars 2 1 0 0 65 2377 74 29 162 1 214 0 37 4321 25 83 7391

% Cars 100 100 0 0 98.5 97.4 72.5 100 97 50 93.4 0 77.1 98.9 89.3 100 97.6
Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 1 64 28 0 5 1 15 0 11 50 3 0 178

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 1.5 2.6 27.5 0 3 50 6.6 0 22.9 1.1 10.7 0 2.4

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 1 12 315 19 5 351 20 0 25 0 45 12 549 3 11 575 972
05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 321 13 4 345 47 0 59 0 106 2 564 2 20 588 1039
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 345 10 4 367 17 1 33 0 51 3 609 3 10 625 1043
05:30 PM 1 0 0 0 1 6 291 14 2 313 14 0 24 0 38 5 587 2 7 601 953

Total Volume 2 0 0 0 2 33 1272 56 15 1376 98 1 141 0 240 22 2309 10 48 2389 4007

% App. Total

PHF .500 .000 .000 .000 .500 .688 .922 .737 .750 .937 .521 .250 .597 .000 .566 .458 .948 .833 .600 .956 .960
Cars 2 0 0 0 2 32 1241 42 15 1330 95 0 135 0 230 16 2286 10 48 2360 3922

% Cars 100 0 0 0 100 97.0 97.6 75.0 100 96.7 96.9 0 95.7 0 95.8 72.7 99.0 100 100 98.8 97.9

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 3.0 2.4 25.0 0 3.3 3.1 100 4.3 0 4.2 27.3 1.0 0 0 1.2 2.1
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File Name : 144179 CC
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Cars

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 9 304 11 6 23 0 30 0 3 434 2 7 829
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 13 285 7 5 11 0 21 0 5 457 0 8 812
04:30 PM 0 1 0 0 4 294 5 3 20 1 14 0 10 529 10 11 902
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 12 309 14 5 20 0 25 0 11 542 3 11 953

Total 1 1 0 0 38 1192 37 19 74 1 90 0 29 1962 15 37 3496

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 6 313 11 4 46 0 55 0 1 559 2 20 1017
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 8 336 9 4 15 0 32 0 1 605 3 10 1023
05:30 PM 1 0 0 0 6 283 8 2 14 0 23 0 3 580 2 7 929
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 7 253 9 0 13 0 14 0 3 615 3 9 926

Total 1 0 0 0 27 1185 37 10 88 0 124 0 8 2359 10 46 3895

Grand Total 2 1 0 0 65 2377 74 29 162 1 214 0 37 4321 25 83 7391
Apprch % 66.7 33.3 0 0 2.6 93.4 2.9 1.1 43 0.3 56.8 0 0.8 96.8 0.6 1.9  

Total % 0 0 0 0 0.9 32.2 1 0.4 2.2 0 2.9 0 0.5 58.5 0.3 1.1

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 1 12 309 14 5 340 20 0 25 0 45 11 542 3 11 567 953
05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 313 11 4 334 46 0 55 0 101 1 559 2 20 582 1017
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 336 9 4 357 15 0 32 0 47 1 605 3 10 619 1023
05:30 PM 1 0 0 0 1 6 283 8 2 299 14 0 23 0 37 3 580 2 7 592 929

Total Volume 2 0 0 0 2 32 1241 42 15 1330 95 0 135 0 230 16 2286 10 48 2360 3922

% App. Total

PHF .500 .000 .000 .000 .500 .667 .923 .750 .750 .931 .516 .000 .614 .000 .569 .364 .945 .833 .600 .953 .958
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File Name : 144179 CC
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Heavy Vehicles

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Right Thru Left U-Turn Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 10 3 0 0 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 22
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 3 0 2 10 1 0 28
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 9 3 0 1 0 2 0 1 5 2 0 23
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 6 5 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 19

Total 0 0 0 0 0 37 11 0 1 0 9 0 4 27 3 0 92

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 8 2 0 1 0 4 0 1 5 0 0 22
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 9 1 0 2 1 1 0 2 4 0 0 20
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 6 0 0 0 1 0 2 7 0 0 24
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 2 8 0 1 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 20

Total 0 0 0 0 1 27 17 0 4 1 6 0 7 23 0 0 86

Grand Total 0 0 0 0 1 64 28 0 5 1 15 0 11 50 3 0 178
Apprch % 0 0 0 0 1.1 68.8 30.1 0 23.8 4.8 71.4 0 17.2 78.1 4.7 0  

Total % 0 0 0 0 0.6 36 15.7 0 2.8 0.6 8.4 0 6.2 28.1 1.7 0

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00 PM
04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 3 0 13 0 0 4 0 4 0 5 0 0 5 22
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 3 0 3 2 10 1 0 13 28
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 3 0 12 1 0 2 0 3 1 5 2 0 8 23
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 5 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 0 0 8 19

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 0 0 37 11 0 48 1 0 9 0 10 4 27 3 0 34 92

% App. Total 0 0 0 0  0 77.1 22.9 0  10 0 90 0  11.8 79.4 8.8 0   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .771 .550 .000 .923 .250 .000 .563 .000 .625 .500 .675 .375 .000 .654 .821
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Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



File Name : 144179 CC
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Groups Printed- Peds and Bikes

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start 
Time

Right Thru Left Peds EB Peds WB Right Thru Left Peds SB Peds NB Right Thru Left Peds WB Peds EB Right Thru Left Peds NB Peds SB Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 8
04:15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 6
04:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 18

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
05:30 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
05:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 5

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 11

Grand Total 0 0 0 5 6 0 0 0 3 8 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 2 0 29

Apprch % 0 0 0 45.5 54.5 0 0 0 27.3 72.7 0 0 0 20 80 0 0 0 100 0  

Total % 0 0 0 17.2 20.7 0 0 0 10.3 27.6 0 0 0 3.4 13.8 0 0 0 6.9 0

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds 

EB

Peds 

WB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

SB

Peds 

NB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

WB

Peds 

EB
App. Total Right Thru Left Peds 

NB

Peds 

SB
App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:00 PM
04:00 PM 0 0 0 2 4 6 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 8

04:15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
04:45 PM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total Volume 0 0 0 5 6 11 0 0 0 2 2 4 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 18

% App. Total 0 0 0 45.5 54.5  0 0 0 50 50  0 0 0 0 100  0 0 0 0 0   
PHF .000 .000 .000 .625 .375 .458 .000 .000 .000 .500 .250 .500 .000 .000 .000 .000 .375 .375 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .563
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File Name : 144179 CC
Site Code : 11942.03
Start Date : 11/18/2014
Page No : 1

N/S: Jughandle/Kingman Street
E/W: Lynnway (Route 1A)
City, State: Lynn, MA
Client: VHB/K. Keen

Jughandle

From North

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From East

Kingman Street

From South

Lynnway (Route 1A)

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Right Thru Left U-Turn App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1

Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM
04:45 PM 1 0 0 0 1 12 315 19 5 351 20 0 25 0 45 12 549 3 11 575 972
05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 7 321 13 4 345 47 0 59 0 106 2 564 2 20 588 1039
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 8 345 10 4 367 17 1 33 0 51 3 609 3 10 625 1043
05:30 PM 1 0 0 0 1 6 291 14 2 313 14 0 24 0 38 5 587 2 7 601 953

Total Volume 2 0 0 0 2 33 1272 56 15 1376 98 1 141 0 240 22 2309 10 48 2389 4007

% App. Total

PHF .500 .000 .000 .000 .500 .688 .922 .737 .750 .937 .521 .250 .597 .000 .566 .458 .948 .833 .600 .956 .960
Cars 2 0 0 0 2 32 1241 42 15 1330 95 0 135 0 230 16 2286 10 48 2360 3922

% Cars 100 0 0 0 100 97.0 97.6 75.0 100 96.7 96.9 0 95.7 0 95.8 72.7 99.0 100 100 98.8 97.9

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 3.0 2.4 25.0 0 3.3 3.1 100 4.3 0 4.2 27.3 1.0 0 0 1.2 2.1
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2014 Lynn to Boston Ferry Schedule 



* LyŶŶ to BostoŶ Ferry SĐhedule 

Inďound 

Depart LyŶŶ ;Blossoŵ StreetͿ Arriǀe BostoŶ ;CeŶtral WharfͿ 

ϲ:ϯϬ aŵ    ϳ:Ϭϱ aŵ 

ϴ:ϬϬ aŵ    ϴ:ϯϱ aŵ 

ϲ:ϯϬ pŵ    ϳ:Ϭϱ pŵ 

 

Outďound 

Depart BostoŶ ;CeŶtral WharfͿ Arriǀe LyŶŶ ;Blossoŵ StreetͿ 

ϳ:ϭϱ aŵ    ϳ:ϰϱ aŵ 

ϱ:ϰϱ pŵ    ϲ:ϮϬ pŵ 

ϳ:ϭϱ pŵ    ϳ:ϱϬ pŵ 

Monday through Friday ServiĐe 

May ϭϵ, ϮϬϭϰ through Septeŵďer ϭϮ, ϮϬϭϰ 

Rates 

OŶe ǁay:  $ϳ.ϬϬ 

ChildreŶ ;ϯ-ϭϮͿ aŶd SeŶiors:  $ϯ.ϱϬ 

ChildreŶ uŶder three years of age aŶd uŶder:  FREE 

MBTA )oŶe Ϯ pass or higher 



Lynn Commuter Ferry Ridership Data 





Intersection Capacity Analyses 



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Morning

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_AM_with Ferry.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 12/21/2014

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 35 1040 15 75 5 2395 50 10 10 10 25 0 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 0 350 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1687 4836 0 0 1770 5067 0 0 1056 0 0 1328 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.871 0.802

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1686 4836 0 0 1767 5067 0 0 934 0 0 1094 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 3 4 15 65

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 520 631 362 232

Travel Time (s) 11.8 14.3 8.2 5.3

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 3 3 8 2 2

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.65 0.65 0.65 1.00 1.00 1.00

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 7% 7% 7% 2% 2% 2% 2% 69% 69% 69% 30% 30% 30%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 48 1271 0 0 85 2601 0 0 45 0 0 45 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Perm NA Perm NA

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 20.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 65.0 25.0 25.0 65.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (%) 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Max None None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 8.0 65.4 9.3 69.2 10.0 10.0

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.70 0.10 0.74 0.11 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.34 0.38 0.49 0.70 0.40 0.26

Control Delay 50.0 9.2 51.6 12.3 40.0 8.6

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 50.0 9.2 51.6 12.3 40.0 8.6

LOS D A D B D A

Approach Delay 10.7 13.5 40.0 8.6

Approach LOS B B D A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 27 114 48 330 17 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 65 208 107 648 34 19

Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 551 282 152

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 350

Base Capacity (vph) 363 3370 381 3739 223 298

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.13 0.38 0.22 0.70 0.20 0.15

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 117

Actuated Cycle Length: 93.8

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.70

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.9 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.2% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

2: Blossom Street Extension/Blossom Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Morning

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_AM_with Ferry.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

VHB 12/21/2014

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 1005 145 0 2550 145 0 0 75 0 0 40

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.68 0.68 0.68

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 1211 175 0 2684 153 0 0 100 0 0 59

Pedestrians 3 1 1 10

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 631 594

pX, platoon unblocked 0.44 0.95 0.46 0.46 0.95 0.46 0.46 0.44

vC, conflicting volume 2847 1387 2256 4146 392 3174 4157 984

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 745 1168 0 2928 126 829 2952 0

tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.7 6.7 7.1 7.6 6.6 7.0

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.6 4.1 3.4 3.6 4.1 3.4

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 88 100 100 87

cM capacity (veh/h) 361 567 401 6 838 102 6 465

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 346 346 346 348 1074 1074 689 100 59

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 175 0 0 153 100 59

cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 838 465

Volume to Capacity 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.63 0.63 0.41 0.12 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 11

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.9 13.9

Lane LOS A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 9.9 13.9

Approach LOS A B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.4

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Morning

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_AM_with Ferry.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 12/21/2014

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 15 15 985 35 5 60 2775 165 30 5 35 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 275 0 0 50 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1687 4818 0 0 1787 5084 0 0 1199 1062 0 0 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.959

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1687 4818 0 0 1783 5084 0 0 1198 1062 0 0 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 6 11 67

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 594 410 266 157

Travel Time (s) 13.5 9.3 6.0 3.6

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 6 6 9 1 4 4 1

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.92 0.92 0.92

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 7% 7% 7% 1% 1% 1% 1% 52% 52% 52% 2% 2% 2%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 1215 0 0 69 3128 0 0 49 49 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 11.0 11.0 26.0 11.0 11.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0

Total Split (s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Total Split (%) 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 41.5% 41.5% 41.5%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Min None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 7.3 31.7 7.6 34.1 9.5 9.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.65 0.16 0.70 0.20 0.20

v/c Ratio 0.14 0.39 0.25 0.88 0.21 0.19

Control Delay 23.3 10.0 23.5 20.2 19.1 5.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 23.3 10.0 23.5 20.2 19.1 5.4

LOS C B C C B A

Approach Delay 10.4 20.2 12.3

Approach LOS B C B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 9 82 17 186 12 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 35 182 58 #797 27 8

Internal Link Dist (ft) 514 330 186 77

Turn Bay Length (ft) 275 50

Base Capacity (vph) 712 3134 754 3567 759 697

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.05 0.39 0.09 0.88 0.06 0.07

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 82

Actuated Cycle Length: 48.7

Natural Cycle: 100

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.88

Intersection Signal Delay: 17.4 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_PM_with Ferry.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 12/21/2014

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 100 2305 15 55 0 1180 50 10 5 10 45 0 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 0 350 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1770 5080 0 0 1752 5001 0 0 1694 0 0 1729 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.878 0.832

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1768 5080 0 0 1752 5001 0 0 1515 0 0 1492 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 1 8 25 65

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 520 631 362 232

Travel Time (s) 11.8 14.3 8.2 5.3

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 3 3

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.82 0.82 0.82

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 112 2367 0 0 60 1337 0 0 65 0 0 73 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Perm NA Perm NA

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 20.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 65.0 25.0 25.0 65.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (%) 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Max None None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 10.6 67.2 8.4 60.9 9.7 9.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.71 0.09 0.65 0.10 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.65 0.38 0.41 0.37 0.34

Control Delay 53.0 12.2 51.1 10.2 33.6 17.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 53.0 12.2 51.1 10.2 33.6 17.2

LOS D B D B C B

Approach Delay 14.0 12.0 33.6 17.2

Approach LOS B B C B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 64 277 34 125 23 4

Queue Length 95th (ft) 134 551 85 257 17 37

Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 551 282 152

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 350

Base Capacity (vph) 380 3623 377 3232 361 387

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.29 0.65 0.16 0.41 0.18 0.19

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 117

Actuated Cycle Length: 94.3

Natural Cycle: 80

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65

Intersection Signal Delay: 13.7 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

2: Blossom Street Extension/Blossom Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_PM_with Ferry.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

VHB 12/21/2014

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 2360 55 0 1360 165 0 0 115 0 0 40

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.66 0.66 0.66

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 2384 56 0 1495 181 0 0 139 0 0 61

Pedestrians 1 1 9

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 631 594

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81 0.78 0.87 0.87 0.78 0.87 0.87 0.81

vC, conflicting volume 1685 2439 2971 4096 625 2330 4034 599

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1014 1412 874 2163 0 138 2091 0

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.6 6.6 7.0

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 100 100 100 100 84 100 100 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 550 372 197 40 841 582 43 861

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 EB 4 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 681 681 681 396 598 598 480 139 61

Volume Left 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 0 56 0 0 181 139 61

cSH 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 1700 841 861

Volume to Capacity 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.23 0.35 0.35 0.28 0.16 0.07

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 6

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 9.5

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 10.1 9.5

Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 49.2% ICU Level of Service A

Analysis Period (min) 15



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_PM_with Ferry.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 12/21/2014

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 55 10 2370 20 15 55 1285 35 140 0 100 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 275 0 0 50 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1787 5130 0 0 1752 5013 0 0 1736 1553 0 0 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1787 5130 0 0 1752 5013 0 0 1734 1553 0 0 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 1 5 148

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 594 410 266 157

Travel Time (s) 13.5 9.3 6.0 3.6

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 1 1 1 5 5 1

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.92 0.92 0.92

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 67 2490 0 0 75 1404 0 0 246 175 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 11.0 11.0 26.0 11.0 11.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0

Total Split (s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Total Split (%) 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 41.5% 41.5% 41.5%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Min None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 7.7 23.3 7.9 23.5 12.5 12.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.46 0.16 0.47 0.25 0.25

v/c Ratio 0.25 1.05 0.27 0.60 0.57 0.35

Control Delay 25.1 54.3 25.2 14.1 23.2 7.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 25.1 54.3 25.2 14.1 23.2 7.2

LOS C D C B C A

Approach Delay 53.5 14.7 16.6

Approach LOS D B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 19 ~355 22 122 70 7

Queue Length 95th (ft) 58 #619 62 238 77 12

Internal Link Dist (ft) 514 330 186 77

Turn Bay Length (ft) 275 50

Base Capacity (vph) 738 2369 723 2331 1075 1018

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 1.05 0.10 0.60 0.23 0.17

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 82

Actuated Cycle Length: 50.5

Natural Cycle: 80

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.05

Intersection Signal Delay: 37.1 Intersection LOS: D

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements 2014 Existing Conditions with Ferry Traffic

3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\EX_PM_with Ferry.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 12/21/2014

Splits and Phases:     3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements Option 1

1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Morning

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\Option1_AM.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 1/12/2015

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 5 35 1040 15 25 5 2395 50 10 10 10 25 0 20

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 0 350 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1687 4836 0 0 1770 5067 0 0 1056 0 0 1328 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.871 0.802

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1686 4836 0 0 1767 5067 0 0 934 0 0 1094 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 3 4 15 65

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 520 631 362 232

Travel Time (s) 11.8 14.3 8.2 5.3

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 8 3 3 8 2 2

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.65 0.65 0.65 1.00 1.00 1.00

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 7% 7% 7% 2% 2% 2% 2% 69% 69% 69% 30% 30% 30%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 48 1271 0 0 32 2601 0 0 45 0 0 45 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Perm NA Perm NA

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 20.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 65.0 25.0 25.0 65.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (%) 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Max None None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 7.9 65.8 7.4 65.3 9.9 9.9

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.09 0.73 0.08 0.73 0.11 0.11

v/c Ratio 0.32 0.36 0.22 0.71 0.39 0.25

Control Delay 47.8 7.3 46.4 12.7 38.1 8.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 47.8 7.3 46.4 12.7 38.1 8.4

LOS D A D B D A

Approach Delay 8.8 13.1 38.1 8.4

Approach LOS A B D A

Queue Length 50th (ft) 27 105 18 328 17 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 64 186 52 648 33 19

Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 551 282 152

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 350

Base Capacity (vph) 380 3545 399 3684 232 309

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.13 0.36 0.08 0.71 0.19 0.15

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 117

Actuated Cycle Length: 89.8

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.9 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.2% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements Option 1

2: Blossom Street Extension/Blossom Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Morning

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\Option1_AM.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

VHB 1/12/2015

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 1005 95 50 2500 145 0 0 75 0 0 40

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.92 0.95 0.95 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.68 0.68 0.68

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 1211 114 54 2632 153 0 0 100 0 0 59

Pedestrians 3 1 1 10

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 0 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 631 594

pX, platoon unblocked 0.44 0.91 0.49 0.49 0.91 0.49 0.49 0.44

vC, conflicting volume 2794 1326 2317 4172 463 3331 4153 967

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 661 1012 0 2587 63 869 2548 0

tC, single (s) 4.2 4.1 7.7 6.7 7.1 7.6 6.6 7.0

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.3 2.2 3.6 4.1 3.4 3.6 4.1 3.4

p0 queue free % 100 91 100 100 89 100 100 87

cM capacity (veh/h) 392 619 396 10 878 95 11 470

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 484 484 357 54 1053 1053 679 100 59

Volume Left 0 0 0 54 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 114 0 0 0 153 100 59

cSH 1700 1700 1700 619 1700 1700 1700 878 470

Volume to Capacity 0.28 0.28 0.21 0.09 0.62 0.62 0.40 0.11 0.13

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 10 11

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.6 13.8

Lane LOS B A B

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.2 9.6 13.8

Approach LOS A B

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.6

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.5% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements Option 1

3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Morning

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\Option1_AM.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 1/12/2015

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 15 15 985 35 5 60 2775 165 30 5 35 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 250 0 275 0 0 50 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1687 4818 0 0 1787 5084 0 0 1199 1062 0 0 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.959

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1687 4818 0 0 1783 5084 0 0 1198 1062 0 0 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 6 11 67

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 594 410 266 157

Travel Time (s) 13.5 9.3 6.0 3.6

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 9 6 6 9 1 4 4 1

Peak Hour Factor 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.84 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.92 0.92 0.92

Heavy Vehicles (%) 7% 7% 7% 7% 1% 1% 1% 1% 52% 52% 52% 2% 2% 2%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 36 1215 0 0 69 3128 0 0 49 49 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 11.0 11.0 26.0 11.0 11.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0

Total Split (s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Total Split (%) 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 41.5% 41.5% 41.5%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Min None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 7.3 31.7 7.6 34.1 9.5 9.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.65 0.16 0.70 0.20 0.20

v/c Ratio 0.14 0.39 0.25 0.88 0.21 0.19

Control Delay 23.3 10.0 23.5 20.2 19.1 5.4

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 23.3 10.0 23.5 20.2 19.1 5.4

LOS C B C C B A

Approach Delay 10.4 20.2 12.3

Approach LOS B C B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 9 82 17 186 12 0

Queue Length 95th (ft) 35 182 58 #797 27 8

Internal Link Dist (ft) 514 330 186 77

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250 275 50

Base Capacity (vph) 712 3134 754 3567 759 697

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.05 0.39 0.09 0.88 0.06 0.07

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 82

Actuated Cycle Length: 48.7

Natural Cycle: 100

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.88

Intersection Signal Delay: 17.4 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.8% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases:     3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements Option 1

1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\Option1_PM.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 1/12/2015

Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 10 100 2305 15 40 0 1180 50 10 5 10 45 0 15

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 200 0 350 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1770 5080 0 0 1752 5001 0 0 1694 0 0 1729 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.878 0.831

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1768 5080 0 0 1752 5001 0 0 1515 0 0 1491 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 1 8 25 65

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 520 631 362 232

Travel Time (s) 11.8 14.3 8.2 5.3

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 2 2 2 2 3 3

Peak Hour Factor 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.82 0.82 0.82

Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 112 2367 0 0 43 1337 0 0 65 0 0 73 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Perm NA Perm NA

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4

Permitted Phases 4 4

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 15.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 12.0 12.0 20.0 12.0 12.0 20.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 65.0 25.0 25.0 65.0 27.0 27.0 27.0 27.0

Total Split (%) 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 21.4% 21.4% 55.6% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1% 23.1%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Max None None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 10.6 70.3 7.8 60.9 9.7 9.7

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.11 0.75 0.08 0.65 0.10 0.10

v/c Ratio 0.56 0.62 0.30 0.41 0.37 0.34

Control Delay 53.0 10.4 49.9 10.2 33.6 17.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 53.0 10.4 49.9 10.2 33.6 17.2

LOS D B D B C B

Approach Delay 12.3 11.5 33.6 17.2

Approach LOS B B C B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 64 270 25 125 23 4

Queue Length 95th (ft) 134 531 67 257 17 37

Internal Link Dist (ft) 440 551 282 152

Turn Bay Length (ft) 200 350

Base Capacity (vph) 380 3789 377 3232 361 387

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.29 0.62 0.11 0.41 0.18 0.19

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 117

Actuated Cycle Length: 94.3

Natural Cycle: 80

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.62

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.5 Intersection LOS: B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.2% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases:     1: Marine Boulevard/Shepard Street & Lynnway (Route 1A)



11942.03 :: Blossom Street Improvements Option 1

2: Blossom Street Extension/Blossom Street & Lynnway (Route 1A) Timing Plan: Weekday Evening

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\Option1_PM.syn HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

VHB 1/12/2015

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (veh/h) 0 2360 40 15 1345 165 0 0 115 0 0 40

Sign Control Free Free Stop Stop

Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%

Peak Hour Factor 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.92 0.91 0.91 0.83 0.83 0.83 0.66 0.66 0.66

Hourly flow rate (vph) 0 2384 40 16 1478 181 0 0 139 0 0 61

Pedestrians 1 1 9

Lane Width (ft) 12.0 12.0 12.0

Walking Speed (ft/s) 4.0 4.0 4.0

Percent Blockage 0 0 1

Right turn flare (veh)

Median type None None

Median storage veh)

Upstream signal (ft) 631 594

pX, platoon unblocked 0.81 0.73 0.82 0.82 0.73 0.82 0.82 0.81

vC, conflicting volume 1668 2424 2991 4105 816 2544 4035 593

vC1, stage 1 conf vol

vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 1004 1648 1108 2462 0 565 2376 0

tC, single (s) 4.1 4.1 7.5 6.5 6.9 7.6 6.6 7.0

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) 2.2 2.2 3.5 4.0 3.3 3.5 4.0 3.3

p0 queue free % 100 94 100 100 82 100 100 93

cM capacity (veh/h) 556 283 120 23 789 257 25 863

Direction, Lane # EB 1 EB 2 EB 3 WB 1 WB 2 WB 3 WB 4 NB 1 SB 1

Volume Total 954 954 517 16 591 591 477 139 61

Volume Left 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0

Volume Right 0 0 40 0 0 0 181 139 61

cSH 1700 1700 1700 283 1700 1700 1700 789 863

Volume to Capacity 0.56 0.56 0.30 0.06 0.35 0.35 0.28 0.18 0.07

Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 16 6

Control Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 9.5

Lane LOS C B A

Approach Delay (s) 0.0 0.2 10.5 9.5

Approach LOS B A

Intersection Summary

Average Delay 0.5

Intersection Capacity Utilization 60.6% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15
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Lane Group EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Volume (vph) 55 10 2370 20 15 55 1285 35 140 0 100 0 0 0

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Storage Length (ft) 250 0 275 0 0 50 0 0

Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1787 5130 0 0 1752 5013 0 0 1736 1553 0 0 0

Flt Permitted 0.950 0.950 0.950

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1787 5130 0 0 1752 5013 0 0 1734 1553 0 0 0

Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 1 5 148

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 594 410 266 157

Travel Time (s) 13.5 9.3 6.0 3.6

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 1 1 1 1 1 5 5 1

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.57 0.57 0.57 0.92 0.92 0.92

Heavy Vehicles (%) 1% 1% 1% 1% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 4% 2% 2% 2%

Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 67 2490 0 0 75 1404 0 0 246 175 0 0 0

Turn Type Prot Prot NA Prot Prot NA Split NA Prot

Protected Phases 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Permitted Phases

Detector Phase 1 1 6 5 5 2 4 4 4

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0

Minimum Split (s) 11.0 11.0 26.0 11.0 11.0 26.0 26.0 26.0 26.0

Total Split (s) 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 34.0 34.0 34.0

Total Split (%) 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 29.3% 41.5% 41.5% 41.5%

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lead/Lag Lead Lead Lag Lead Lead Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize?

Recall Mode None None Max None None Min None None None

Act Effct Green (s) 7.7 23.3 7.9 23.5 12.5 12.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 0.46 0.16 0.47 0.25 0.25

v/c Ratio 0.25 1.05 0.27 0.60 0.57 0.35

Control Delay 25.1 54.3 25.2 14.1 23.2 7.2

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 25.1 54.3 25.2 14.1 23.2 7.2

LOS C D C B C A

Approach Delay 53.5 14.7 16.6

Approach LOS D B B

Queue Length 50th (ft) 19 ~355 22 122 70 7

Queue Length 95th (ft) 58 #619 62 238 77 12

Internal Link Dist (ft) 514 330 186 77

Turn Bay Length (ft) 250 275 50

Base Capacity (vph) 738 2369 723 2331 1075 1018

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.09 1.05 0.10 0.60 0.23 0.17

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 82

Actuated Cycle Length: 50.5

Natural Cycle: 80

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.05

Intersection Signal Delay: 37.1 Intersection LOS: D

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.1% ICU Level of Service D

Analysis Period (min) 15

~    Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

#    95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

     Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.
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\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\tech\Synchro\Option1_PM.syn Lanes, Volumes, Timings

VHB 1/12/2015

Splits and Phases:     3: Kingman Street/Jughandle & Lynnway (Route 1A)



Preliminary Cost Estimates 



LYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM ST

Construction ItemsConstruction ItemsConstruction ItemsConstruction Items

Description Total Cost
Full Depth Pavement $86.00 /SY 210 SY $18,060.00

Full Depth Pavement - Less than 4.0' $117.00 /SY 10 SY $1,170.00

Cement Concrete Median $73.00 /SY 510 SY $37,230.00

Granite Curb $39.00 /FT 920 FT $35,880.00

Signing & Striping $2,800.00 /LS 1 LS $2,800.00

Drainage $11,500.00 /LS 1 LS $11,500.00

SUBTOTAL: $106,640.00

Police Detail (10%) $10,664

Mobilization (3%) $3,199

Construction Traffic Management (5%) $5,332

TOTAL: $125,835

Contingencies (15%): $18,875

Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL: $144,710$144,710$144,710$144,710

NOTE:NOTE:NOTE:NOTE:
1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices
web site.web site.web site.web site.

CONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE

QuantityUnit Price

SUMMARYSUMMARYSUMMARYSUMMARY

Transportation

      Land Development

               Environmental

                             S  e  r  v  i  c  e  s

101 Walnut Street

Post Office Box 9151

Watertown

Massachusetts  02471

617 924 1770

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\ssheets\Lynnway at Blossom Street - Concept Estimate.xls

Prepared by: SJR 1-30-15

Checked by: AL 2-2-15



LYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM ST

Construction ItemsConstruction ItemsConstruction ItemsConstruction Items

Description Total Cost
Full Depth Pavement $86.00 /SY 210 SY $18,060.00

Full Depth Pavement - Less than 4.0' $117.00 /SY 10 SY $1,170.00

Cement Concrete Median $73.00 /SY 510 SY $37,230.00

Granite Curb $39.00 /FT 920 FT $35,880.00

Signing & Striping $2,800.00 /LS 1 LS $2,800.00

Drainage $11,500.00 /LS 1 LS $11,500.00

Flashing Warning Beacon $44,000.00 /LS 1 LS $44,000.00

SUBTOTAL: $150,640.00

Police Detail (10%) $15,064

Mobilization (3%) $4,519

Construction Traffic Management (5%) $7,532

TOTAL: $177,755

Contingencies (15%): $26,663

Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL: $204,418$204,418$204,418$204,418

NOTE:NOTE:NOTE:NOTE:
1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices
web site.web site.web site.web site.

CONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
SUMMARY - FLASHING WARNING BEACON ALTERNATIVESUMMARY - FLASHING WARNING BEACON ALTERNATIVESUMMARY - FLASHING WARNING BEACON ALTERNATIVESUMMARY - FLASHING WARNING BEACON ALTERNATIVE

Unit Price Quantity

Transportation 

      Land Development 

               Environmental 

                             S  e  r  v  i  c  e  s 

101 Walnut Street

Post Office Box 9151

Watertown

Massachusetts  02471

617 924 1770

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\ssheets\Lynnway at Blossom Street - Concept Estimate.xls

Prepared by: SJR 1-30-15

Checked by: AL 2-2-15



LYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM STLYNN - LYNNWAY AT BLOSSOM ST

Construction ItemsConstruction ItemsConstruction ItemsConstruction Items

Description Total Cost
Full Depth Pavement $86.00 /SY 210 SY $18,060.00

Full Depth Pavement - Less than 4.0' $117.00 /SY 10 SY $1,170.00

Cement Concrete Median $73.00 /SY 510 SY $37,230.00

Granite Curb $39.00 /FT 920 FT $35,880.00

Signing & Striping $2,800.00 /LS 1 LS $2,800.00

Drainage $11,500.00 /LS 1 LS $11,500.00

Traffic Signal $86,500.00 /LS 1 LS $86,500.00

SUBTOTAL: $193,140.00

Police Detail (10%) $19,314

Mobilization (3%) $5,794

Construction Traffic Management (5%) $9,657

TOTAL: $227,905

Contingencies (15%): $34,186

Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL:Construction TOTAL: $262,091$262,091$262,091$262,091

NOTE:NOTE:NOTE:NOTE:
1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices1. Prices were determined from the MassDOT Weighted Average Bid Prices
web site.web site.web site.web site.

CONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATECONCEPTUAL CONSTRUCTION COST ESTIMATE
SUMMARY - TRAFFIC SIGNAL ALTERNATIVESUMMARY - TRAFFIC SIGNAL ALTERNATIVESUMMARY - TRAFFIC SIGNAL ALTERNATIVESUMMARY - TRAFFIC SIGNAL ALTERNATIVE

Unit Price Quantity

Transportation 

      Land Development 

               Environmental 

                             S  e  r  v  i  c  e  s 

101 Walnut Street

Post Office Box 9151

Watertown

Massachusetts  02471

617 924 1770

\\vhb\proj\Wat-TS\11942.03\ssheets\Lynnway at Blossom Street - Concept Estimate.xls

Prepared by: SJR 1-30-15

Checked by: AL 2-2-15



Signal Warrant Worksheet 



2009 MUTCD

TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT ANALYSIS (VOLUME BASED)

Intersection: Lynnway (Route 1A) at Blossom Street

Major Street Direction: 2

Year: 2014 Condition: Existing with Ferry Traffic (WBL assumed to be minor street approach)

Operating speed on major roadway: 35 mph Required

Number of approaches: 4  approach volumes

Adjusted

Warrant 1 EIGHT-HOUR VEHICULAR VOLUME Minimum* Minimum**

Warrant 1A MINIMUM VEHICULAR VOLUME (8 hours of day)

Major Street : 3 Lane(s) on each approach 600 600

Minor Street : 1 Lane(s) on each approach 150 150

Warrant 1B INTERRUPTION OF CONTINUOUS TRAFFIC (8 hours of day)

Major Street : 3 Lane(s) on each approach 900 900

Minor Street : 1 Lane(s) on each approach 75 75

80 PERCENT SATISFACTION OF WARRANT 1A AND WARRANT 1B Warrant 1A Warrant 1B

Major Street : 3 Lane(s) on each approach 480 720

Minor Street : 1 Lane(s) on each approach 120 60

Warrant 2 FOUR HOUR VEHICULAR VOLUME

Major Street : 3 Lane(s) on each approach If "verify" indicated, see Figure 4C-1 or 4C-2.

Minor Street : 1 Lane(s) on each approach 25  = accuracy of regression equations

Warrant 3 PEAK HOUR VOLUME

Major Street : 3 Lane(s) on each approach If "verify" indicated, see Figure 4C-3 or 4C-4.

Minor Street : 1 Lane(s) on each approach 25  = accuracy of regression equations

Entering Vol. Entering Vol. on Major Road Tot. Ent. Vol. Meets the following volume-based warrants?

Hour Minor Road+ Eastbound Westbound On Major Rd 1A 1B 80%(1A&1B) 2 3

6:00 -  7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

7:00 -  8:00 AM 50 1100 0 1100 No No No 0 0

8:00 -  9:00 AM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

9:00 - 10:00 AM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

10:00 - 11:00 AM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

11:00 - 12:00 AM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

12:00 -  1:00 PM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

1:00 -  2:00 PM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

2:00 -  3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

3:00 - 4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

4:00 -  5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

5:00 -  6:00 PM 15 2400 0 2400 No No No 0 0

6:00 -  7:00 PM 0 0 0 0 No No No 0 0

No No No No No

2 3

No No

*From the criteria described for the warrant in the MUTCD.

**If the operating speed is higher than 40mph then the volumes can be adjusted to 70%.  (If no adjusted minimum, the minimum from the previous column is shown)

+If more than one approach, report the approach that has the higher volume.

NON-VOLUME-BASED WARRANTS

Warrant 4, Minimum Pedestrian Volume: No Warrant 5, School Crossing:

Peak Four Hour Pedestrian Volumes: 0 See MUTCD for details.

(non-concurrent) 0

0

0 Warrant 7, Crash Experience: No

# of accidents "correctable by

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System: signalization" occuring in the last 12 months: 0

See MUTCD for details.

Warrant 8, Roadway Network:

See MUTCD for details.

Source: Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices  (MUTCD);  2009 Edition [2009]

Warrants 

Met?

1

NO

last updated: 08/05/05 [version]
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LYNN HARBOR  
LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS 

 

Section 107 Navigation Improvement Study 
Project Management Plan 

 

 September 2016 
 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION: 
 

a. Project Manager: William Bartlett  
b. Project Authority: Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960, as amended 
c. Project Phase: Feasibility Study – Detailed Project Report and EA 

 
Project Description: The existing Federal Navigation Project for Lynn Harbor is located 
in the city of Lynn in Essex County, Massachusetts.   Lynn Harbor is about 8 miles northeast 
of Boston, Massachusetts.  It is a natural harbor at the head of a Broad Sound that is 3 miles 
long and about 1.5 miles wide. (Figure 1).  The non-Federal Sponsor is the city of Lynn.   

 

 
FIGURE 1 

 
This study will investigate the feasibility of Federal participation in providing navigation 

improvements at Lynn Harbor, in partnership with the city of Lynn.   Currently, without the 
proposed dredging of the city waterfront channel, fishermen located in the Saugus River who 
wish to fuel or offload in Lynn Harbor must transit down the Saugus River channel, out to 
deep water, and then up the Lynn Harbor channel to the upper harbor area.  The entire 
roundtrip is approximately 3 miles.   
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Project Assumptions:  This study involves preliminary design needs, cost and benefit 
analyses of providing improvements for both Lynn Harbor and Saugus River commercial 
fleets.   Costs were estimated using a variety of information sources, including hydrographic 
surveys, sediment information obtained for a navigation improvement study for Lynn 
Harbor, boring and probe logs, aerial photos, several site visits, and interviews with harbor 
users and people knowledgeable about the site. 

 
To alleviate navigation delays and congestion issues, this investigation will consider 

dredging the city waterfront channel between the Saugus River mouth and Lynn Harbor 
basin.  Improvements to the channel would allow for safe passage of both commercial and 
recreational craft.  The Harbormaster, the US Coast Guard, fishermen and vessel owners, 
reported the danger of groundings and potential vessel damages due to shallow conditions 
adjacent to the Federal channels.  Excessive labor and vessel costs on average negatively 
impact the harbor over $89,428 per year in commercial losses.   

 
The Initial Appraisal Report identified a potential Federal Channel improvement for 

Lynn Harbor.  The proposed navigation improvement would create a 40’ wide waterfront 
channel along Lynn’s bulkhead.  The new channel would be dredged to depth of -8 feet at 
MLLW.  Quantity estimates include a 1-foot over depth allowance, please refer to Figure 2.  
The dredged material would be loaded in scows and towed to the Massachusetts Bay 
Disposal Area, approximately 18 miles to the east of Lynn Harbor.   No significant adverse 
environmental impacts are expected from the proposed dredging and disposal.  Lynn Harbor 
sediments have been subjected to extensive physical and chemical testing over many years 
and have been determined suitable for beach nourishment.  
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FIGURE 2 

 
The construction method will be mechanical bucket dredge with off-shore placement of 

the dredged material as nourishment approximately 18 miles east of Lynn harbor, Boston 
Harbor ‘Foul Area”.  Shore facilities needed would be limited to survey vessel and work boat 
landing access.  It’s anticipated that all construction areas would be subject to Navigation 
Servitude.   
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a. Required Output:  A draft Detailed Project Report (DPR) and Environmental 
Assessment (EA) with technical appendices updating the previous Corps decision and 
NEPA documents.  Should a project be recommended and proceed into design and 
implementation, then Plans and Specifications (P&S) and construction contract 
documents would be prepared.   

  
b. Team Involvement:  The principal members of the PDT will be the Study Manager, the 

Project Delivery Team (PDT), the Lynn Harbormaster and the Lynn Community 
Development Director.  The PDT will be responsible for preparing a feasibility document 
(CAP Detailed Project Report) that builds on information developed during preparation 
of the Initial Appraisal of Federal Interest that was completed in December 2012 and 
previous NEPA and decision documents.  The DPR is a complete decision document that 
presents the results of investigations and provides the basis for recommending 
construction of a project. 

 
c. Design Branch:  Input from Civil Engineering Section, General Engineering Section, 

and Cost Engineering Section will be coordinated by the Design Branch Chief.  Civil 
Engineering Section prepares the layouts and determines the quantities of materials to be 
dredged, used, etc.  Development of comparative costs for construction and maintenance 
of alternative plans and the CEDEPs and MCACES cost estimates for the proposed 
project is the responsibility of the Cost Engineering Section.  The General Engineering 
Section would participate in the development of Plans and Specifications if and when the 
project advances to the design and implementation phase.   

 
Engineering documentation to accompany the feasibility report should comply with ER 
1110-2-1150 “Content of Engineering Appendix to Feasibility Report”, as amended by 
CECW-EP memorandum, 31 May 1995, subject: Engineering Design and Dam Safety 
Guidance.  The product is a brief report on design assumptions and other pertinent design 
information. 

 
(1)  Civil Design:  Provide feasibility level layout, design, and quantity estimates of 
alternatives for comparison and unit costing purposes for dredging and disposal.  Prepare 
quantities estimates for proposed projects at sufficient detail for preparation of MCACES 
cost estimate.  Prepare “typical” conceptual design plans for potential alternatives.    
 
(2)   Construction Cost Estimates:  Develop feasibility level construction cost estimates 
for evaluation of dredging and disposal alternatives using the Corps of Engineers Dredge 
Estimating Program (CEDEP).  Unit costs for construction items will be based on 
available historical data and other available references.  
 
The feasibility level baseline construction cost estimate for the proposed project will be 
based on guidance in ER 1110-2-1302, “Civil Works Cost Engineering Guidelines” and 
in Engineering Instructions (EI) No. 01d010 (1 September 1997), “Construction Cost 
Estimates”.  The estimate will be developed using the CEDEP and MCACES cost 
estimating software and will be presented in the Corps Civil Works Breakdown structure.  
The estimate will be documented with notes to explain the assumed construction methods 
and other specific information. 

 
The feasibility level baseline cost estimate includes all Federal and non-Federal costs for 
lands, construction features, engineering and design, and supervision and administration 
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along with the appropriate contingencies and escalation associated with each of these 
through project completion.  Contingencies are developed to support these costs based on 
the risks related to the uncertainties or unanticipated conditions identified at the time the 
estimate is prepared.       

 
 
II. PROJECT TASK DESCRIPTIONS: 
 

1. Environmental Branch Efforts: 
 

a. ERS Tasks: 
   

1. Attend PDT meetings at Concord Park as requested by the PM 
2. Given the recent investigations conducted for this site no further meetings or site 

visits are considered necessary. 
3. Sediment Sampling and Testing – in consultation with the Marine Analysis 

Section and Project Manager determine grain size and need for other sampling  
4. Benthic Resource Sampling – determine need for any further benthic sampling 

and analysis 
5. Prepare scopes of work, conduct negotiations, and prepare contract documents as 

needed for any sampling and testing 
6. Update and revise the previous Environmental Assessment and other information 

and documents for NEPA purposes and for the DPR and appendices (ESA, EFH, 
WQC, CZMCD, etc.)  

7. Prepare the Public Notice and prepare and respond to NEPA related 
correspondence, and respond to other comments, as necessary 

8. Identify and request other applicable approvals as may be required 
 

b. Cultural Resource Tasks: 
 

1. Attend PDT meetings at Concord Park as requested by the PM 
2. Prepare sections within DPR and NEPA document and appendices 
3. Update information from previous NEPA and feasibility documents as needed for 

this study 
4. Coordination with MA SHPO, tribes, and others as required 

 
c. Economics Tasks: 

   
1. Attend PDT meetings at Concord Park as requested by the PM  
2. Interview State DEM and Lynn City officials, update fleet data and existing 

conditions 
3. Update delay and damage benefits for alternatives 
4. Revise/update previous Economic Analyses 
5. Assist on preparation of appropriate sections within the DPR, NEPA document 

and appendices 
 

2. Design Branch Efforts: 
 

a. Civil Engineering Section Tasks: 
   

1. Attend PDT meetings at Concord Park as requested by the PM 
2. Update previous feasibility-level design plans as needed  
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3. Develop quantities for dredging improvement alternatives  
4. Prepare design description input to the DPR and NEPA document 

 
b. Cost Engineering Section Tasks:  

   

1. Attend PDT meetings at Concord Park as requested by the PM 
2. Develop CEDEP dredging and disposal cost estimates for all improvement 

alternatives 
3. Prepare MCACES cost estimate for recommended plan 

 
3. Real Estate: 
 

a. Real Estate Plan Tasks (see project description and assumptions above): 
 

1. Attend PDT meetings at Concord Park as requested by the PM 
2. Prepare a Real Estate LEERDs needs verification (if determined necessary),  

 
4. Office of Counsel: 
 

a. Office of Counsel Involvement will include 
 

1. Review any real estate determinations and instruments 
2. Review any cost sharing agreements and similar documents and provide legal 

certifications as needed 
3. Review the draft and final decision document and NEPA document and provide 

legal certifications as needed 
4. Review and approve the Public Notice  
 

 
5. Contracting Division: 
 

a. Contracting Division and its Contracts Branch will 
 

1. Review and issue any contract scopes of work, issue any contract task order 
awards, and participate in any task order price negotiations and acquisition 
strategy meetings.  

 
6. Marine Analysis Section (Regulatory Division): 
 

a. The Marine Analysis Section of the Regulatory Division will 
 

1. Develop any sediment sampling and testing plan with assistance of ERS and the 
PM, and  

2. After testing is completed will prepare a suitability determination for 
disposal/placement of the dredged material  

 
 
III. PROJECT TASK BUDGETS: 
 

I. Planning Division Efforts: 
 

a. ERS: 
 

i. Prepare Environmental Assessment/FONSI $ 41,000 
  and coordination   



 PMP-7 

 
 

ii. Sediment sampling and testing for grain size,  $34,000 
 bulk chemistry and benthic community analysis 

 
iii. Biological sampling and testing of sediment  $250,000 

   for ocean disposal 
 

iv. Prepare sampling plan and suitability  $8,000 
determination 
  

v. PTM travel $3,000 
 

b. Cultural:  
 

i. Required Cultural Budget $ 8,000 
 

c. Economics: 
 

i. Required Economics Budget $52,000 
 

d. Study Management $73,000 
 

II. Design Branch Efforts: 
 

a. Civil Engineering Section includes CADD:  
 

i. Required Civil Budget $14,000  
 

b. Cost Engineering Section:  
 

i. Cost Budget  $ 7,000 
 
 

III. Real Estate Efforts: 
 

a. Real Estate Branch:  
 

i. Real Estate Budget $ 6,000 
 

IV. Office of Counsel Involvement: 
 

a. Legal review and certification No Charge 
 

V. Contracting Division Participation: 
 

a. Review, prepare and issue contract documents $ 4,000 
 

VI. District Quality Control and Agency Technical Review $25,000 
 

VII. Study Cost Contingency $45,000 
  
 Study Total          $570,000 
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PDT Cost and Scope Approvals 
 

LYNN HARBOR, LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS 
SECTION 107 NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT STUDY 

DETAILED PROJECT REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 PDT Study cost/scope 

 Planning – Project Manager William Bartlett  
Real Estate Jeff Teller   
Environmental Resources Todd Randall  
Economics Michael Berner  
Cultural Resources Marc Paiva  
Civil Design Mark DeSouza  
Cost Engineering Jeffery Gaeta  
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LYNN HARBOR  
LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS 

 

Section 107 Navigation Improvement Study 
Quality Control Plan 

 
 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE QCP 
 

The study manager and the agency technical review (ATR) team leader developed and 
implemented this Quality Control Plan (QCP).  Each received input from their respective teams.  
The scope of the QCP was developed commensurate with the level of risk and complexity for 
this feasibility level study.  Both technical and policy considerations will be addressed to ensure 
a quality product.  ATR will confirm the proper selection and application of clearly established 
criteria, regulations, laws, codes, principles, and professional procedures. Technical review will 
also confirm the utilization of clearly justified and valid assumptions.  Policy compliance review 
will examine the development and application of decision factors and assumptions used to 
determine the extent and nature of Federal interest and related issues.  It will also ensure the 
uniform application of clearly established policy and procedures nationwide, and that the 
proposed action is consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the Civil Works program. 
  
 Responsibilities of the Study Manager: 

• develop the QCP in coordination with the Agency Technical Review Team Leader 
• keep the ATR team leader informed concerning study progress and the availability of 

products, documents, and findings to be reviewed 
• ensure that ATR comments and any non-concurred backchecks are addressed in a 

timely manner by the appropriate NAE PDT member in Dr. Checks 
• elevate unresolved comments up the chain of command for resolution 
• maintain a documented record of comment resolution through Dr. Checks 

 
 Project Delivery Team Responsibilities: 

• develop and evaluate alternative plans 
• address ATR comments in a timely manner documented in Dr. Checks 
• assist in the development of the QCP 

 
 Responsibilities of the Agency Technical Review Team Leader: 

• develop the QCP with the Study Manager 
• facilitate requests for review team members through the North Atlantic Division’s 

(NAD) pool of regional technical specialist (RTS) and if necessary using RTS from 
outside NAD.  

• verify the expertise and experience of the review team nominees and assure that they 
are qualified and have no connection to the study 

• establish the project in Dr. Checks for the entry of comments, responses and 
backchecks 

• evaluate review team comments before forwarding to the study manager and PDT to 
ensure that they are: clearly stated; based on guidance, regulation, or 
scientific/engineering principles; significant; and contain specific action to resolve the 
concern 
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• ensure that reviews are promptly completed and opened in a timely manner for 
responses by the  study manager and PDT 

• ensure that ATR backchecks to PDT response are entered in a timely manner 
• cooperate with the study manager in the resolution of comments that have been 

elevated up the chain of command 
• prepare ATR review documentation and process ATR review certification 

 
 Responsibilities of the Functional Branch Chiefs: 

• assists in the resolution of review comments elevated by the study manager 
 
 Responsibilities of the Chief of Engineering/Planning Division: 

• final arbiter of unresolved issues between the study and review teams 
• certifies District Engineer’s Statement of Technical Review 

 
 Responsibility of the District Commander: 

• certifies District Engineer’s Statement of Technical Review 
 

 
 
PDT AND ATR TEAM MEMBERS 
 

LYNN HARBOR SECTION 107 NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT STUDY 
DETAILED PROJECT REPORT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

 PDT ATR TEAM 
Planning – Project Manager William Bartlett  TBD 
Non-Federal Sponsor Lynn, MA NA 
Environmental Resources Todd Randall TBD 
Economics Michael Berner TBD 
Cultural Resources Marc Paiva NA 
Civil Design Mark DeSouza TBD 
Cost Engineering Jeffery Gaeta NA 
Real Estate Jeff Teller NA 
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STUDY REVIEW CERTIFICATION 

LYNN HARBOR, MA 
Section 107 Navigation Improvement Study 

Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment 
Project Management Plan 

  
 

I certify that Agency Technical Review was completed and all comments resulting from that 
review have been resolved and are on file at the New England District. 

Branch or Section ATR TEAM Signature Date 

Planning TBD   

Environmental Resources TBD   

Economics TBD   

Cultural Resources NA   

Civil Design TBD   

Cost Engineering NA   

Real Estate NA   
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 NEW ENGLAND DISTRICT 
 DISTRICT ENGINEER’S STATEMENT OF TECHNICAL REVIEW 
 

LYNN HARBOR, MA 
Section 107 Navigation Improvement Study 

Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment 
 
 
 
COMPLETION OF TECHNICAL REVIEW 
 
The New England District has completed the Lynn Harbor, Lynn, Massachusetts Section 107 
Navigation Improvement Study, Detailed Project Report and Environmental Assessment and 
supporting information.  C ertification is hereby given that the study has been given an 
independent Agency Technical Review appropriate to the level of risk and complexity inherent 
in the study and potential project, as defined in the Quality Control Plan.   
 
 
FINDINGS AND RESPONSE 
 

During the technical review, it was verified that this study was conducted in compliance 
with clearly established policy principles and procedures and that all assumptions were clearly 
justified and valid. The following study elements were included in the review: assumptions, 
projections, methods, procedures, data, and information used in the analyses; formulation and 
evaluation of alternatives; the appropriateness and level of detail of data collected and analysis 
performed; and the reasonableness of results, to include whether the product meets the 
customer’s needs consistent with law and existing Corps of Engineers policy.  Significant 
concerns and their resolution are as follows:  
 
 
CERTIFICATION OF TECHNICAL REVIEW 
 

As noted above, all concerns resulting from technical review of this study have been 
resolved. The study may proceed to the Plans and Specifications phase.  
 
 
 

                                                                               
John Kennelly Date 
Planning Division 
 

 
 

                                                  ______________                            
Christopher J. Baron Date 
COL, EN 
Commanding 
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Lynn Harbor,  
Lynn, Massachusetts 

 
Federal/Non-Federal Allocation of Funds 

Feasibility Study Costs 
 
 

NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT STUDY 
 

Cost-Shared Feasibility Study (50/50 Cost Share, Excludes Initial $100,000 Federal Cost) 
 

Year 
Total 

Feasibility 
Study Costs 

Non-
Federal 
In-Kind  

Scheduled 
Feasibility 

Efforts 
Percentage Non-Federal 

Cash 
Federal 

Cash 

1 430,000* 0 430,000 75.4 215,000 215,000 
2 140,000 0 140,000 24.6 70,000 70,000 

Total 570,000 0 570,000 100 285,000 285,000 
 

FY2017 = Year 1 
 
*Year 1 includes lump sum payments for physical and chemical analysis of sediment ($34,000) and biological analysis ($250,000). 
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AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
AND 

THE TOWN OF LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS 
FOR THE 

LYNN HARBOR NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT FEASIBILITY STUDY 
 
 THIS AGREEMENT is entered into this ________ day of ________, ____, by 
and between the Department of the Army (hereinafter the “Government”), represented by 
the U.S. Army Engineer, New England District (hereinafter the “District Engineer”) and 
the Town of Lynn, Massachusetts (hereinafter the “Non-Federal Sponsor”), represented 
by the Mayor.  
 
 WITNESSETH, THAT: 
   

WHEREAS, Section 107 of the River and Harbor Act of 1960 authorizes the 
Corps of Engineers to improve navigation including dredging of channels, anchorage 
areas, and turning basins and construction of breakwaters, jetties and groins, through a 
partnership with non-Federal government sponsor such as cities, counties, special 
chartered authorities, or units of state government.  The maximum Federal cost for 
project development and construction of any one project is $10 million and each project 
must be economically justified, environmentally sound, and technically feasible;  

 
WHEREAS, Section 105(a) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986, 

Public Law 99-662, as amended (33 U.S.C. 2215(a)), specifies the cost-sharing 
requirements; and 
   
 WHEREAS, the Government and the Non-Federal Sponsor have the full authority 
and capability to perform in accordance with the terms of this Agreement.  
  

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows: 
 

 
ARTICLE I - DEFINITIONS 

 
A.  The term “Study” means the activities and tasks required to identify and 

evaluate alternatives and the preparation of a decision document that, as appropriate, 
recommends a coordinated and implementable solution for Navigation Improvements at 
Lynn Harbor, Lynn, Massachusetts.   

 
B.  The term “shared study costs” means all costs incurred by the Government and 

Non-Federal Sponsor after the effective date of this Agreement that are directly related to 
performance of the Study and cost shared in accordance with the terms of this Agreement.  
The term includes, but is not necessarily limited to, the Government’s costs for preparing 
the PMP; for plan formulation and evaluation, including costs for economic, engineering, 
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real estate, and environmental analyses; for preparation of a floodplain management plan if 
undertaken as part of the Study; for preparing and processing the decision document; for 
supervision and administration; for Agency Technical Review and other review processes 
required by the Government; and for response to any required Independent External Peer 
Review; and the Non-Federal Sponsor’s creditable costs for in-kind contributions.  The 
term does not include any costs for dispute resolution; for participation in the Study 
Coordination Team; for audits; for an Independent External Peer Review panel, if required; 
or for negotiating this Agreement.  The term also does not include the first $100,000 of 
costs for the Study incurred by the Government, whether before or after execution of this 
Agreement.   

 
C.  The term “PMP” means the project management plan, and any modifications 

thereto, developed in consultation with the Non-Federal Sponsor, that specifies the scope, 
cost, and schedule for Study activities and tasks, including the Non-Federal Sponsor’s in-
kind contributions, and that guides the performance of the Study.  

 
D.  The term “in-kind contributions” means those planning activities (including 

data collection and other services) that are integral to the Study and would otherwise have 
been undertaken by the Government for the Study and that are identified in the PMP and 
performed or provided by the Non-Federal Sponsor after the effective date of this 
Agreement and in accordance with the PMP.  
 
 E.  The term “maximum Federal study cost” means the $1,500,000 Federal cost 
limit for the Study, unless the Government has approved a higher amount, and includes 
the first $100,000 of costs for the Study incurred by the Government. 
  
 F.  The term “fiscal year” means one year beginning on October 1st and ending on 
September 30th of the following year. 
 

 
ARTICLE II - OBLIGATIONS OF THE PARTIES 

 
 A.  In accordance with Federal laws, regulations, and policies, the Government 
shall conduct the Study using funds appropriated by the Congress and funds provided by 
the Non-Federal Sponsor.  The Non-Federal Sponsor shall perform or provide any in-
kind contributions in accordance with applicable Federal laws, regulations, and policies. 
 

B.  The Non-Federal Sponsor shall contribute 50 percent of the shared study costs 
in accordance with the provisions of this paragraph and provide required funds in 
accordance with Article III.  

 
1.   After considering the estimated amount of credit for in-kind 

contributions, if any, that will be afforded in accordance with paragraph C. of this Article 
and the first $100,000 of the costs incurred by the Government that are excluded from 
shared costs, the Government shall provide the Non-Federal Sponsor with a written 
estimate of the amount of funds required from the Non-Federal Sponsor for the remainder 
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of the initial fiscal year of the Study.  No later than 15 calendar days after such 
notification, the Non-Federal Sponsor shall provide the full amount of such funds to the 
Government. 

 
2.  No later than August 1st prior to each subsequent fiscal year of the 

Study, the Government shall provide the Non-Federal Sponsor with a written estimate of 
the amount of funds required from the Non-Federal Sponsor during that fiscal year.  No 
later than September 1st prior to that fiscal year, the Non-Federal Sponsor shall provide 
the full amount of such required funds to the Government. 

 
C.  The Government shall include in the shared study costs and credit towards the 

Non-Federal Sponsor’s share of such costs, the costs, documented to the satisfaction of 
the Government, that the Non-Federal Sponsor incurs in providing or performing in-kind 
contributions, including associated supervision and administration, after the effective date 
of this Agreement.  Such costs shall be subject to audit in accordance with Article VI to 
determine reasonableness, allocability, and allowability, and crediting shall be in 
accordance with the following procedures, requirements, and limitations: 

 
 1.  As in-kind contributions are completed and no later than 60 calendar 

day after such completion, the Non-Federal Sponsor shall provide the Government 
appropriate documentation, including invoices and certification of specific payments to 
contractors, suppliers, and the Non-Federal Sponsor’s employees.  Failure to provide 
such documentation in a timely manner may result in denial of credit.  The amount of 
credit afforded for in-kind contributions shall not exceed the Non-Federal Sponsor’s 
share of the shared study costs. 

 
   2.  No credit shall be afforded for interest charges, or any adjustment to 
reflect changes in price levels between the time the in-kind contributions are completed 
and credit is afforded; for the value of in-kind contributions obtained at no cost to the 
Non-Federal Sponsor; for any items provided or performed prior to completion of the 
PMP; or for costs that exceed the Government’s estimate of the cost for such item if it 
had been performed by the Government. 
   

D.  To the extent practicable and in accordance with Federal laws, regulations, 
and policies, the Government shall afford the Non-Federal Sponsor the opportunity to 
review and comment on solicitations for contracts prior to the Government’s issuance of 
such solicitations; proposed contract modifications, including change orders; and contract 
claims prior to resolution thereof.  Ultimately, the contents of solicitations, award of 
contracts, execution of contract modifications, and resolution of contract claims shall be 
exclusively within the control of the Government.   

 
E.  The Non-Federal Sponsor shall not use Federal Program funds to meet any of 

its obligations under this Agreement unless the Federal agency providing the funds 
verifies in writing that the funds are authorized to be used for the Study.  Federal program 
funds are those funds provided by a Federal agency, plus any non-Federal contribution 
required as a matching share therefor. 



4 
 

 
F.  Except as provided in paragraph C. of this Article, the Non-Federal Sponsor 

shall not be entitled to any credit or reimbursement for costs it incurs in performing its 
responsibilities under this Agreement. 

 
G.  In carrying out its obligations under this Agreement, the Non-Federal Sponsor 

shall comply with all the requirements of applicable Federal laws and implementing 
regulations, including, but not limited to: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 
88-352), as amended (42 U.S.C. 2000d), and Department of Defense Directive 5500.11 
issued pursuant thereto; the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 (42 U.S.C. 6102); and the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 794), and Army Regulation 600-7 
issued pursuant thereto. 

 
 H.  If Independent External Peer Review (IEPR) is required for the Study, the 
Government shall conduct such review in accordance with Federal laws, regulations, and 
policies.  The Government’s costs for an IEPR panel shall not be included in the shared 
study costs or the maximum Federal study cost.   
 

I.  In addition to the ongoing, regular discussions of the parties in the delivery of 
the Study, the Government and the Non-Federal Sponsor may establish a Study 
Coordination Team to discuss significant issues or actions.  The Government’s costs for 
participation on the Study Coordination Team shall not be included in the shared study 
costs, but shall be included in calculating the maximum Federal study cost.  The Non-
Federal Sponsor’s costs for participation on the Study Coordination Team shall not be 
included in the shared study costs and shall be paid solely by the Non-Federal Sponsor 
without reimbursement or credit by the Government. 
 
   

ARTICLE III - PAYMENT OF FUNDS 
 
A.  As of the effective date of this Agreement, the shared study costs are projected 

to be $570,000, with the Government’s share of such costs projected to be $285,000 and 
the Non-Federal Sponsor’s share of such costs projected to be $285,000.  These amounts 
are estimates only that are subject to adjustment by the Government and are not to be 
construed as the total financial responsibilities of the Government and the Non-Federal 
Sponsor. 
 

B.  The Government shall provide the Non-Federal Sponsor with quarterly reports 
setting forth the estimated shared study costs and the Government’s and Non-Federal 
Sponsor’s estimated shares of such costs; costs incurred by the Government, using both 
Federal and Non-Federal Sponsor funds, to date; the amount of funds provided by the 
Non-Federal Sponsor to date; the estimated amount of any creditable in-kind 
contributions; and the estimated remaining cost of the Study.   

 
C.  The Non-Federal Sponsor shall provide to the Government required funds by 

delivering a check payable to “FAO, USAED, NEW ENGLAND (E6)” to the District 
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Engineer, or verifying to the satisfaction of the Government that the Non-Federal 
Sponsor has deposited such required funds in an escrow or other account acceptable to 
the Government, with interest accruing to the Non-Federal Sponsor, or by providing an 
Electronic Funds Transfer of such required funds in accordance with procedures 
established by the Government.  

 
 D.  The Government shall draw from the funds provided by the Non-Federal 
Sponsor to cover the non-Federal share of the shared study costs as those costs are 
incurred.  If the Government determines at any time that additional funds are needed 
from the Non-Federal Sponsor to cover the Non-Federal Sponsor’s required share of the 
shared study costs, the Government shall provide the Non-Federal Sponsor with written 
notice of the amount of additional funds required.  Within 60 calendar days of such 
notice, the Non-Federal Sponsor shall provide the Government with the full amount of 
such additional funds. 
 
 E.  Upon conclusion of the Study and resolution of all relevant claims and 
appeals, the Government shall conduct a final accounting and furnish the Non-Federal 
Sponsor with the written results of such final accounting.  Should the final accounting 
determine that additional funds are required from the Non-Federal Sponsor, the Non-
Federal Sponsor, within 60 calendar days of written notice from the Government, shall 
provide the Government with the full amount of such additional funds.  Should the final 
accounting determine that the Non-Federal Sponsor has provided funds in excess of its 
required amount, the Government shall refund the excess amount, subject to the 
availability of funds.  Such final accounting does not limit the Non-Federal Sponsor's 
responsibility to pay its share of shared study costs, including contract claims or any 
other liability that may become known after the final accounting. 

 
 

ARTICLE IV - TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION 
 
 A.  Upon 30 calendar days written notice to the other party, either party may elect 
at any time, without penalty, to suspend or terminate future performance of the Study.  
Furthermore, unless an extension is approved by the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works), the Study will be terminated if a Detailed Project Report is not completed 
for the Study within 3 years after the effective date of this Agreement.  
   

B.  In the event of termination, the parties shall conclude their activities relating to 
the Study.  To provide for this eventuality, the Government may reserve a percentage of 
available funds as a contingency to pay the costs of termination, including any costs of 
resolution of contract claims, and resolution of contract modifications. 
 
 C.  Any suspension or termination shall not relieve the parties of liability for any 
obligation previously incurred.  Any delinquent payment owed by the Non-Federal 
Sponsor pursuant to this Agreement shall be charged interest at a rate, to be determined 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, equal to 150 per centum of the average bond equivalent 
rate of the 13 week Treasury bills auctioned immediately prior to the date on which such 
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payment became delinquent, or auctioned immediately prior to the beginning of each 
additional 3 month period if the period of delinquency exceeds 3 months. 
 

 
ARTICLE V - DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

 
 As a condition precedent to a party bringing any suit for breach of this 
Agreement, that party must first notify the other party in writing of the nature of the 
purported breach and seek in good faith to resolve the dispute through negotiation.  If the 
parties cannot resolve the dispute through negotiation, they may agree to a mutually 
acceptable method of non-binding alternative dispute resolution with a qualified third 
party acceptable to the parties.  Each party shall pay an equal share of any costs for the 
services provided by such a third party as such costs are incurred.  The existence of a 
dispute shall not excuse the parties from performance pursuant to this Agreement. 

 
 

ARTICLE VI - MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS AND AUDIT 
 
A.  The parties shall develop procedures for the maintenance by the Non-Federal 

Sponsor of books, records, documents, or other evidence pertaining to costs and expenses 
for a minimum of three years after the final accounting.  The Non-Federal Sponsor shall 
assure that such materials are reasonably available for examination, audit, or reproduction 
by the Government. 
 

B.  The Government may conduct, or arrange for the conduct of, audits of the 
Study.  Government audits shall be conducted in accordance with applicable Government 
cost principles and regulations. The Government’s costs of audits for the Study shall not 
be included in shared study costs, but shall be included in calculating the maximum 
Federal study cost. 

 
C.  To the extent permitted under applicable Federal laws and regulations, the 

Government shall allow the Non-Federal Sponsor to inspect books, records, documents, 
or other evidence pertaining to costs and expenses maintained by the Government, or at 
the request of the Non-Federal Sponsor, provide to the Non-Federal Sponsor or 
independent auditors any such information necessary to enable an audit of the Non-
Federal Sponsor’s activities under this Agreement.  The costs of non-Federal audits shall 
be paid solely by the Non-Federal Sponsor without reimbursement or credit by the 
Government. 
  

ARTICLE VII - RELATIONSHIP OF PARTIES 
 

In the exercise of their respective rights and obligations under this Agreement, the 
Government and the Non-Federal Sponsor each act in an independent capacity, and 
neither is to be considered the officer, agent, or employee of the other.  Neither party 
shall provide, without the consent of the other party, any contractor with a release that 
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waives or purports to waive any rights a party may have to seek relief or redress against 
that contractor. 

 
ARTICLE VIII - NOTICES 

 
 A.  Any notice, request, demand, or other communication required or permitted to 
be given under this Agreement shall be deemed to have been duly given if in writing and 
delivered personally or mailed by certified mail, with return receipt, as follows:  

 
If to the Non-Federal Sponsor: 

Lynn City Hall and Memorial Auditorium 
Office of the Mayor 
Room 306 
3 City Hall Square 
Lynn, Massachusetts 01901  

 
If to the Government: 

District Engineer  
US Army Corps of Engineers 
New England District  
696 Virginia Road  
Concord, Massachusetts 01742 

 
 B.  A party may change the recipient or address for such communications by 
giving written notice to the other party in the manner provided in this Article. 
 
 

ARTICLE IX - CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
 To the extent permitted by the laws governing each party, the parties agree to 
maintain the confidentiality of exchanged information when requested to do so by the 
providing party. 
 

 
ARTICLE X - THIRD PARTY RIGHTS, BENEFITS, OR LIABILITIES 

 
 Nothing in this Agreement is intended, nor may be construed, to create any rights, 
confer any benefits, or relieve any liability, of any kind whatsoever in any third person 
not a party to this Agreement. 
 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement, which 

shall become effective upon the date it is signed by the District Engineer. 
 
 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY TOWN OF LYNN, MASSACHUSETTS  
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BY: __________________________  BY: __________________________ 

Christopher J. Barron    Judith F. Kennedy   
Colonel, U.S. Army     Mayor 
District Engineer  

         
DATE: _________________________  DATE: ________________________
 

















































“Smoke and CO Detectors Save Lives” 

Plainville Fire Department 
157 South Street P.O. Box 1777 

Plainville, Massachusetts 02762 

Justin R. Alexander                          Business 508-695-5252       Fax 508-695-6772                                    Richard J. Ball  
Chief of Department                                                                                                                                                  Deputy Chief 

 

May 23, 2017 
 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
Honorable Commissioners, 
 
Please see the below responses to the questions we received regarding both grants being applied 
for.  

 
1. Truck for Fire Suppression  
 

a. Are there any other communities that have in place the use of a smaller-size fire 

truck for garage fires? 

Most communities that have parking garages are larger in size than Plainville. This affords 
them the available staff to fight car fires in parking garages through traditional means. 
Plainville, although not unique in the country, is very rare to have a four level parking garage 
in a community with a population of only 9,000. In the region around Plainville, we are the 
smallest staffed community with a parking garage. Outside of our region, we were able to 
search online and find that Irving Texas does use small fire trucks for parking garage fires.   

 

b. Would the addition of a small sized fire truck reduce, increase or have no 

impact on the number of fire personnel that would be needed to respond to a 

car fire at the Plainridge facility? 

 

The use of the small sized fire truck would greatly reduce the number of fire personnel and 
additional fire apparatus that would be required to fight a fire. It would allow Plainville to 
handle most standard situations with our current staffing levels. Currently we would need  
 

 



 
mutual aid from surrounding communities to handle any car fire in the parking garage. We try 
very hard to minimize the impact of the Plainridge facility on the surrounding communities. 
This apparatus would go a long way in doing so. 

 
 

c. How many parking garages does the town currently have? Were fire 

suppression systems required at any of these other garages (if any)? 

Plainville has only one parking garage located at the Plainridge facility. 

 

d. How successful is a truck versus other fire suppression system in a garage in 

Plainville or elsewhere? 

Automatic fire suppression systems are effective at containing a fire until firefighters arrive 
to fully extinguish it. Due to cars having hoods and roofs, they prevent direct application of 
water from the sprinkler system. As a result they are not effective at full extinguishment. 
Parking garages by code do not require automatic suppression systems unless they are 
underground or fully enclosed. Plainridge has one enclosed level. This level has a full 
sprinkler system. Even with this sprinkler system we would need to make quick entry to 
finish extinguishing the fire that the sprinkler system is keeping in check. This small sized 
fire truck would allow this to happen. 

 

e. Do you have any statistics on car fires in multi-story garages? 

The National Fire Incident Reporting System (NIFRS) does not provide substantial 
statistical evidence to reference. Most of the data on car fires in multi-story parking 
garages is anecdotal and derived from after action reports when they do occur. The most 
common theme and lesson in all available data found, is that car fires in parking 
structures are not as common as other types of fires . When they do occur, the stakes are 
high, and the danger and property loss can be substantial.  

One statistic that underscores how dangerous these fires can be and how quickly they 
spread is the amount of fuel that is permitted inside the Plainridge parking structure. 
When the parking structure was opened, Plainridge had to apply for a permit to store 
gasoline and diesel in the parking structure. This permit covers the fuel contained inside 
the fuel tanks of the patrons vehicles parked in the structure. This permit is for 22,000 
gallons of fuel. This is a legally allowed amount by code for the size of the structure. 
This amount of fuel is the equivalent of more than two full sized tractor trailer fuel 
tanker trucks stored in the parking garage. On a Friday or Saturday night this amount is 
often approached. Quick control and extinguishment is critical to prevent a large scale 
incident.   

 

 

 



 

f. The application noted this purpose was not anticipated when the HCA was 

executed. If HCA funds are not anticipated for this purpose, can you please 

provide a brief and general of summary of how Plainville is prioritizing the use 

of such HCA funding? 

Plainville has, since the opening of Plainridge prioritized the HCA operating funds for 
the areas most impacted by the addition of a casino to Plainville. This was mainly done 
through adding additional staff to both the Fire and Police Departments. Both 
departments have experienced increases in incidents at Plainridge. The increases were 
anticipated at the time the HCA was executed and the costs associated were part of the 
HCA negotiations. These additional staffing increases continue to be funded through 
the ongoing HCA funds that Plainville receives.  

 

g. Are there any other uses for the truck? 

This truck would be primarily assigned to respond to the Plainridge facility for car fires 
and all other calls for service in the parking garage given the specific impact nature of the 
grant. This includes medical emergencies, fuel spills, and other non-fire related calls in the 
facility garage. In addition to these roles it could, in an overwhelming situation assist with 
brush fires, and also in searching for lost or injured people in our large wooded areas in 
town. We have apparatus already to fill the primary responses for these additional off 
Plainridge locations, but in the event of a large scale incident or mechanical failures it 
could provide assistance to mitigate the emergency.  

 
h. Would having this fire truck for a garage be unique or different than other  

  communities? 
 
Having this fire truck would be an innovative method for this situation in our region. 
Communities in this region that have parking garages have significantly larger on duty staff to 
respond to these emergencies. Plainville is unique in the region. This truck would allow us to 
safely address the unique situation of a large parking structure in a small community.   

 

 

 



 
 
2. Heart Monitor, Radios and Body Armor  
 

a. What technology is required to enable the radios to be used in the casino and 

outside the casino? Will the radios be compatible with other radios used in 

Plainridge? 

There are numerous differences between the older generation and newest generation of 
radios. We will highlight the most significant improvements relevant to a casino 
environment. Older radios were not specifically built for public safety as they are now. This 
change allowed for the addition of better software to improve radio performance including 
but not limited to, frequency control and clarity of voice, greatly improved antennas to help 
with reception and transmitting in difficult environments such as a casino, more powerful 
batteries to aid in transmitting, and improved abilities to resist interference from other 
electronic devices that a casino has in enormous quantity. Much like how computers from 
fifteen years ago operate similarly to today’s equipment, the improvements to the basic 
operation principles from back then, has allows today’s equipment to be exponentially better. 
Our radios follow this same pattern and handle difficult environments with great success.  

The new radios will allow for interoperability between public safety agencies onsite as well 
as with our regional partners who may have to respond to Plainridge for various types of 
incidents. We will not be able to communicate with Plainridge Security directly. They 
operate a digital encrypted radio system to assure the sensitive nature of various aspects of 
gaming remain unable to be heard by those outside the company. Due to the significant 
differences in the radio system types we cannot purchase a radio that will do both public 
safety and business class encrypted communications like Plainridge utilized. We solve this  
issue when onsite by carrying a Plainridge radio issued while there to assure we can 
communicate with Plainridge Staff. 

 

b. Please provide detail concerning how the radios will be evaluated. How will 

Plainville track and report to the Commission? 

The newest radios in service with the town are the newest generation of radio. We have 
been using them since the Plainridge facility opened. This time inside the facility has 
provided ample real world evaluation time. It will be a straight forward process to take the 
identical new radios into the facility and assure they operate the same as the current new 
radios we already have. We are fortunate to already know in advance what works and what 
doesn’t work inside the facility. Once this is completed we can report the success  of the 
grant to the Commission. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

c. How recently has the town updated its radios? 

The Town has had an ongoing replacement program for its  radios. The fire 
department recently updated more than half of our portable radios with state of the 
art radios. This was to replace radios that were two generations old and did not meet 
safety standards. The radios in question for this grant are one generation old and 
were expected to remain in service. The town has also updated radios that are 
mounted in the apparatus as well.  

 

d. Will the maintenance of the requested equipment be part of operating costs of 

the Fire Department? 

Maintenance of the requested equipment will be part of the operating budget of both the Fire and 
Police Departments.  

 

e. We understand that body armor is fitted to the recipient. Will this likely be an 

ongoing need? 

The body armor being requested is designed to be donned during an active shooter incident. The 
requested armor is in addition to the fitted armor that all officers already have and wear while on 
duty and at the Plainridge Facility. The requested armor is fitted in more general sizes such as 
small medium and large. It can be worn by any officer who happens to be assigned to the facility. 
The only anticipated ongoing need would be to replace the armor at the manufactures 
recommended replace time of five years in service.  
 











 
 
 
 
 
 

May 24, 2017 
 

Mr. John S. Ziemba, Ombudsman 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 

 
Re: 2017 Transportation Mitigation Application 

Dear Mr. Ziemba: 

The City of Revere and Town of Saugus are pleased to submit the following in response to questions 
presented to the City of Revere and Town of Saugus by Massachusetts Gaming Commission during our 
conference call and subsequent letter dated May 12, 2017. All statements are intended to help clarify the 
information contained in the pending joint-application to receive Transportation Planning Grant funding. 

 
2016 Saugus Use of Reserve Grant 

 
STATUS: 
Consistent with MGC funding guidelines, the Town of Saugus has identified costs related to the operation 
of a gaming establishment in Everett. The Town was awarded $35,000 out of $100,000 reserve fund 
established by Massachusetts Gaming Commission (M.G.C.). for planning purposes to assist the 
community achieve future benefit or mitigate adverse impacts. The Town advertised a RFQ to select a 
qualified vendor to conduct an economic development analysis of potential opportunities for Saugus 
businesses from operations of the new Wynn Casino. The RFQ closed on February 14, 2017. Two 
qualified respondents submitted quotes. Camoin Associates Economic Development based in Cambridge, 
MA was selected as preferred vendor. 

 
The Town's Department of Planning and Development is leading the project. On May 1, 2017,  
department staff met with Camoin representatives to tour the study areas, discuss the scope of work, 
project schedule, expectations and next steps. Camoin and Saugus will maintain bi-weekly phone calls to 
ensure the project remains on-time and within budget. 

 
To begin, the Town provided Camoin with all existing reports documents, and studies that provide 
historical information, as well as, prospective data from proposed developments proposed along the 
Town's Route 1 commercial corridor and the RiverWalk. 

 
NEXT STEPS: 

 
Camoin is reviewing historical documents and data in order to establish a baseline understanding of the 
econometrics and commercial conditions along Route 1 and the RiverWalk. Saugus is identifying 8 
individuals for Camoin to interview. Interviews will be conducted with business leaders,  cultural  
anchors, and developers. Camoin and Saugus is scheduled for a phone call on May 23, 2017, at 10:00, to 
discuss the status and next steps. 

  



Mr. John S. Ziemba, Ombudsman May 24, 2017 Page 2 
 

 
 

short-term goals resulting from the study. The Town plans to encumber the balance of the funds by 
September 2017. 

 
2017 Transportation Mitigation Application 

 

1. Transportation Planner 
 

a. A detailed job description for the Saugus-Revere Shared Transportation Specialist is attached. 
 

b. The City of Revere and the Town of Saugus have existing planning staff who, as part of their 
duties, focus on transportation planning as it relates to other municipal initiatives. This would 
include MBTA rapid transit, commuter rail, and feeder bus service. The Town and City 
believe this planning effort is a distinct and separate dedicated effort and the communities are 
willing to certify that all work performed under this grant will be solely focused on traffic 
generation and mitigation issues related to the Wynn Casino in nearby Everett. Nonetheless, 
transportation planning is a highly specialized and nuanced field. In fact, the Town and City 
oftentimes require developers to submit traffic studies to the respective Planning  
Departments, and in many instances, each community requires the developer to fund the cost 
for an independent peer review. This is demonstrative of the chronic traffic conditions each 
community encounters, as well as, the need for a subject-matter expert, which the 
Transportation Planner would provide. 

 
c. The Shared Transportation Specialist engaged by the City of Revere and the Town of Saugus 

under this grant would be utilized only to focus on mitigation measures for added casino 
generated traffic at key locations. This effort will produce tangential benefit for future 
development opportunities in those areas. 

 
d. The two high-profile development sites, commonly referred to as Weylu's/Caddy Farms 

(approximately 35 acres) and the Saugus Quarry (approximately 60 acres), will inevitably be 
developed for mixed uses. Initial planning is underway for both sites but a complete master- 
planning process and subsequent Zoning By-Law change still needs to take place before 
redevelopment can actually occur on either site. Both sites are immediately proximate to 
Route 1 and Route 99, which have been identified as major arterials for Wynn Casino bound 
vehicular traffic. As one of its major goals, the project seeks to quantify the impacts of that 
casino traffic on Routes 1 and 99, particularly at the aforementioned sites and to devise 
sustainable mitigation strategies the will alleviate the impacts of the additional casino traffic 
against the backdrop of the projected traffic generation from future development  of these 
sites. 

 
e. The City of Revere and the Town of Saugus have estimated the contract amount for the 

Planner by assessing the prior experiences of senior staff at these and other agencies. Senior 
staff have substantial work experience utilizing consultant services and 
transportation/engineering firms hired for specific projects. Staff have also had substantial 
interaction with regional and State transportation planners who occupy  positions similar to 
the qualification level being sought for this position. On the basis of that experience Revere 
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and Saugus are confident that $150,000 would enable us to contract a well-qualified 
transportation planner for a one year period. The position will not include any benefits since 
we anticipate an independent contract consultant will have built that expense into the project 
pricing. 

 
f. The regional Transportation Specialist/Planner will not be a municipal employee but will 

rather be a contracted full-time consultant specialist. If second year M.G.C. Transportation 
Mitigation funding is available for this effort, the shared Transportation Specialist will 
certainly have sufficient time to devise a comprehensive traffic mitigation strategy for Revere 
and Saugus at the identified problem areas. As the effort is envisioned as longer term, the aim 
is to have the position thereafter become self-sustaining through other grant sources,  
developer contributions and/or municipal funding. 

 
 

2. 2017 Guideline Compliance 
 

a. Assuming a favorable decision on this application by the Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
in July, the Town of Saugus and the City of Revere will immediately undertake a search for 
the regional transportation planner with the goal of having an individual selected and under 
contract by September 1, 2017. 

 
b. Revere and Saugus will contribute various in-kind services to this effort. These will include 

office space and equipment, supplies, and access to communication and data systems in each 
community. Further, the City of Revere's Economic Development Director and the Town of 
Saugus's Director of Planning and Development will provide in-kind services in the form of 
their collaborative supervision of, provision of guidance to, and interaction with the shared 
transportation specialist. Further, the shared Transportation Specialist will be supported with 
in-kind services provided by other municipal planning staff, the respective Police/Traffic 
Departments, the respective Planning Boards and other municipal personnel with institutional 
knowledge of traffic and transportation matters related to the identified impacted roadways. 

 
c. The City of Revere, acting also on behalf of the Town of Saugus, has reviewed this proposed 

project with the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC). MAPC is supportive of this 
project initiative. 

 
d. The Town of Saugus has committed $ $21,744 of its M.G.C. reserve funds for an economic 

development analysis of existing conditions in two key Town business districts and the 
identification of potential business linkages therein to the Wynn Casino. The balance of the 
reserve is earmarked for specific implementation strategies that create opportunities identified 
in that analysis. The City of Revere has earmarked its $100,000 reserve funding for 
coordinated master planning, including transportation related matters, for mixed use 
redevelopment of the now defunct 35 acre Wonderland Park greyhound race track.  That 
effort is about to commence in conjunction with property owners. 
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We believe the above responses adequately address all the questions and concerns expressed by M.G.C. We 
will be pleased to submit any necessary content if you require additional information. 

 
It is our sincere hope that the Massachusetts Gaming Commission favorably reviews our application. 
These funds will assist both communities to comprehensively address anticipated traffic impacts from 
Wynn Casino and simultaneously situate ourselves to promote well-conceived development of major sites 
located along the roadway arterials most impacted by casino bound traffic. 

 
 

Very truly yours, 

 
Mayor Brian Arrigo Scott C. Crabtree, Esq. 

Town Manager 
 
 
cc: Robert O'Brien, Economic Development Director 

Stephen Cole, Director of Planning and Development 
Paul Rupp, Community Reinvestment Associates, Inc. 
Speaker Robert DeLeo 
Senator Thomas McGee 
Representative Donald Wong 
Representative RoseLee Vincent 
Omar Boukili, Chief Admin. Officer 

 
 

 



 

 

JOB DESCRIPTION FOR THE SHARED TRANSPORTATION SPECIALIST 

 
 

Purpose: To identify and minimize/mitigate the adverse economic and environmental impacts and 
implications of additional casino-related traffic circulation at both the local and the regional levels in Revere 
and/or Saugus and to enhance/optimize its potential benefits. 
Focus: The impacts, both positive and negative, of projected casino-related traffic on local and regional 
traffic circulation in Revere and Saugus and its related implications, both positive and negative, for planned 
and prospective economic development prospects and projects in both communities. Attention will be 
specifically, albeit not exclusively, devoted to traffic and development issues and opportunities that are shared 
between the two municipalities. 
Responsibilities: The Transportation Specialist will be primarily responsible for the following series of related 
activities: 

•!• Documenting the locations, times and quantities of additional traffic to and through Revere and/or 
Saugus as a result of the planned opening of the casino in Everett, based on traffic projections 
prepared and presented in conjunction with the planning and permitting of that facility. 

 
•!• Quantifying the impacts of this additional traffic on local and regional traffic circulation in Revere 

and/or Saugus, with particular attention to those roadways that are already experiencing problematic 
levels of congestion. 

 
•!• Identifying the potential economic and environmental consequences of those traffic impacts on the 

nature, scope and schedule of economic development in both communities and on the quality, 
convenience, safety and tranquility of their community life. 

 
•!• Working with existing municipal planning, economic development and other executive staff to 

improve community understanding of these issues/opportunities and to prepare multi-modal, multi- 
dimensional, multi-disciplinary strategies to address them. 

 
•!• Communicating with casino management on issues and opportunities relating to casino operations in 

general and casino traffic in particular to encourage collaborative strategies that minimize adverse 
traffic impacts at their source and that mitigate their impacts in Revere and/or Saugus. 

 
•!• Formulating transportation policies, procedures and plans to address such issues and opportunities, 

and specifically identifying the local and regional transportation projects that would address and 
resolve the problems of circulation and congestion that are likely to be exacerbated by additional 
casino-related traffic in one or both communities. 

 
•!• Facilitating the timely review, approval and implementation of such projects in and through the local 

and regional transportation planning, environmental evaluation and public permitting venues and 
agencies required for their implementation. 

 
•!• Coordinating the implementation of those transportation projects with each other, with other public 

and private projects, and between the two municipalities. 
 

•!• Advocating for the relevance and significance of transportation planning issues and opportunities for 
the region as a whole, including outreach and collaboration with nearby municipalities that have 
casino host or surrounding to address casino traffic issues of shared concern. 
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THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

 
 
May 23, 2017 
 
John S. Ziemba, Ombudsman 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street, 12th Floor 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
Re: 2017- Community Mitigation Fund 

- Focus Springfield Community Television Specific Application 
 
Thank you for the Commission’s continued thorough review of the above referenced 
Application. Below please find responses to your May 12th request for further 
information in this regard. The below numbered responses reference and correlate to 
those numbered requests contained in your May 12th correspondence. 
 
Response 1 and 2: 
 
As the Commission is aware from the City’s Application, MGM will be providing 
$300,000 toward the relocation by virtue of Lease termination fee payment to be paid to 
Focus Springfield (Focus) as tenant under the Lease. While it is undisputed that said 
amount is contractually obligated to be provided by MGM in this regard as a result as 
such lease termination, such payment should not be disqualified on such basis. The 
Mitigation Fund Guidelines do not disqualify the fact that the Licensee provide 
“significant funding to match or partially match” (italics added) on the basis of a 
concurrent contractual obligation.  
 
 
Response 3.  The estimated costs for the studio relocation total approximately  
$995,958.00, which is comprised of the following: 
 
--Construction of new facility:  $848,958   (Includes architects fees, building permits, 
materials, labor, etc.) 
--Dismantling, moving, and reinstalling studio lighting equipment:  $118,000. 
--Dismantling, moving and reinstalling studio cameras and controls, $5000.  

mailto:epikula@springfieldcityhall.com


 
John Ziemba - Gaming Commission 
May 23, 2017 
Page - 2 - 
______________________________________________________ 
 
--Design studio control room, servers, a production workflow, and construction     
oversight, and $10,000.      
--Moving office equipment, $3000.    
--Professional services and legal fees, $8,000. 
--Fiber Connections, $3000. 
 
 
Response 4.   Focus Springfield is a public, educational and government (PEG) public 
access television station, funded pursuant to the cable television licensing agreement 
between the City of Springfield and Comcast, the City’s cable television provider.  In 
accordance with its Articles of Organization, the   ‘public purpose’ of Focus Springfield 
is endemic in the PEG designation:  the  ‘P’ stands for Public; the ‘E’ stands for 
Education and the ‘G’ stands for government.  Virtually every activity conducted by 
Focus satisfies one or more  aspects of its PEG designation, each of which provide 
programming for residents of the City and the region.  
 
In addition to broadcasting government meetings, Focus provides physical and fiscal 
resources and support for facilities used by City Agencies.   The predecessor to Focus 
was named Springfield Media and Telecommunications Group  (SMTG).  SMTG 
installed the ShotSpotter gunshot detection system for the City police Department, and 
began building a fiber hybrid optic / microwave system to support the ShotSpotter.  
Focus assumed all SMTG responsibilities at its inception in 2012, with the additional 
responsibility of expanding the City’s institutional network (INet), which connects major 
municipal buildings, such as as City Hall, Police and Fire Departments headquarters, the 
DPW and School Department headquarters for data and telecommunication.  Focus 
contracts for maintenance of the INet, a 240 ft. tall radio antenna used by the local and 
regional public safety agencies (Springfield Police and Fire, Massachusetts State Police, 
regional Ambulance service, the Pioneer Valley Transportation Agency, and other public 
safety agencies serving the region.  
 
 
Response 5.  The Comcast funds dedicated to Focus for 2016 totalled $834,203.00.  The 
annual payments in this regard fluctuate each year by 3-5% depending on the number of 
cable subscribers and the revenues collected by Comcast in this regard.   
 
In 2016, $168,354 of the Focus budget was utilized to support SMTG / INet projects.  
This number included: 
 
--$38,725 for engineering work on the Radio Tower for the Police radio system; --
$50,304 for scheduled maintenance of the fiber INet network, the radios and cameras in 
the ShotSpotter gunshot detection system; 
--$71,515 for installation of new fiber, new cameras and radios, and replacing old 
cameras. 
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--$7810 for electricity for the Tower (powers radio transmitters and HVAC). 
 
A portion of the Comcast funding would be anticipated to be used to help relocation 
costs, but that amount would be limited as a result of an already tight budget.  Indeed, in 
2016, Focus operating costs in 2016 totalled $701,000.00, leaving a surplus of 
$133,000.00.  Focus maintains approximately $66,000.00 in a conservative, bond 
investment account for purposes of a reserve account to support emergency and 
extraordinary working capital needs.  
 
Response 6.  Focus consulted with a renowned commercial real estate broker familiar 
with Springfield real estate to conduct its replacement facility search.  Focus had 
conducted a similar search in 2011 to locate the current facility, which provided a  
foundation for this renewed search.   
 
In determining a new studio location, Focus has several key parameters and site 
requirements essential to its needs and public purpose: 
 
--A location on or very close to city bus lines, as many of our community producers, high 
school & college interns rely on public transportation.  
--A location in or near downtown, making it convenient for elected officials to attend 
events in the studio.  Also, we partner with many cultural, educational and entertainment 
institutions located in downtown.  
--Off street parking for at least 15 vehicles and proximity to additional public parking.  
Many of the visitors our community events in the studio drive, especially for evening 
events.    
--A space at least 6500 sq.ft, to accommodate our studio production, training, and 
business needs.  A primary consideration is the need for approximately 2,000 sq. ft. with 
ceiling heights of 16 feet for the TV lighting.  This has proven to be a limiting g factor, as 
few buildings in the downtown area offer this.  
--A street level location is desirable to accommodate the regular loading in/out of 
equipment, set pieces, musical instruments, wardrobe etc.   
--Accessibility for persons with disabilities is necessary, as some of our community 
producers require this, as well as members of the public who attend studio events 
 
In its search, Focus Springfield considered over 24 locations, many of which came from 
unsolicited calls from commercial realtors and brokers who read about our eviction.  
Focus narrowed its consideration to approximately a dozen locations.  
 
Presently Focus is considering 2 locations as the likely finalists for the relocation:  (i) 
Springfield Technical Community College Technology Park at One Federal Street; 
andand (ii) the former Women’s City Club on Frost St.  Both sites offer parking, public 
transportation, and high ceilings.  
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Focus Springfield operates via fiber access cable, so any location needs to proximate to 
fiber connectivity. 
 
Response 7. Focus Springfield’s funding is provided through Springfield’s cable 
television franchise agreement with Comcast customers, and is thus obligated pursuant to 
its Articles of Organization and applicable law to support the City’s cable-related needs 
and interests.   
 
However, there are several regional benefits from its service which technology permits to 
provide without cost to Springfield residents. They fall into a three different categories 
which are known in public access television circles as P.E.G. programming (for Public, 
Education & Government).  
 
PUBLIC 
 
Performances enjoyed by the public include athletics, drama and live music recordings.  
 
For Athletics, we cover many Springfield high school sports teams competing against 
other cities and towns. Most notable are the MIAA state basketball championships that 
take place in Springfield, Worcester and UMass Amherst.  
 
Focus Springfield always provides competitor communities with a file of the game for 
their public access TV stations in addition to sharing online viewing. Each January we 
partner with the Naismith Memorial Basketball Hall of Fame to cover the Hoop-hall 
Classic at Springfield College as the nations top high school players compete and we 
share those games the same way with a broad audience. 
 
Music & the Arts is a staple for stations such as ours and an area we strive to cover. 
Every summer the city of Springfield hosts a free outdoor jazz concert series. local, 
national & international acts perform at The Springfield JazzFest. We broadcast the 
performance throughout the year and also make it available online. 
 
“Live @ FOCUS” is another show with regional roots that reach far out of the city of 
Springfield. This show invites original musicians into the studio to record live 
performances. So far we have featured bands from MA & CT that include jazz, folk, 
rock, gospel, Spanish & African music. Not only does the show serve to entertain 
viewers, but the artists can share professional productions as a means to reach new 
audiences & promote themselves in new venues. 
 
Our initial “live” streamed musical performance was in January 2016 in a partnership 
with Community Music School of Springfield (CMSS). The Martin Luther King 
celebration in the MassMutual Center features over 400 children performing civil rights 
music in front of over a thousand people.  
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CMSS approached us to produce and stream the show online because many family 
members lived far away. We received feedback from people as far away as Asia & 
Europe. We have also partnered w/CMSS to produce coverage of the Youth Wind 
Ensemble, which features high school wind musicians from MA & CT.  
 
EDUCATION 
 
Besides producing a monthly show for the Springfield Public Schools, Focus has many 
educational programs with regional reach.  
 
Recently Sen. Eric Lesser, Dr. John Cook president of Springfield Technical Community 
College & Dr. Christina Royal president of Holyoke Community College participate in a 
town meeting style show about student debt. They spoke about student debt, its impact on 
community college students, and legislation Sen. Lesser is working on to reduce students’ 
financial burden. 
 
Focus has partnered with several groups to educate people about a variety of health & 
wellness issues from asthma and diabetes, to social challenges and addiction. 
 
In 2015 Focus started working with the Hampden County District Attorney’s Youth 
Advisory Board to deliver messages about cyber-bullying, improper relationships, social 
media, substance abuse and violence. Focus began working with the teens to produce 
PSA’s for county wide use, but with the hopes the videos would find a larger audience 
online. 
 
In the past year Focus has participated in productions centering around addiction & 
recovery. In a partnership with Baystate Medical Center and the Hampden County DA’s 
office, Focus streamed a panel discussion about the opioid epidemic. The featured former 
addicts, recovery specialists, medical professionals and law enforcement officials as well 
as a question and answer discussion. 
 
Another large scale production called “After the Pain” featured a panel discussion 
presenting treatment options for those afflicted with addiction, sexual abuse, criminal 
activity and suicide. The sensitive topics included in this program made it important to 
allow viewers who might not want to attend this public event an opportunity to view it 
privately online. 
 
GOVERNMENT 
 
Whenever Focus streams a program “live”, it is available immediately after the live 
broadcast. The benefit to this is viewers often “share” the link to our shows during the 
live portion on social media. If someone misses the live event, they can still watch the 
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show afterwards. This “on-demand” aspect allows not only greater flexibility for a 
potential audience, but a higher chance of being shared out of the immediate region. 
 
Focus’ most popular productions so far (in terms of verified numbers of viewers) are 
found in the political debates hosted at Focus Springfield’s studio. While Focus cannot 
verify the data from cable television audiences, a series of debates streamed live on-line 
provide the most compelling numbers for the Focus organization.  
 
In 2016 Focus hosted the Hampden County Sheriff’s debate and in that single event, 
Focus logged about 10,000 viewers. In other regional debates, Focus also hosted the 1st 
Hampden and Hampshire District’s State Senate debate and the state wide race for 
Governor’s Council. Focus Springfield has partnered with a diverse media group fro 
these debates to extend its reach beyond the city line. Among these are the Reminder, 
MassLive, the Republican, WNEPR, WAMC, CBS3, WWLP-TV and WGBY. 
 
Focus also produce a show called “Government Matters” which features elected officials 
and department heads. Guests who serve beyond the city limits thus far include 
Congressman Richard E. Neal, State Senator Eric Lesser and State Auditor Suzanne 
Bump. These shows are widely shared in the cities and towns where the officials 
represent. 
 
Focus’ goal is to attract increasing numbers of statewide officials to be guests on 
“Government Matters” as their business brings them to Western MA. In the past Focus 
delivered DVD’s and electronic files to interested contiguous communities, but now 
through file sharing advances in technology, Focus Springfield shares relevant 
programing with other communities with the click of a mouse. 
 
Response 8: The HCA negotiation and execution process ended with the signing of the 
HCA by the parties in May of 2013. Negotiations as to potential impacts incorporated the 
expertise of outside consultants with experience as to the likely impacts faced by the 
other Cities and Towns where casinos have been developed. These included impacts on 
schools, public safety, infrastructure requirements for public works, health and the like. 
In the meantime, the leasing and construction of the FOCUS studio was ongoing, and was 
not anticipated as an impact that needed to be mitigated in any manner distinguishable 
from other tenants that may need or desire relocation due to any inconsistency with the 
development of the casino. As such, other than relocation payments in accord with the 
Displaced Tenant Payment provisions set forth in Exhibit E (Other Obligations of 
Developer) paragraph 9, the HCA does not provide for any impact payments for 
relocating the studio. However, under the circumstances faced by FOCUS, the relocation 
payments set forth in the HCA, while consistent and relocation of most displaced office 
tenants, are not sufficient to address the unique circumstances faced by FOCUS. As such, 
FOCUS must utilize funds obtained from other sources as part of matching funds along 
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with the relocation payments under the HCA together with the mitigation grant funds to 
cover the unanticipated costs. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this gran, and please feel free to contact me with any 
questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Edward M. Pikula, Esq. 
City Solicitor 
 
cc: Mayor 
      CDO 
      FOCUS Springfield 
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THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD, MASSACHUSETTS 

June 2, 2017 
  
Mr. John Ziemba, Ombudsman 
Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
101 Federal Street 12th floor 
Boston, MA  02110 
 
Re: 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Reserve/ 
 Special Impact Grant – Valet Parking Program 
 
Dear Mr. Ziemba: 
 
The following information is being provided in response to your May 12, 2017 letter to 
me and Thomas D. Moore, Esq., Interim Executive Director of the Springfield Parking 
Authority (“SPA”) requesting further information related to the City of Springfield’s 
2017 Community Mitigation Fund Specific Application (the “Application”) for funding 
continued operation of the Valet Parking Program (the “Program”) for businesses 
affected by the current construction of the MGM Springfield Casino Project. 
 

I. 2016 Use of Reserve/Specific Grant 
 

1. Brief report on status of current activities under the $200,000 Valet Parking 
Program. 
 
Valet parking activities are continuing under the program’s extension until 
June 30th, servicing impacted businesses within the affected area.   
 

2. Brief report on status of current activities under the $350,000 Springfield 
Historic Preservation Trust 

 
Information will be provided in a separate letter or email as soon as it is obtained 
from the Trust. 
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II. 2017 Transportation Grant 
 

1. Clarify that the Application is for a continuation of the currently funded 
Program that includes all area businesses. 
 
The Application is for additional funding needed to continue the existing 
program which is intended to benefit all businesses located on Main Street in 
the blocks bounded on the north by State Street and on the south by Union 
Street.  As stated on page 14 of Exhibit A to the Application, the Program 
would be extended through an Amendment to the current Memorandum of 
Agreement between the City of Springfield and the Springfield Parking 
Authority. 
 

2. What is the proposed end date for the Valet Parking Program? 
 
The earlier of September 30, 2018, or the date that MGM Springfield opens its 
new parking garage for use by the general public. 
 

3. How can the City achieve greater neighborhood benefits from the Valet 
Parking Program? 
 
The SPA and Valet Park of America are performing additional door-to-door 
outreach to all businesses in the affected area, and will be disseminating 
promotional materials as well, in order to promote use of the Program by as 
many users as possible.   
 

4. What parking is currently being provided for Caring Health Center staff, 
patients and visitors in coordination with MGM Springfield? 
 
Please refer to initial application submitted to MGC. Additionally, the City is 
not aware of any agreements with Caring Health Center and MGM 
Springfield relative to parking. 
 

5. What other parking does Caring Health Center have in the area? 
 
Please refer to initial application submitted to MGC. Additionally, the City is 
not aware of other parking utilized by Caring Health Center in the area. 
 

6. What lots will be utilized for the Valet Parking Program?  How many spaces 
will be available?  How does this compare to the number of spaces currently 
available? 
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The Program currently uses a parking lot on Hubbard Avenue and a parking 
lot off of Union Street owned by the Dakin Humane Society. It is anticipated 
that the Program will continue to use these locations for the duration of the 
Program’s term. There is currently a total of 20 spaces available between the 
two lots. That number is anticipated to remain the same. 
 

7. How will the City create a fair process to allow all businesses in the area to 
make use of the informational materials? 
 
Informational materials were handed out to said businesses by hand before the 
start of the program in January, and the SPA will be providing additional 
materials via mailing to said businesses to further promote a diverse use of the 
Program.  
 

8. Provide a budget for the current Program and the anticipated date when the 
initial $200,000 grant will be exhausted. 
 
The Program costs over the first 90 day period came in at approximately 
$46,000.00, which was under the projected roughly $49,000 budget submitted 
to the MGC. The budgeted costs for the Program going forward would be 
about $43,000.00 per 90 day period, which would exhaust the initial 
$200,000.00 grant funds by approximately the middle of March of 2018  
 

9. Provide an updated budget for continuation of the Program from the estimated 
date on which the initial $200,000 grant will be exhausted to September 2018. 
 
The budget for the Program during that period of time would be consistent 
with the existing budget for the Program. 
 

10. Was the Valet Parking Program anticipated when the Host Community 
Agreement between the City of Springfield and MGM Springfield was executed?  
Provide a brief and general summary of how the City of Springfield is prioritizing 
use of funds received from MGM Springfield under the Host Community 
Agreement.  
 
While parking was one of the impacts considered, the valet parking was not a 
consideration during the selection of a casino operator and negotiation of the Host 
Community Agreement. Impact fees are built into the HCA for offsite 
improvements required for Riverfront Park, Union Station, Public Safety, 
Schools, Health and Human Services and General Government. The impacts on 
these areas with regard to construction and operation of the casino was the subject 
of review by expert consultants retained during the selection and negotiation 
process and funds were allocated accordingly. Downtown parking was considered 
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as an impact. The casino site is located within a previously developed urban core 
that has significant existing parking infrastructure. The Springfield Parking 
Authority (SPA) works to provide public parking prices for citizens at low costs. 
In this regard, the impact on parking spaces eliminated and created by the 
proposal was considered during the Host Community Agreement (HCA) 
negotiations. The negotiations considered spaces that were currently used by 
employees and patrons of area businesses which would remain operational during 
construction and following redevelopment of the casino site. However, the casino 
construction anticipated in the HCA was delayed as a result of the statewide 
referendum and then further delayed by the reconstruction of the Interstate 91 
viaduct. As a result, the viaduct reconstruction also resulted in the elimination of 
parking garage spaces operated by SPA under the I-91 viaduct. Arrangements 
were then made to set aside parking garage spaces and locate additional surface 
lots to accommodate the influx of construction workers. The valet parking 
arrangement is an example of “fine tuning” in response to the additional impacts 
caused by the referendum and viaduct construction delays and not included in the 
original impact mitigation funds provided for in the HCA.  

 
Please contact me if you or the Commission require any further information. 
 
In consideration of the application and supplemental information provided, it is 
the City’s hope that the Commission will vote to support the application. Should 
you have any questions or need any further clarification, do not hesitate to contact 
me. 

 
 Very truly yours, 

         
 

Edward M. Pikula, City Solicitor  
 

cc: Mayor 
H&HS Commissioner 
CHC Executive VP 
SPA Executive Director 
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Month Day Date
Valet 
Totals Notes

JAN Tuesday 1/17 26 First Day
Wednesday 1/18 25

Thursday 1/19 22
Friday 1/20 26

Monday 1/23 21
Tuesday 1/24 31

Wednesday 1/25 28
Thursday 1/26 29

Friday 1/27 26
Monday 1/30 28
Tuesday 1/31 31 1 Hour Delay - Snowstorm

FEB Wednesday 2/1 37
Thursday 2/2 44

Friday 2/3 35
Monday 2/6 39
Tuesday 2/7 36

Wednesday 2/8 39
Thursday 2/9 0 CLOSED - Snowstorm

Friday 2/10 25 Slow - Post Storm
Monday 2/13 21 2 Hour Delay - Snowstorm
Tuesday 2/14 44

Wednesday 2/15 42
Thursday 2/16 44

Friday 2/17 29
Monday 2/20 0 CLOSED - President's Day
Tuesday 2/21 46

Wednesday 2/22 53
Thursday 2/23 50

Friday 2/24 38
Monday 2/27 33
Tuesday 2/28 43

MAR Wednesday 3/1 34
Thursday 3/2 37

Friday 3/3 37
Monday 3/6 47
Tuesday 3/7 42

Wednesday 3/8 39
Thursday 3/9 55

Friday 3/10 41
Monday 3/13 43
Tuesday 3/14 0 CLOSED - Snowstorm

Wednesday 3/15 19 2 Hour Delay - Snowstorm
Thursday 3/16 49

Friday 3/17 41
Monday 3/20 42
Tuesday 3/21 50

Wednesday 3/22 57
Thursday 3/23 53

Friday 3/24 32
Monday 3/27 48
Tuesday 3/28 53

Wednesday 3/29 27
Thursday 3/30 52

Friday 3/31 37
APR Monday 4/3 41

Tuesday 4/4 43
Wednesday 4/5 43

Thursday 4/6 48
Friday 4/7 44

Monday 4/10 44
Tuesday 4/11 43

Wednesday 4/12 40
Thursday 4/13 39

Friday 4/14 24
Monday 4/17 14 SLOW - Patriot's Day
Tuesday 4/18 44

Wednesday 4/19 34
Thursday 4/20 27

Friday 4/21 38
Monday 4/24 40
Tuesday 4/25 48

Wednesday 4/26 36
Thursday 4/27 39

Friday 4/28 30
MAY Monday 5/1 43

Tuesday 5/2 41
Wednesday 5/3 35

Thursday 5/4 36
Friday 5/5 35

Monday 5/8 43
Tuesday 5/9 36

Wednesday 5/10 54
Thursday 5/11 38

Friday 5/12 39
Monday 5/15 36
Tuesday 5/16 42

Wednesday 5/17 46
Thursday 5/18 46

Friday 5/19 30
Monday 5/22 41
Tuesday 5/23 21

Wednesday 5/24 22
Thursday 5/25 49

Friday 5/26 39
Monday 5/29 0 CLOSED - Memorial Day

Tuesday 5/30 33
Wednesday 5/31 35

JUN Thursday 6/1 37
Friday 6/2 31

Monday 6/5 37
Tuesday 6/6

Wednesday 6/7

Thursday 6/8

Friday 6/9

Monday 6/12

Tuesday 6/13

Wednesday 6/14

Thursday 6/15

Friday 6/16

Monday 6/19

Tuesday 6/20

Wednesday 6/21

Thursday 6/22

Friday 6/23

Monday 6/26

Tuesday 6/27

Wednesday 6/28

Thursday 6/29
Friday 6/30

JUL Monday 7/3

Tuesday 7/4

Wednesday 7/5

Thursday 7/6

Friday 7/7

Monday 7/10

Tuesday 7/11

Wednesday 7/12

Thursday 7/13

Friday 7/14

Monday 7/17 TOTAL CARS PARKED
Tuesday 7/18

Wednesday 7/19

Thursday 7/20

Friday 7/21

Monday 7/24

Tuesday 7/25

Wednesday 7/26

Thursday 7/27

Friday 7/28
Monday 7/31
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Revised Memorandum To Commissioners dated February 10, 2017 
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TO: Commissioners  

FROM: John S. Ziemba 
Mary S. Thurlow 

 

CC: Edward R. Bedrosian  

DATE: February 10, 2017 revised 6/6/17  

RE: 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines 

In December 2016, the Commission issued the 2017 Community Mitigation Fund 
Guidelines for the Community Mitigation Fund under M.G.L. c. 23K §61.  In order to access 
funding from the Community Mitigation Fund, communities and governmental entities 
were required to submit an application by February 1, 2017.  

This memorandum summarizes the Community Mitigation Fund applications received by 
the February 1, 2017 deadline.  These applications will be put on our website for comment 
and sent to the licensees for their input pursuant to the Guidelines.  If the Commission or 
Commission staff determines that additional information and detail is required to make a 
decision on any of these applications, the applicants will be notified.  The staff’s goal is to 
have the Commission determine the status of the grants before the fiscal year begins to 
enable communities to do their fiscal year planning. 

Summary of the Community Mitigation Funds: 

In sum, a total of $17.5 million from the current licensees was deposited in the Community 
Mitigation Fund for use until Category 1 gross gaming revenues are generated, or 
thereafter (if all such funds are not used prior to that date).  After the deduction of 
purposes approved in 2015 and 2016, the fund has approximately $12 million available 
after accounting for potential future awards of previously authorized grants.1   
 
The following chart shows the anticipated spending targets in the 2017 Guidelines 
compared to the funding requests received by the deadline: 

                                                      
1Last year the Commission awarded the Hampden County Sheriff Department (“HCSD”) lease assistance of $280,000 for the 
first year and specified that it would fund no more than $2,000,000 for no more than five years of the lease.  The Commission 
also specified that the HCSD would need to annually re-apply for lease assistance.  The Commission did not receive an 
application from the HCSD this year after receiving $280,000 in lease assistance in 2016.  
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 Guidelines Targeted 
Spending 

Applications 

Tribal Gaming Technical Assistance $200,000.00 $200,000.00 

Specific Impact* $2,000,000.00 $1,984,560.60 

Transportation Planning (no more than 
$150,000 per application) 

$800,000.00 $1,200,000.00 

Workforce Development (2 Regional pilots 
programs of $200,000) 

$400,000.00 $592,531.03 

Totals: $3,400,000.00 $3,973,115.63 

*While the Commission established a $3.4 million target for overall awards in the 2017 
Fund, there is no specified target for specific impact applications in the 2017 Guidelines.  
The $2,000,000 reflects the balance remaining after the other application categories have 
been subtracted from the total.  The Guidelines specify that no more than $500,000 
Category 2 operational impacts may be funded unless otherwise determined by the 
Commission. 

***** 

Below please find further detail on the applications by Category:  Tribal Gaming Technical 
Assistance; Specific Impact, Transportation Planning, Workforce Development Pilot Project 
and Reserve Applications. 

TRIBAL GAMING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Applicant Description Amount 
Requested 

Southeastern Regional Planning and 
Economic Development District 
(“SRPEDD”) (no amount specified) 

Tribal technical assistance planning 
studies to assist communities 
surrounding Taunton 

$200,000.00 
maximum amount 

allowed 
 

SRPEDD anticipates planning requests for studies to assist communities in geographic 
proximity to the potential Tribal Gaming facility in Taunton with regard to traffic capacity 
and operational impacts should the construction of the Tribal Gaming facility move 
forward.   

***** 

2017 SPECIFIC IMPACT APPLICATION 

The 2017 Guidelines established that no application for a specific impact grant shall exceed 
$400,000, unless a waiver has been granted by the Commission.  Below are detailed 
descriptions of the applications for a Specific Impact Grant. 
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Community Description Amount Requested 

Attleboro (no amount 
specified) 

Creation of a joint Police/Fire Dispatch 
Facility costing $2.3M. 

$400,000.00 
(maximum allowed) 

$2.3M (need indicated)  
Everett Bike Sharing System $400,000.00 
Lynn Alleviate traffic issues and maximize 

economic development planning 
$400,000.00 

Norfolk District Attorney Assistant District Attorney costs and 
victim witness advocate costs 

$74,031.60 

Plainville A small-sized fire truck for the 
Plainridge parking garage 

$148,750.00 

Springfield Relocation of public access television 
studio 

$400,000.00 

Springfield – 3/16/17 Valet Service 157,803.00 
Total: $1,980,584.60 

Attleboro: 

The city of Attleboro seeks funding to assist in the design and construction of a combined 
Fire, EMS and Police dispatch center to help offset police and fire service calls that may be 
attributable to the operation of Plainridge Casino.  Attleboro’s application noted that in 
Christopher Bruce’s “Assessing the Impact of Gambling on Public Safety in Massachusetts 
Cities and Towns” study Mr. Bruce said, “when compared to previous years, there were 
several categories of crime and calls for service that may have been negatively impacted by 
its opening during that timeframe.  At the time of his analyses, he observed significant 
increases in motor vehicle accidents, traffic-related calls, and credit card fraud and identity 
theft. However, Bruce pointed out that "it may be too early to tell" if this data has statistical 
significance”…. 

Attleboro stated in their application that “we find it plausible that the city's increased calls 
for service, as well as several crime offense categories, may be due to the neighboring 
Plainridge Casino in Plainville.  It is also our belief that certain calls for service categories, 
most notably motor vehicle accidents and domestic-related service calls, will continue to 
grow significantly in the future and that a combined dispatch center is needed for more 
efficient operation and handling of increased call volume.” 

Everett: 

The City of Everett is requesting funds to “be used to help build, operate and maintain a 
bike sharing service in Everett that would provide alternative mobility to Everett residents 
and workers.”  Everett stated that this is an unanticipated impact due to the level of traffic 
congestion being experienced now which includes the construction of an access road and 
the volume of utility work upgrades in addition to the implementation of the Complete 
Street framework.  “A Complete Street is one that provides safe and accessible options for 
all travel modes - walking, biking, transit and vehicles - for people of all ages and abilities, 
and we have enthusiastically embraced this model.” 
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Lynn: 

The City of Lynn is seeking funding to alleviate traffic by creating a left-hand turn into the 
ferry entrance for commuters traveling south on Route 1A.  The city is also actively seeking 
to operate the Lynn ferry this summer.  The city also would like synchronize the traffic 
lights on Routes 107 to alleviate congestion and add stops on the Rockport/Newburyport 
Commuter Rail Line.   

Norfolk District Attorney: 

The Norfolk District Attorney is requesting funds to pay for one-half of the annual salary of 
an Assistant District Attorney at Wrentham District Court including the comptroller 
mandated fringe and indirect costs associated with the salary.  This Assistant District 
Attorney would be in charge of all criminal cases arising from the Plainridge Park Casino. 
The application also requests one-half of the annual salary of one Victim Witness Advocate 
at the Wrentham District Court and tracking all facility related crimes. 

Plainville: 

Plainville is requesting funding to cover an unanticipated consequence of having a multi-
storied parking garage.  “There are no relevant sections of the HCA to address this issue 
due the fact that this is the first gaming facility in the state, as well as the lack of 
specifications on the parking garage during negotiations, there was an inability to predict 
and mitigate this in the HCA.”  Plainville has determined that it does not have an adequate 
fire prevention vehicle that could address a fire occurring in the upper levels of the garage. 

Springfield – Focus Springfield Public Access Television: 

The City of Springfield is requesting mitigation funds to cover the costs of relocating Focus 
Springfield, which operates a public access television studio and training facility.  The City 
notes that “[t]he City of Springfield is dependent on Focus Springfield to provide public 
access to broadcast public meetings.” 

Springfield – Valet Parking Program2 

The City of Springfield on behalf of Caring Health Center and other businesses seeks full 
funding for the continuation of the valet parking pilot program for an additional year. 

**** 

2017 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING APPLICATION 

The Commission made funding available for certain transportation planning activities.  The 
Guidelines’ budget for 2017 Transportation Planning Grants is targeted not to exceed 

                                                      
2 Although filed timely, due to a technical error in Comm-Buys, MGC was not aware of the application submittal.  
This application was not covered in the original memorandum. 
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$800,000.  No application for a Transportation Planning Grant shall exceed $150,000.  The 
Commission received the following applications: 

Community Description Amount 
Requested 

Boston Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue $150,000 
Everett Design of Bus Only Lane on Rt. 99 $150,000 
Lynn Ferry Dredging $150,000 
Malden Design for Reconstruction of Exchange St. $150,000 
Medford Year 2 of Transportation Planner/Consultant $150,000 
Revere and Saugus Transportation Planner $150,000 
Somerville Analysis and Design Roadways $150,000 
West Springfield Development of improvement to Westfield St. $150,000 

Total: $1,200,000.00 

Boston:   

The City of Boston is requesting $150,000 to cover costs associated with the engineering 
and design services for the reconstruction of Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue in 
Charlestown  

Everett:   

The City of Everett is requesting $150,000 for the preliminary design and engineering of a 
bus-only lane on the west side of Broadway/Route 99 from the Everett city line to Route 
16/Sweetser Circle.  Included in this request would be efforts consistent with the Section 
61 findings. 

Lynn:   

The City of Lynn is requesting funds to be used to fund a cost sharing agreement with the 
US Army Corp of engineers for Lynn’s dredging navigation improvement project.  “The 
dredging would afford the Ferry Service and other vessels faster and direct deep water 
access from our Blossom Street terminal to Boston.”  Lynn would also use the funds to 
conduct a study to determine the feasibility and cost of a direct left-hand turn into Blossom 
Street Ferry Terminal. 

Malden: 

The City of Malden is requesting funds to complete planning and design work for the 
reconstruction of the full length of Exchange Street from Pleasant Street to Main Street. 
“The total design cost is estimated to be $170,720.  This cost includes $137,820 in general 
design costs (see the attached spreadsheet), $14,900 to complete the roadside safety audit, 
and $18,000 to complete the modified functional design report.  The City of Malden will 
cover the remaining design costs….”  
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Medford: 

The City is requesting funding for the 2nd year of a transportation planner/consultants to 
work with Wynn, private property owners and state transportation officials to identify 
financing and implementation of transportation improvements within the City of Medford.  
The City is also requesting funding to assess land use impacts of the casino's construction 
in the Wellington Circle area.  Further, the City requests funding for an engineering 
feasibility study for a new multi-use path on the southern side of the Mystic River between 
the Craddock Bridge in Medford Square and the Somerville Line. 

Revere and Saugus:   

The application notes that Revere and Saugus do not have Surrounding Community 
Agreements with the Wynn Boston Harbor.  “The City of Revere and Town of Saugus plan to 
use funds to hire a sub-regional transportation planner for one year.  Revere and Saugus 
would like the funding to pay the salary, benefits and reasonable direct expenses of a 
qualified and experienced transportation planner.  The application noted that “[t]he City 
and the Town believe the Wynn Casino will bring substantial volumes of new traffic onto 
the Route 1-Route 99 corridor.” 

“Saugus believes…some casino generated traffic impact may bypass lower Route 1 and 
exiting the highway onto Walnut Street-Central Street or Main Street-Center Street and 
onto Winter Street then Ballard Street and then Route 107 as an alternative way to access 
route 16 towards Everett.” 

The impact area for Revere would be “traffic heading to Route 16 west from Route 1 south 
and some northeast originated traffic will choose to follow route 107 through the heart of 
the city to access route 16 west.” 

“The City and the Town hope to work together to affect key roadway improvements along 
these arterials that will help alleviate existing traffic and offset anticipated traffic problems 
resulting from increased volume attributable to the new casino.” 

In regard to the proposed joint application, we note that prior to the application due date, 
the Commission received numerous questions regarding the possibility of joint 
applications.  The following was posted on our website as well as in the RFP. 

“Q:  Can communities submit a joint application for a transportation planning grant?   

A: There is no provision in the 2017 Community Mitigation Fund Guidelines (“Guidelines”) for 
joint applications by municipalities for transportation planning grants.  However, each 
community should feel free to include in its narrative how its application could work with one 
or more applications from a neighboring community.  The Commission has encouraged 
communities to work regionally.  Indeed, we required Regional Planning Agency notification 
of planning proposals to encourage communities to work together.” 
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Since the total amount of the application is $150,000, the limit of funding for a single 
application, our recommendation is that the Commission treat this application as an 
eligible application despite being submitted by two communities. 

Somerville:  

Somerville seeks funding to mitigate the “intersection of Interstate 93, State Route 28 
(Fellsway/McGrath Highway) and State Route 38 (Mystic Avenue In Somerville).”  “The City 
of Somerville proposes to use MGC Transportation Planning funds to initiate a formal 
planning study of the facility, which would implement a key recommendation of the 2017 
RSA. A consultant team would be engaged to conduct public engagement, alternatives 
analysis and concept design. This step is consistent with the formal project development 
process used by MassDOT for highway capital projects.” 

“Transportation Planning Funds in the amount of $150,000 will be used to secure 
contractual consultant services.” 

West Springfield: 
The Town is requesting a transportation planning grant for the impact area of Route 20 
which connects to Route 5 and the Interstate.  West Springfield considers this to be a 
primary travel route to and from the MGM site for construction.  The application notes that 
“[t]hese funds…will be used to contract with an engineering firm to develop 
improvements.” 

“The Town is committed to funding the additional $25,840 to $49,995 in excess of the 
grant.” 

**** 

2017 WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT PILOT PROGRAM GRANT 

The total funding target specified in the Guidelines for the 2017 Workforce Development 
Pilot Program Grants is $400,000.  No application for a grant in each Region may exceed 
$200,000.  One grant will be considered for each Region.  Each governmental entity 
applying for workforce development funds will also need to provide detail on what it will 
contribute to the workforce development project such as in-kind services or workforce 
development funds. 

Applicant Description Amount 
Requested 

MetroNorth Regional 
Employment Board 

Consortium to address workforce needs; job 
training programs 

$200,000.00 

Springfield Public Schools “Ahead of the Game initiative” targeting 
low-skills, low income adults 

$192,531.03 

Springfield Technical 
Community College 

Hampden Prep $200,000.00 

 Total $592,531.03 
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MetroNorth Regional Employment Board (“MNREB”) 

The MNREB proposes the creation of a regional consortium called the Metro North Casino 
Careers Consortium (“MNCCC”).  The purpose of the MNCCC is to prepare and train local 
residents for jobs related to the construction of the Wynn Boston Harbor gaming facility.” 
and “create a system in which local residents are able to start a career pathway leading to 
any number of casino-related careers, which may not be in the culinary arts.” 

Springfield Public Schools 

The Springfield Public Schools would like to establish an initiative called “Ahead of the 
Game” program which will target low-skill, low-income adults, interested in pursuing long 
term careers with MGM Springfield.  The Ahead of the Game program will focus on 
individuals looking to obtain their adult basic education (ABE) or GED, in order to pursue 
higher education.  The goal of this program will be to prepare low-income adults for 
enrollment into post-secondary workforce training programs relevant to the needs of MGM 
Springfield.” 

“The Ahead of Game program will serve approximately 100 adult students annually. 
Participants will receive a wide variety of resources including; basic literacy, basic 
mathematics, high school equivalency test preparation and testing, adult diploma program, 
English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), job skills and work readiness training, 
computer literacy, and family literacy.” 

“Upon completion of this program, eligible students will be encouraged to apply and enroll 
into local post-secondary MGM workforce training programs.” 

Springfield Technical Community College 

“Springfield Technical Community College (STCC), in collaboration with Holyoke 
Community College (HCC) …proposes to develop and implement an innovative High School 
Equivalency (HSE) and workforce readiness program, Hampden Prep.” 

“The overarching goal of Hampden Prep is to accelerate ABE, HiSET prep and 
developmental programs for Hampden County residents and to provide non-traditional 
students the supports needed to complete postsecondary credentials in areas recognized 
by employers in the Springfield labor market.”3 

**** 

COMMUNITIES THAT FILED TO USE THEIR RESERVE GRANT 

In order to access funding from the Community Mitigation Reserve Fund, communities are 
required to submit an application describing the anticipated use and receive Commission 
approval.  This reserve can be used to cover impacts that may arise in 2017 or thereafter.  
It may also be used for planning, either to determine how to achieve further benefits from a 
facility or to avoid or minimize any adverse impacts.  Reserve applications are not required 

                                                      
3 Please note that the Guidelines specified that “communities” or “governmental entities” could apply for the Workforce 
Development Pilot Project.  Inclusion of a summary for the applications here is not indicative of whether each applicant is a 
community or a governmental entity. 
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to be filed by the February 2017 deadline.  However, some were.  The below are under 
review by the Commission staff. 

Community Description Amount 
Requested 

Boston Sullivan Square/Rutherford Avenue Planning $100,000.00 
Plainville Purchase public safety items $98,397.92 
Somerville Air/water/noise traffic baseline study $100,000.00 
 Total $298,397.92 

Boston:   

The City of Boston would like to use its reserve to provide design studies of the Sullivan 
Square/Rutherford Avenue project.  (See also Transportation Planning.) 

Plainville: 

The town of Plainville would like to use its reserve to purchase public safety items it notes 
were unanticipated in the Host Community Agreement such as a cardiac monitor, 23 
portable radios to replace the old “non-compatible technology” radios and a set of body 
armor for the Gaming Enforcement Unit Officers at the gaming facility. 

Somerville: 

The City of Somerville is requesting the use of funds for contractual consultant services for 
studies on “transportation, pollution, and air and water quality data.  This baseline data will 
be used by the City to assess and mitigate any future adverse impacts of the Everett gaming 
facility.”  

“The final product resulting from this data collection effort will be a comprehensive report 
compiling the baseline transportation and environmental data for the City of Somerville. 
This report will then be used to monitor and assess changes to traffic patterns and the 
environment in subsequent years.  Somerville is committed to employing national and 
international best practices when creating and supporting convenient and healthy modes 
of transportation, and improving the health of all residents by directly and immediately 
addressing any changes in environmental and transportation related pollutants.  This data 
will be integral to the City’s ability to assess, monitor, and address future impacts from the 
casino.” 

The Commission staff is also working with other communities on other pending 
applications that have not been submitted in final form. 



 
 

2017 Workforce 
Development 

Application Review 
(as previously 

discussed on 6/14/17) 
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TO: Stephen Crosby, Gayle Cameron, Lloyd Macdonald*, Bruce Stebbins and Enrique Zuniga 

FROM: Catherine Blue, John Ziemba, Derek Lennon, Jill Griffin, Joe Delaney, and Mary Thurlow 
(2017 Community Mitigation Fund Review Team) 

CC: Edward R. Bedrosian, Jr.  

DATE: June 12, 2017  

RE: 2017 Workforce Development Application Review 

This memorandum provides an analysis of the applications for funding under the Workforce 
Development Pilot Program (“Workforce Program”) component of the 2017 Community Mitigation 
Fund (“CMF”).  The Community Mitigation Review Team (“review team”) reviewed the 
applications to determine the suitability of the applications and to ensure the applications are in 
compliance with the 2017 Guidelines.  As part of this review process, copies of the applications 
were sent to the licensees for their review and comment.  An in-person meeting was held with each 
applicant and the review team.  Supplemental information requests were sent to the applicants after 
these meetings (attached as Exhibit A).  Responses to these supplemental requests were received 
(attached as Exhibit B) and numerous in-house application analysis meetings were held by the 
review team.  We note that there were no comments submitted on behalf of any of the Workforce 
Development applicants in the Request for Comments that was issued after the applications were 
received by the February 1, 2017 due date. 

This year the Commission made available funding for certain career pathways workforce 
development pilot programs in Regions A and B for services to residents of communities of these 
Regions.  The total funding available for such grants was determined to likely not exceed $400,000.  
No application for a grant in each Region could exceed $200,000.  As with all community 
mitigation funding requests, the Commission reserved the ability to determine a funding limit 
beyond what is detailed in the Guidelines.  

The Workforce Program was developed to provide interested residents in gaming regions the ability 
to attain academic and occupational credentials needed to work in the most in-demand occupations 
related to the gaming industry.  Additionally it was established to assist the unemployed or 
underemployed to either get their GED or Adult Basic Education (“ABE”) which would position 
them to get future jobs in the casino industry or training in advance by the backfilling of jobs. 

In evaluating the Workforce Program applications, the review team analyzed the applications to the 
general criteria for review of all Community Mitigation Fund applications and more specific criteria 
developed specifically for the Workforce Development Pilot Program.  A list of the general criteria 
(in blue) and specific (in red) is attached to the memorandum.  The titles below reflect these 
general and specific criteria.  In some cases, the general criteria and the specific criteria address the 

                                                      
*Commissioner Macdonald participated as a member of the review team. 
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same issue.  In such instances, both have been included in a particular title (e.g. Regional 
Consortium Approach (Specific/ ).) Demonstration of Regional Benefit

Entity Program Requested 
Amount 

Review Team 
Proposal 

REGION A 

MetroNorth 
Regional 
Employment Board 

Metro North Casino Careers 
Consortium (MNCCC) 

$200,000.00 Full funding 

REGION B 

Springfield Public Ahead of the Game Program  $192,531.03 $171,833.03 

Springfield Tech Hampden Prep  $200,000.00 Full funding 

Region A 

MetroNorth Regional Employment Board (“REB”) 

Requested:  $200,000 - Recommendation:  Full Funding 

Summary. The REB proposes the creation of a regional consortium called the Metro North Casino 
Careers Consortium (“MNCCC”).  The purpose of the MNCCC is to prepare and train local 
residents for jobs related to the construction of the Wynn Boston Harbor gaming facility” and to 
“create a system in which local residents are able to start a career pathway leading to any number of 
casino-related careers, which may not be in the culinary arts.” 

REB - Background:  “The Metro North Regional Employment Board (REB) is a public-private 
partnership whose mission is to enable area residents to gain skills that will maximize their 
economic self-sufficiency and to provide employers with the workforce they need to effectively 
compete in the changing world economy. 

The REB serves the following 20 Massachusetts cities and towns:  Arlington, Belmont, Burlington, 
Cambridge, Chelsea, Everett, Malden, Medford, Melrose, North Reading, Reading, Revere, 
Somerville, Stoneham, Wakefield, Watertown, Wilmington, Winchester, Winthrop, and Woburn.” 

1. The Significance of the Impact to be Remedied 

The REB noted that the “Wynn Boston Harbor gaming facility in Everett is creating, and will 
create, an impact on the region's labor market and workforce development system.  The facility will 
bring nearly 4,400 new jobs to the region, including an estimated 1,627 new jobs in the ‘non-
gaming’ hospitality and culinary related fields. … This influx of thousands of new jobs will put 
additional strain on a region that is already struggling to fill many open positions in the hospitality, 
culinary, and related fields.  This situation necessitates a regional, comprehensive approach to 
addressing the workforce impact created by this new gaming facility.” 

In the Response to Additional Information Requested by the review team, REB explained, “the first 
round of trainees will be graduating at least a year before Wynn’s opening.  However, it is 
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important to begin addressing the regional needs of employers and job seekers now.  There is 
already a large unfilled need for culinary workers in the region, a need that will only be exacerbated 
by Wynn’s influx of hundreds of new culinary jobs...  The applicant describes the overarching 
mission of the project is to address the needs of employers and job seekers across the region and 
minimize the stress placed on the regional labor market as a result of the influx of nearly 4,400 of 
new jobs at Wynn.” 

2. Proposed Mitigation Measure to Address the Impact 

The REB proposes the creation of a regional consortium called the Metro North Casino Careers 
Consortium (“MNCCC”).  The purpose of the MNCCC is to prepare and train local residents for 
jobs related to Wynn Boston Harbor and, as noted by REB, “create a system in which local 
residents are able to start a career pathway leading to any number of casino-related careers, which 
may not be in the culinary arts.” 

The two main components of the project, a region-wide network of “casino career advisors” and 
culinary arts training programs, are designed to increase capacity and fill gaps in the regional 
workforce development system.  These project components are new partnerships that will address 
the current and future needs of employers in the region, needs that are not being sufficiently 
addressed by the existing system.  As a regional consortium, the project will work closely with 
existing programs in the region to maximize impact.  For example, the existing network of 
ABE/GED programs in the region will serve as “access points” to casino career advisors, basic 
skills remediation to prepare people for the training programs, and referral sources. 

The programs and services offered through this project will be targeted at unemployed and 
underemployed residents of communities impacted by the Wynn gaming facility.  There will be 
focused efforts on outreaching to and recruiting local residents, individuals with barriers to 
employment, and under-represented populations as well as populations specifically mentioned in 
the Expanded Gaming Act:  minorities, women, and veterans. 

3. In-Kind Contribution/Matching Funds/Leveraged Funds 

REB indicated that “…the Consortium is actively pursuing other leveraged funds to support 
Consortium activities.”  REB plans to utilize existing systems and to expand upon them to assist in 
tracking of outcomes and future development of programs.   

Wynn Boston Harbor has supported this proposal with $20,000 in grant funding to La Communidad 
/ Everett Haitian Community Center for the New England Center for Arts and Technology 
(“NECAT”) culinary arts training program and other casino related careers.  The job training 
provided by NECAT will take place at Everett High School.  Bunker Hill Community College and 
Somerville Community Corporation will provide training in culinary arts at Somerville High School 
and Somerville Hospital.  Other direct grant contributions to the MNCCC include $15,000 each 
from the Cities of Malden and Chelsea to be directed to benefit their cities residents.  The proposals 
to the City of Everett for CDBG funds to La Communidad and the Everett Haitian Community 
Center are not directly tied to this project but could provide additional capacity for this project’s 
efforts.  The grant proposal to Commonwealth Corporation’s Workforce Competitiveness Trust 
Fund mentioned in the CMF application was ultimately not successful.  PELL grants mentioned in 
the application would be subject to each individual participant’s eligibility when they apply to the 
program.  
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MNCCC partners indicate contributing in-kind services for the operation, management and 
administration of the two training programs including: 

• $160,425 in kind match from the City of Everett for facilities and space for the culinary 
training program, space to house a casino careers resource center, contribution of staff 
salaries and benefits for a city employee to serve as a “casino career advisor”. 

• $40,529 in-kind match from the City of Cambridge for staff salaries and benefits for two 
staff to serve as “casino career advisors” and development of additional programming. 

• $27,832 in kind match from the City of Somerville for staff salary and benefits for a project 
manager of the BHCC culinary arts program; facilities cost at Somerville High School for 
the program; (Somerville Community Corporation) recruitment, case management,  job 
placement, and post placement support service to Somerville residents for the culinary arts 
training program. 

• $21,650 in kind match from the City of Malden for three Malden High School staff to serve 
as “casino careers advisors” and through partnership with ABCD and YWCA additional 
“casino career advisors” and facilities. 

4. Regional Consortium /  Demonstration of Regional Benefits

REB also indicated through its application that “[t]he cities that are part of the Consortium include 
Everett, Chelsea, Malden, Somerville, and Cambridge.”   

The REB indicated in the Response to Additional Information Requested by the review team that 
they and consortium partners will continue to outreach to additional potential partners from 
communities impacted by the Wynn gaming facility.  This includes municipalities that have 
surrounding/neighboring community agreements with Wynn (Boston, Lynn, Medford, and Melrose) 
as well as community-based organizations and public agencies serving residents of these and other 
communities impacted by the new facility.”  

Other major hospitality/culinary employers in the region have submitted letters demonstrating need 
and support for the program including:  Boston University Dining Services, Harvard University 
Dining Services, Legal Seafoods, Jasper White’s Summer Shack, bfresh market. As described in its 
application, REB plans to hold classes in Everett and Somerville. 

5. Demonstration that the Impact is being caused by the Proposed Gaming Facility 

As described in the REB application, “Labor market information and direct conversations with the 
region's employers demonstrate that the Wynn Boston Harbor gaming facility will have a major 
impact on the region's labor market and workforce development system.”  

6. Accomplishment of Goals of Workforce Development Pilot Program Goals1  

                                                      
1 See Workforce Development Pilot Program goals on Page 11 of the 2017 CMF Guidelines, such as e.g. help low skilled 
adults “[t]o align and accelerate ABE, GED, and developmental programs and provide nontraditional students the 
supports they need to complete postsecondary credentials of value in the regional labor market. To mitigate a strain 
in existing resources and a potential impact to the regional labor market” 
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The REB proposed Workforce Development program details how it will accomplish the goal of 
assisting low-skilled adults to obtain education and career training in casino related careers to 
enable them to join the regional labor market and does address the anticipated goals of the program.   

For the regional network of casino career advisors, the consortium expects to serve hundreds of 
local residents and make dozens of referrals.  For the job training programs, the consortium expects 
to train approximately 100 participants, place 75% of them in culinary-related jobs, with 85% 90-
day job retention.  The first round of graduates will be placed at other employers in the region, 
addressing existing need, and some may choose to pursue opportunities directly at Wynn once they 
become available.  In the meantime, those initial graduates will be able to attain a year-plus worth 
of job experience, which will increase their marketability for jobs directly at Wynn or career 
advancement opportunities at their existing employer. Overall, the project is designed to address 
both immediate needs of businesses in the region as well as build a pipeline of talent for future 
opportunities at Wynn and other employers. 

The pilot program addresses the claimed impacts by providing training to the targeted demographic, 
that being a population in need such as the under employed and unemployed.  The program is also 
investigating and seeks to remedy issues pertaining to barriers of employment.  The applicant states 
that the program partners all have existing data tracking and reporting systems and anticipate 
utilizing these existing systems to track the project’s outcomes, with the REB compiling one 
consortium-wide report. The REB will meet with each partner and evaluate their current data 
systems to ensure current systems meet the needs of this project. 

7. The Feasibility and Reasonableness of the Proposed Mitigation Measure 

We believe that REB’s application meets the purposes of the 2017 Community Mitigation Fund 
Guidelines.  The two main components of the project, a region-wide network of “casino career 
advisors” and culinary arts training programs, are designed to increase capacity and fill gaps in the 
regional workforce development system.  These project components are new partnerships that will 
address the current and future needs of employers in the region, needs that are not being sufficiently 
addressed by the existing system as noted in REB’s application. 

This effort will also include additional development of public programs with the 20 communities 
served by REB and key stakeholders.  In this regard we believe that the project is an innovative 
collaborative solution to meeting the regional workforce needs in casino related occupations. 

As the REB application meets the purposes and requirements set out in the 2017 Community 
Mitigation Fund Guidelines, the review team recommends that the Commission approve $200,000 
for the Metro North Casino Careers Consortium. 

Region B 

The review team proposes expanding the funding for two Region B Workforce Development 
Programs.  The review team believes that the two programs, by working together, can more 
effectively help participants move forward in their career pathways.  Those participants having 
more barriers to obtaining sustainable skills required in a career could advance through the 
Springfield Public School proposal.  Participants with more advanced academic levels could be 
eligible for the STCC program.   
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These programs fill a dire need in Region B and are not duplicative in their educational focus.  Both 
programs are worthy of the funding currently available.  The review team notes that funding both 
programs would not cause the 2017 Community Mitigation Fund to exceed its current projected 
budget if the review team’s overall recommendation for funding is accepted by the Commission.  In 
the event the Commission decides that one program in Region B is sufficient, the review team feels 
that the stronger application is the STCC program, as explained later in this memorandum. 

Springfield Public Schools (“SPS”) 

Requested:  $192,531.03 – Recommendation:  $171,833.03  

Summary.  The Springfield Public Schools would like to establish an initiative called “Ahead of the 
Game” program which will target low-skill, low-income adults, interested in pursuing long term 
careers with MGM Springfield.  The Ahead of the Game program will focus on individuals looking 
to obtain their adult basic education (ABE) or GED, in order to pursue higher education.  The goal 
of this program will be to prepare low-income adults for enrollment into post-secondary workforce 
training programs relevant to the needs of MGM Springfield.” 

“The Ahead of Game program will serve approximately 100 adult students annually. Participants 
will receive a wide variety of resources including; basic literacy, basic mathematics, high school 
equivalency test preparation and testing, adult diploma program, English for Speakers of Other 
Languages (ESOL), job skills and work readiness training, computer literacy, and family literacy.” 

“Upon completion of this program, eligible students will be encouraged to apply and enroll into 
local post-secondary MGM workforce training programs.” 

Review Team Recommendation.  This program is recommended for support for one year by the 
review team.  During this year it is recommended by this review team that the SPS explore funding 
for future years.  For example, pursuant to Springfield’s Host Community Agreement, Springfield 
will receive $2.5 million in annual funding for Community Development Grants once the casino is 
operational.  These funds are paid by MGM Springfield and established as a fund “recognizing that 
workforce development requires a healthy and educated workforce.”  In addition, should the 
Commission authorize funding for workforce development in future years, both STCC and SPS 
indicated interest in a closer partnership.  In its reply to the review team, STCC said that “[i]n Year 
Two and future years, Hampden Prep and SPS might expand the collaboration by responding jointly 
to grant proposals from both private and public funding sources.  The expansion of the adult 
education system to become a more stable and robust pipeline to college, training and careers would 
depend on such new, hard-dollar resources.  There are many strategic areas in Springfield related to 
adults and their workforce readiness, education and training needs that overlap our two large 
institutions.  STCC/Hampden Prep would encourage and support a collaborative relationship with 
SPS that results in a positive impact on these identified areas of Springfield and Hampden County 
adults.” 

The review team discussed the $20,000 submitted for the Evidence Based Assessment Tool.  The 
review team felt that the assessment tool which could be a part of the Working Cities Initiatives in 
the region (described below), is an exciting and meritorious undertaking.  However, its purpose is 
not sufficiently related to the specific purposes of the 2017 Workforce Program which is “the ability 
to attain academic and occupational credentials needed to work in the most in-demand occupations 
related to the gaming industry.”  As a result of decreasing the amount of the award by $20,000, the 
indirect costs would be lowered by $698.00.   
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1. The Significance of the Impact to be Remedied 

SPS stated in its application that “[p]er the Western Massachusetts Casino Health Impact 
Assessment Report (WMCHIA) ‘there are over 1,000 people estimated to be on waitlists for both 
Adult Basic Education and/or English as a Second Language courses.’”  Additionally the Applicant 
noted that “[t]he Federal Reserve Bank of Boston’s survey of employers in the Greater Springfield 
area, also discussed in the WMCHIA, reported that the Greater Springfield area reported ‘good 
availability of entry level applicants, but a high prevalence of workforce readiness issues.’” 

The review team noted that unemployment is high in Springfield but positions remain unfilled due 
to a skills and preparedness gap.  It further noted the unemployed are primary targeted participants 
of the Workforce Program. 

2. Proposed Mitigation Measure to Address the Impact 

The SPS is proposing establishing an initiative called “Ahead of the Game”.  As mentioned in their 
application, “[t]his program will target low-skill, low-income adults, interested in pursuing long 
term careers with MGM Springfield.”  The focus of this program will be to develop transferable 
academic, technical and employability skills resulting in an increase of employable Springfield 
residents.  “The Ahead of the Game program will focus on individuals looking to obtain their adult 
basic education (ABE) or GED, in order to pursue higher education.  The goal of this program will 
be to prepare low-income adults for enrollment into post-secondary workforce training programs 
relevant to the needs of MGM Springfield.”  

According to SPS’s application, “The Ahead of Game’s goal is to assist 100 low-skilled adults in 
joining the regional labor market by offering education and career training to assist them including a 
variety of resources such as; basic literacy and mathematics, high school equivalency test 
preparation and testing, adult diploma program, English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), 
job skills and work readiness training, computer literacy, and family literacy.”  “The focus of the 
program will be to develop transferable academic, technical, and employability skills resulting in an 
increase of employable Springfield residents.”  

In SPS’s answer to the review team letter requesting supplemental information it states that “[t]he 
program will target low skilled, low-income individuals, at all proficiency levels…Courses are 
offered at various levels based on the students’ academic need.  All courses will ...encompass 
specific job force development skills”. 

3. In-Kind Contribution/Matching Funds/Leveraged Funds 

The review team notes that this application does not provide any specific detail concerning additional 
workforce development funding.  However, the SPS is planning on using facilities within the City 
such as the Adult Education center for its programs and will work in collaboration with the 
Economic Development Council of Western Massachusetts (“EDC”).  As noted by the EDC, “the 
EDC’s leading the region's economic development by helping businesses to expand, relocate and 
succeed in Western Massachusetts.”   

Springfield recently received $457,000 in a 3 year Working Cities grant for the creation of pilot 
programs to assist in developing economic stability in the region.  It was indicated that the same 
core of people are involved this process as will be involved with Ahead of the Game.  Economic 
Development Council of Western Massachusetts (“EDC”) indicated that its initiative will assist the 
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same population of residents and will develop workforce portals and piloting systems to direct 
pathways to employment.  The development of a community platform available to many 
employment and educational facilities will provide regional information and act as a referral source 
and community pipeline to further this program.   

4. Regional Consortium /  Demonstration of Regional Benefits

In the grant application it appeared to the review team that the focus for the first year was solely 
Springfield.  However, the Applicant clarified in its May 17, 2017 letter that this program proposes 
to cover Greater Springfield area, noting that, “during Year 1 and all future years of the program, 
our goal will be to serve all Region B adults looking to gain academic credentials and employability 
skills needed in order to fill demand industry jobs.”  SPS also noted in its letter that “[t]he Ahead of 
the Game Program will assist anyone and everyone in filling vacant positions within the greater 
Springfield area”.   

In evaluating regional benefits, the review team notes that the applicant proposes utilizing 
established partnerships in the Working Cities Challenge Initiative in order to assist Region B 
residents obtain basic and essential skills needed to be competitive in the labor market.   

5. Demonstration that the Impact is being caused by the Proposed Gaming Facility 

The review team notes that more than 80% of MGM Springfield’s positions require a high school 
diploma or equivalency. 

The applicant states that over 24% of City residents do not hold a high school diploma or equivalent 
and that “there are 1,000 people estimated to be on waitlists for both Adult Basic Education and or 
English as a Second Language Courses.”  

6. Accomplishment of Goals of Workforce Development Pilot Program Goals  

This Program would include case management, coaching and mentoring and would require new 
personnel with a ratio of two staff (teacher and case manager) per student.  Plans include tracking 
students from point of entry through one year of successful employment.  The Skillsmart workforce 
development platform would be utilized to better provide individualized assessment of a student’s 
career interests, skills gaps and identify job matches.  

The Program will provide approximately 100 adult students annually with access to a wide variety 
of resources.  To enable them to become employed in either the casino industry or backfill jobs that 
result from the casino industry. 

To combat “chronic absenteeism” in their adult education programs the applicant proposes offering 
bus tokens to make transportation more accessible and affordable to participants. 
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7. The Feasibility and Reasonableness of the Proposed Mitigation Measure 

The Ahead of the Game program proposes leveraging the established partnerships under the 
Working Cities Challenge Initiative to improve the skills knowledge and credentials of the regions 
residents. 

Strengths of the proposed program include the strong case management, coaching and mentoring 
component as well as the low ratio of students to teachers.  SPS also plans on utilizing the 
Skillsmart workforce development platform (the same platform launched by MGM) to better 
provide individualized assessment of a student’s career interests, skills gaps and identify job 
matches.  

SPS says “Upon completion of this program, eligible students will be encouraged to apply and 
enroll into local post-secondary MGM workforce training programs.”  A collaboration with the 
community colleges is encouraged prior to the development of the curriculum as contextualizing 
information regarding pipelines to future workforce programs could be helpful.   

This program will target low skilled, low income individuals at all proficiency levels; placing 
students into appropriate courses based on individual needs, skills and levels. 

Springfield Technical Community College (“STCC”) 

Requested:  $200,000 - Recommendation:  Full Funding 

Summary.  “Springfield Technical Community College (STCC), in collaboration with Holyoke 
Community College (HCC) …proposes to develop and implement an innovative High School 
Equivalency (HSE) and workforce readiness program, Hampden Prep.” 

“The overarching goal of Hampden Prep is to accelerate ABE, HiSET prep and developmental 
programs for Hampden County residents and to provide non-traditional students the supports 
needed to complete postsecondary credentials in areas recognized by employers in the Springfield 
labor market.”2 

STCC’s outline of their Hampden Prep program’s regional approach (with specific goals for surrounding 
community residents) and outreach strategy was more clearly defined.  STCC described their partnership 
with MGM Springfield as well as their current network of employment and training partners was strong 
including: DESE-funded ABE programs, the two Career Centers of Hampden County, the Regional 
Employment Board (LWIB), and Holyoke Community College (HCC).  The Career Centers in Springfield 
and Holyoke would host both information and recruitment sessions for Hampden Prep in addition to other 
information sessions at public housing units, house of corrections and throughout the community. 

Review Team Recommendation.  The review team was interested in Hampden Prep’s proposed strategy to 
maximize the number of program completers and positive program outcomes including completion of the 12 
week program and HSE achievement in order to strongly meet the Guidelines’ proposed goals.  Additional 
MGC funding will enable Hampden Prep to focus academic prep work on those Level 3 students who are 
nearly ready for the multitude of new and emerging jobs, but lack the HiSET credential to make them 
eligible for vocational training and minimum employment credentials.  Additionally, prior to enrollment 
                                                      
2 Please note that the Guidelines specified that “communities” or “governmental entities” could apply for the Workforce 
Development Pilot Project.  Inclusion of a summary for the applications here is not indicative of whether each applicant is a 
community or a governmental entity. 
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candidates would sign a contract agreeing to maintain attendance and standards.  Another strength of the 
STCC program appears to be their experience in both Adult Basic Education and, in workforce training.  
STCC’s Training Workforce Options (TWO) collaboration of STCC and HCC will be providing specific 
certificates and licensure courses for prospective employees of MGM’s gaming, security and IT functions 
through the MCCTI.  TWO will be developing pathways to their training programs that will be accessed by 
Hampden Prep graduates interested in MGM employment.  TWO also develops and implements short-term 
certificate courses to meet the employment needs of local industries including manufacturing, customer 
service, culinary and cash handling.  Hampden Prep proposes working closely with TWO staff and 
instructors to introduce these industry-based curriculum resources into the HiSET prep classes through 
contextualized instruction.  

The review team noted that both applicants described the great need for ABE services in Western MA 
demonstrated through the growing wait lists and new applicants.  If resources permit funding both programs, 
the review team believes they would complement each other and fill a need in Western MA.  In order to 
reach a greater number of students, the review team recommends that the grant recipient certify that the 
funding will expand capacity by funding new services rather than provide a reimbursement for current or 
currently planned programs.  Additionally, if the Commission funds both programs, the review team 
recommends that both applicants be required to work with Commission staff to determine how the programs 
will be coordinated. 

1. The Significance of the Impact to be Remedied 

As noted in STCC’s application, “…upticks related to the MGM Casino, CRRC rail-car company 
and other manufacturing growth is promising, a great majority of Springfield’s residents cannot 
access jobs with these employers due to their lack of academic credentials and/or skills.  As 
incumbent workers gravitate to these new, better paying jobs, there will be a deficit of capable 
workers to backfill those positions in the local economy.” 

It is estimated that multiple sectors will be affected with MGM’s estimated hiring of 3,000 new 
employees including banking, healthcare, IT, trades and service industries.  As noted in the 
application letter, “[t]he current constrained talent pool for local businesses will be stressed even 
more when MGM opens its doors in the fall of 2018.”  As noted in Section 1 of the application, 
“…existing local employers are increasingly concerned that their staff will migrate to the MGM 
casino, thereby creating a serious backfill need on the part of these small and mid-size businesses”.  
It was additionally noted that “[s]imilar need is also found in the region’s urban cores in Holyoke, 
Chicopee and Westfield.” 

2. Proposed Mitigation Measure to Address the Impact 

In Section 1 of its application, STCC notes that “Springfield Technical Community College 
(STCC), in collaboration with Holyoke Community College (HCC) -- our partner in Training 
Workforce Options (TWO), proposes to develop and implement an innovative High School 
Equivalency (HSE) and workforce readiness program, Hampden Prep.” 

The review team agrees that the Hampden Prep program is being developed with a goal of moving 
unemployed or underemployed adults into high demand jobs. 

STCC further detailed that “[t]he overarching goal of Hampden Prep is to accelerate ABE, HiSET 
prep and developmental programs for Hampden County residents and to provide non-traditional 
students the supports needed to complete postsecondary credentials in areas recognized by 
employers in the Springfield labor market.”   
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As further described in Section 3 of the application, the following is a summary of the services 
anticipated through this grant.  This grant would allow the delivery of services to 90 additional 
students.  In addition to covering the 5 components of the HiSet/GED over the 12 week session, 60 
hours of Workforce Essential skills will be introduced.  Hampden Prep will work to introduce 
contextualized instruction that will help prepare students to access other resources such as short-
term certificate courses related to local industries such as manufacturing, customer service, culinary 
and cash handling into the HiSET prep classes by developing pathways to their training programs.  
Career Centers in Springfield and Holyoke will host both information and recruitment sessions for 
Hampden Prep allowing them to access supplementary workforce readiness workshops such as 
interview skills, resumes development, and other job search topics and job matching services. 

3. In-Kind Contribution/Matching Funds/Leverage Funds 

STCC noted that it does collaborate with Springfield adult education through the testing center, 
planning and cross-referrals that helps with career access.  Additionally, STCC will contribute 
10.5% in matching funds; $6,750 in computer labs; and in-kind service including administrative 
space, classrooms and it resources for staff as detailed on Appendix A, page 5. 

4. Regional Consortium /  Demonstration of Regional Benefits

In response to the review team’s request for further information, STCC responded that “Hampden 
Prep’s initial application stated that our main focus was to mitigate the staffing shortages expected 
by many businesses in Hampden County as MGM Casino’s full-time jobs and higher wages siphon 
incumbent workers from area businesses.  MGM’s attractive wage and benefit package and 24/7 
schedule will attract those residents of Springfield and Hampden County with extensive job experience 
and marketable skills.”  

Based on their application, STCC in the first year of the program is focused predominantly on 
Springfield residents to assist citizens nearby who may be impacted by transportation issues and 
who are already at an educational level sufficient to participate in the program.  The second year is a 
more regional approach opening it to Hampden County residents including those in Chicopee, West 
Springfield and Holyoke.  In addition to backfilling jobs left vacant by employees potentially 
moving to MGM, the STCC proposes to focus on the need for entry level employees within the 
casino. 

5. Demonstration that the Impact is being caused by the Proposed Gaming Facility 

In STCC’s application it stated that “[t]he estimated hiring of 3,000 new casino employees will be 
difficult to achieve given the current low unemployment rate in Hampden County and the lack of 
education and training programs for prospective workers.  In addition, existing local employers are 
increasingly concerned that their staff will migrate to the MGM casino, thereby creating a serious 
backfill need on the part of these small and mid-size businesses.” 

6. Accomplishment of Workforce Development Pilot Program Goals 

Based on their application and subsequent informational letter, the review team believes that this 
program achieves the goals set out in the 2017 Guidelines.  

Hampden Prep proposes to administer assessments (Career Ready 101, TABE) to all applicants to 
assess their academic technical readiness and career interests.  In order to maximize the impact, and 
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result in more positive program outcomes such as high school equivalency achievement, applicants 
will be screened in based on career interests, strengths, and a minimum academic standard of 
reading and math skills.  Applicants not meeting the academic standards will be referred to local 
ABE/HiSET prep network of programs.  HCC will help develop a resource list of community 
programs and learning resources to assist applicants whose limited English speaking and listening 
skills do not meet the entrance criteria for Hampden Prep’s HiSET classes.  Before enrolling, 
applicants will sign a contract with agreements regarding attendance standards, program 
completion, etc.  The goal is to get the participants to the National Career Ready Certificate level.  
The projected achievement of participants is 50% will complete; 25% almost passes and 25% are at 
the close but needs more work level to achieve the certificate. 

STCC notes that the additional funding for Hampden Prep in FY18 will allow staff from Springfield 
Public Schools and STCC planning time to explore and pilot new options for adult learners. Some 
examples might be shared use of training facilities at Springfield’s vocational high school, Putnam 
Tech, structured career encounters on the STCC campus and training of adult learners on access and 
efficient use of the new Skillsmart web-based career tool. 

This program anticipates the hiring of 3 personnel that may be new personnel or teachers may want 
to become advisors.  They anticipate the expenditure of approximately $2000 per pupil to get a 
GED.  The STCC indicated that it would be a quick hiring process. 

STCC indicated that when looking at the two Springfield applications the programs are 
complimentary to each other.   

7. The Feasibility and Reasonableness of the Proposed Mitigation Measure 

The review team noted that one of the strengths of STCC’s application is the synergy that will exist 
between the current STCC Springfield Adult Learning Center (SALC) and Hampden Prep.  SALC 
currently serves 250 students each week and approximately 350 adults each year.  Their ABE/ESOL 
program had been funded since FY14 by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
(DESE).  

STCC’s proposal to administer career and academic assessments prior to admission may help to 
ensure that individuals are interested and able to complete the Hampden Prep program.  
Additionally, in order to maximize the number of high school equivalency achievers and program 
completers Hampden Prep proposes focusing on students who are close to achieve their HSE; 
requiring a minimum reading level of grade 9 and math level of 8 (TABE).  This strategy may have 
a more immediate impact on increasing the number of credentials in Western Massachusetts. 

The review team found that the STCC application meets the purposes of the Guidelines more 
closely than SPS due to its regional approach; the availability of in-kind and leveraged funding; and 
its strong connection with regional workforce partners and MGM Springfield.  Additionally, the 
Hampden Prep’s level of focus on students at a higher curriculum level and employment readiness 
met the Guidelines’ proposed goals “… to improve the skills, knowledge, and credential attainment 
of … residents interested in a casino career, focusing on increasing industry-recognized and 
academic credentials needed to work in the most in-demand occupations related to the expanded 
gaming industry or a focus on occupations that could be in high demand from the casino”. 
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GUIDELINES USED TO EVALUATE EVERY APPLICATION 

1. A demonstration that the impact is being caused by the proposed gaming facility; 

2. The significance of the impact to be remedied;  

3. The potential for the proposed mitigation measure to address the impact;  

4. The feasibility and reasonableness of the proposed mitigation measure; 

5. The demonstration that any program to assist non-governmental entities is for a 
demonstrated public purpose and not for the benefit or maintenance of a private party; 

6. The significance of any matching funds for planning efforts or workforce development 
pilot program activities;  

7.  Any demonstration of regional benefits from a mitigation award;  

8. A demonstration that other funds from host or surrounding community agreements are 
not available to fund the proposed mitigation measure; or 

9. A demonstration that such mitigation measure is not already required to be completed 
by the licensee pursuant to any regulatory requirements or pursuant to any agreements 
between such licensee and applicant. 

GUIDELINES USED TO EVALUATE WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 
APPLICATIONS 

1. Governmental entity applying for workforce development funds will also need to provide 
detail on what it will contribute to the workforce development project such as in-kind services 
or workforce development funds 

2. Does the application include a regional consortium approach? 

3. Industry-recognized and academic credentials needed to work in the most in-demand 
occupations related to the expanded gaming industry or a focus on occupations that could be in 
high demand from the casino, potentially negatively impacting the regional business community 

4. Does it accomplish the goal of assisting low-skilled adults to obtain education and career 
training to enable them to join the regional labor market? 

5. Does the application address the anticipated goals of the program (see page 11 of the 
Guidelines)? 

6. Does it contain eligible activities that structure adult basic education, occupational 
training and post second education for adult learners? 

7. A program in Region A or Region B that structures intentional connections among adult 
basic education, occupational training, and post-secondary education programs 

8. Does it develop a pilot program that will address any claimed impacts? 



Exhibit A 
 

  



















Exhibit B 



Metro North Regional Employment Board 
Responses to Additional Information Requested by Massachusetts Gaming Commission 
Re: 2017 Community Mitigation Fund- Workforce Development Application 
 
 
1. Could you please provide further detail regarding the regional scope of the program such as who you 

would envision as future partners in this program? 
 
In addition to the partners outlined in the application, the Metro North Regional Employment Board 
(REB) and consortium partners will continue to outreach to additional potential partners from 
communities impacted by the Wynn gaming facility. This includes municipalities that have 
surrounding/neighboring community agreements with Wynn (Boston, Lynn, Medford, and Melrose) 
as well as community-based organizations and public agencies serving residents of these and other 
communities impacted by the new facility. Additional partners could be involved with the 
consortium in a number of ways, including, but not limited to, expanding capacity of the “casino 
career advisors” network, additional training support, sources of referrals for the training programs, 
and/or participating on a potential region-wide “community partner network” vis-à-vis the CPN 
currently operating in Springfield. 

 
2. What is the targeted demographic of your program participants? 

 
The programs and services offered through this project will be targeted at unemployed and 
underemployed residents of communities impacted by the Wynn gaming facility. There will be 
focused efforts on outreaching to and recruiting local residents, individuals with barriers to 
employment, and under-represented populations as well as populations specifically mentioned in 
the Expanded Gaming Act: minorities, women, and veterans. 
 

3. How will this program fit into existing programs? 
 
The two main components of the project, a region-wide network of “casino career advisors” and 
culinary arts training programs, are designed to increase capacity and fill gaps in the regional 
workforce development system. These project components are new partnerships that will address 
the current and future needs of employers in the region, needs that are not being sufficiently 
addressed by the existing system. As a regional consortium, the project will work closely with 
existing programs in the region to maximize impact. For example, the existing network of ABE/GED 
programs in the region will serve as “access points” to casino career advisors, basic skills 
remediation to prepare people for the training programs, and referral sources. 
 

4. Does your proposed program focus predominantly on preparing area residents for Wynn Boston 
Harbor job opportunities, does it instead focus on the impacts of Wynn Boston Harbor’s hiring on 
other employers in the region, or both? Can you please explain the reason(s) for this focus? 
 
Both. Given the fact that Wynn Boston Harbor will not open for another two-plus years, the project 
will not be able to place initial program graduates directly at Wynn in the first “pilot” year. The first 
round of graduates are expected to complete training at least a year before Wynn’s opening, so the 
initial focus will be on preparing area residents for job opportunities at other employers in the 
region who will be impacted by Wynn’s hiring needs. While initial program graduates will not be 
able to be placed directly at Wynn, the experience gained during the year-plus prior to Wynn’s 



opening can better prepare them for opportunities directly at Wynn when they become available. 
As the project continues, trainees could be placed directly at Wynn. The overarching mission of the 
project is to address the needs of employers and job seekers across the region and minimize the 
stress placed on the regional labor market as a result of the influx of thousands of new jobs at 
Wynn. 
 

5. Can you please describe how the program takes the Wynn Boston Harbor opening date into account? 
 
As described in #4, the first round of trainees will be graduating at least a year before Wynn’s 
opening. However, it is important to begin addressing the regional needs of employers and job 
seekers now. There is already a large unfilled need for culinary workers in the region, a need that 
will only be exacerbated by Wynn’s influx of hundreds of new culinary jobs, plus those of other new 
developments in the area, such as Assembly Row in Somerville. The first round of graduates will be 
placed at other employers in the region, addressing existing need, and some may choose to pursue 
opportunities directly at Wynn once they become available. In the meantime, those initial graduates 
will be able to attain a year-plus worth of job experience, which will increase their marketability for 
jobs directly at Wynn or career advancement opportunities at their existing employer. Overall, the 
project is designed to address both immediate needs of businesses in the region as well as build a 
pipeline of talent for future opportunities at Wynn and other employers. 

 
6. Based on your application’s impact measures, what does your program hope to achieve in year one?  

 
For the regional network of casino career advisors, the consortium expects to serve hundreds of 
local residents and make dozens of referrals. For the job training programs, the consortium expects 
to train approximately 100 participants, place 75% of them in culinary-related jobs, with 85% 90-day 
job retention. 
 

7. How do you anticipate tracking the outcome of this program in terms of job placement, retention, 
and transition to working for Wynn Boston Harbor? 
 
The training program partners all have existing data tracking and reporting systems that they use for 
internal and external purposes. This project anticipates that these existing systems can be used to 
track this project’s outcomes, with each partner reporting their outcomes to the REB and the REB 
compiling into one consortium-wide report. The REB will meet with each partner and evaluate their 
current data systems to ensure current systems meet the needs of this project. If necessary, 
additional data tools, i.e. Google docs, can be utilized to fill any gaps. 
 

8. Other sources of money including potential CDBG funding, an application to Commonwealth 
Corporation and other municipal funds were mentioned in the application as potential leverage for 
the proposed $200K program. Do you have any further updates on these commitments and how they 
impact the overall program? 
 
All sources of match/leverage outlined in the project proposal were secured and submitted as of the 
submission of the application, with the exception of Commonwealth Corporation grant application 
and PELL grants to participants of the Bunker Hill/Somerville training program. The potential CDBG 
funds are not directly tied to this project (would be awarded directly from City of Everett to Evertt-
based community organizations), but could provide additional capacity for this project’s efforts. The 
grant application to Commonwealth Corporation’s Workforce Competitiveness Trust Fund was not 



successful and PELL grants would be subject to each individual participant’s eligibility when the 
apply to the program. Consortium partners are currently undertaking discussions to evaluate if and 
how the unsuccessful Commonwealth Corporation grant application will affect the overall project. 
All other leveraged resources, both cash and in-kind, outlined in the project budget, are secured. 
 

9. The Expanded Gaming statute focuses on job opportunities for minority, women, and veteran 
populations as well as a focus on the underemployed and unemployed. The application does not 
mention these groups directly. However, are they a focus of the planned recruitment efforts? 

 
Yes, these groups are, and will be, a focus of recruitment efforts. 

 
10. The application includes a comprehensive list of education and job training programs. Is the program 

anticipated to look beyond our local partner- the community colleges- for other programs? Is this 
part of the post program review? 
 
As described in the application, this project includes many partners beyond the local community 
college, including municipalities, public schools, and community-based organizations. While the 
focus of the first year of the project is on culinary careers, the consortium does anticipate looking at 
other needs beyond culinary arts, such as hospitality, financial services, and management. As part of 
ongoing evaluation of the project, the consortium will assess additional needs, reach out to 
potential partners to address those needs, and formulate an action plan. The consortium will 
continue to engage and outreach to any and all partners with relevant expertise and experience to 
address the needs of businesses and job seekers in our region impacted by the Wynn facility. 
 

11. Do you anticipate future outreach to other communities with significant workforce development 
resources to assist with this program? 
 
Yes, the consortium anticipates continued outreach to other communities impacted by the Wynn 
gaming facility to engage them in the project. All five current municipal partners have committed 
significant cash and in-kind resources to maximize the impact of the project. The consortium would 
like to have as broad an impact as possible across the region by engaging as many communities as 
possible.  
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1. What is the potential for other funding to scale up or continue this program in future 

years? Could you please identify other sources that could potentially be leveraged for 

this program? 
We anticipate that at the conclusion of Year One (August 2018), Hampden Prep will 
have established effective recruitment, instructional and advising components leading to 
positive outcomes for students as well as stable systems of program delivery. During 
Year One, we would rely on these promising practices to encourage other funding 
sources to assist in scaling up the services to include more students and other cities in 
Hampden County. These other funding sources for Year Two and beyond could include 
the following: 

 Private foundations including the Community Foundation of Western Mass, the 
Davis Foundation, the United Way of Pioneer Valley, Mass Mutual Foundation, 
Liberty Mutual Foundation, and the George I. Alden Trust. 

 AmeriCorps VISTA and / or Commonwealth Corps of Massachusetts could 
provide Hampden Prep with two to three member positions to expand the 
capacity of the program. STCC has a track record of supervising AmeriCorps 
VISTA members in areas of digital literacy, data analysis and work readiness 
curriculum development.  

2. Does the proposed program focus predominantly on preparing area residents for MGM 
Springfield job opportunities, does it instead focus on the impacts of MGM Springfield's 
hiring on other employers in the region, or both? Can you please explain the reason(s) 
for this focus? 

Hampden Prep’s initial application stated that our main focus was to mitigate the staffing 
shortages expected by many businesses in Hampden County as MGM Casino’s full-time 
jobs and higher wages siphon incumbent workers from area businesses. MGM’s 
attractive wage and benefit package and 24/7 schedule will attract those residents of 
Springfield and Hampden County with extensive job experience and marketable skills. In 
turn, local businesses will have many job vacancies needed to be filled if they are to 
remain competitive. We anticipate that the vacancies for new employees with customer 
service, hospitality, cash handling, and maintenance and security skills will grow 
tremendously.  
 
In addition to back-filling positions left vacant by those employees moving on to MGM, 
there will be a large need for entry-level employees within the casino itself. Hampden 
Prep’s classroom combination of HiSET prep academics and workforce readiness skills 
curriculum will prepare many adults with the right attitudes, and work habits to be 
employed directly by the MGM Casino in areas such as culinary and maintenance. 
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3. The 2017 Guidelines state that "eligible career pathways workforce development 

proposals must include a regional consortium approach to improve the skills, 

knowledge, and credential attainment of each Region A and Region B residents 

interested in a casino career". How does the proposed program accomplish the 

regional goals articulated in the Guidelines? Please provide further detail regarding 

the regional scope of the pilot program (Year One) and who is envisioned as 

potential future partners (including other grant applicants). Please describe the 

roles of any future partners. 
STCC / Springfield Adult Learning Center’s (SALC) current HiSET programs are 
enhanced through its collaboration with a network of employment and training partners 
including:  DESE-funded ABE programs, the two Career Centers of Hampden County, 
the Regional Employment Board (LWIB), and Holyoke Community College (HCC). In 
addition, the majority of current students are “shared customers” with other supportive 
partners including:  the regional Department of Transitional Assistance (DTA) office, 
Massachusetts  Rehabilitation Commission, Springfield Partners for Community 
Action, Hampden County’s CAP agency and many large non-profits including:  New 
England Farm Workers Council, Springfield Housing Authority and the Gandara 
Health Center. The staff of STCC/SALC have cultivated quality reciprocal 
relationships with these collaboration partners, and the new Hampden Prep will 
promote and maintain a similar network of supportive partners.  

 Year One    As Hampden Prep establishes itself in Year One, the core partners and 
their primary roles will include the following:    

 Holyoke Community College (HCC) currently provides guidance, instruction and 
curriculum support related to SALC’s free ESOL classes. HCC will help develop a 
resource list of community programs and learning resources to assist applicants whose 
limited English speaking and listening skills do not meet the entrance criteria for 
Hampden Prep’s HiSET classes. As the lead agency for Holyoke’s ABE collaborative 
JUNTOS, HCC will also assist in the recruitment and intake process of Hampden Prep 
applicants residing in that city. In Year Two, HCC’s experience with providing ESOL 
instruction will be crucial as those classes are rolled out in conjunction with additional 
HiSET prep classes. 
 Training Workforce Options (TWO) serves as the Hampden County lead 
organization for the MCCTI initiative. In that role, TWO will be developing pathways to 
their training programs that will be accessed by Hampden Prep graduates interested in 
MGM employment. TWO also develops and implements short-term certificate courses to 
meet the employment needs of local industries including manufacturing, customer 
service, culinary and cash handling. Hampden Prep will work closely with TWO staff 
and instructors to introduce these industry-based curriculum resources into the HiSET 
prep classes (contextualized instruction). 
 Career Centers (FutureWorks in Springfield and CareerPoint in Holyoke) will 
host both information and recruitment sessions for Hampden Prep. Every student of 
Hampden Prep will become a registered customer of one of the career centers allowing 
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them to access supplementary workforce readiness workshops such as Interview Skills, 
Resumes Development, and other job search topics. The career centers’ staff will also 
assist in job matching services for Hampden Prep graduates entering directly into the 
workforce. 
 Springfield Public Schools and STCC currently partner on a variety of 
educational initiatives including the Gateway to College program, 100 Males to College 
and a dual-enrollment option for high school students. The additional funding for 
Hampden Prep in FY18 will allow staff from both organizations’ planning time to 
explore and pilot new options for adult learners. Some examples might be shared use of 
training facilities at Springfield’s vocational high school, Putnam Tech, structured career 
encounters on the STCC campus and training of adult learners on access and efficient use 
of the new SkillSmart web-based career tool. 

4. How does this program fit into or work with existing job readiness programs 
involving MGM Springfield? 

STCC, through its collaborative partnership with HCC and TWO, has been closely 
working with MGM since their Springfield casino project became official in 2013. 
As the lead organization for the Massachusetts Casino Careers Training Institute 
(MCCTI) in Hampden County, the TWO staff and MGM have worked closely to 
plan and develop the framework for preparing residents of Hampden County for 
careers at MGM.  
 
In addition to this formal partnership, STCC staff have also been actively engaged 
in other Springfield workforce readiness projects including the following:  
 The Springfield Works Initiative, a grantee of the Federal Reserve Bank’s 

Working Cities Grant, is a collaboration of Springfield’s educational, non-profit 
and workforce development organizations whose focus is to provide proactive 
support services that link hard-to-employ residents to the in-demand training 
needed for jobs that often go unfilled. Hampden Prep will work closely with the 
Springfield Works Initiative to promote and market the HiSET prep classes and 
streamline the referral process.  

 STCC staff are also actively engaged with the Community Partner Network 
(CPN) of Springfield. CPN is a relatively new collaborative of non-profits that 
has focused on providing referrals to construction unions’ apprenticeship 
programs. These unions are committed to working with MGM to meet hiring 
targets for minorities and Springfield residents. As the MGM construction 
phase winds down in 2018, CPN will turn its efforts to assisting residents with 
information and workforce readiness seminars related to employment at MGM. 
Hampden Prep staff will be represented at the monthly CON meetings in order 
to facilitate the communication and referrals to our educational and career 
exploration classes. 

 In addition, the Training Workforce Options (TWO) collaboration of STCC and 
HCC will be providing specific certificates and licensure courses for 
prospective employees of MGM’s gaming, security and IT functions through 
the MCCTI.  Due to its strategic location on the STCC campus, Hampden Prep 
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will play a crucial role as a pipeline of academically prepared participants of 
these new, casino training programs. 

 Hampden Prep staff will also be active members of the ABE Community 
Planning Partnership that meets bi-monthly to share information related to ABE 
programming in Springfield and building more efficient referral systems across 
partnering organizations. Workforce readiness programs (such as Job Corps, 
YWCA’s YouthBuild, and the local career center) are all represented in this 
partnership. 

5.  How do Springfield Technical Community College's ("STCC") current Adult 
Learning Center activities align with this program? Are those programs 
continuing under separate funding? 
One of the main strengths of STCC’s application is the synergy that will exist 
between the current STCC Springfield Adult Learning Center (SALC) and 
Hampden Prep. SALC currently serves 250 students each week and 
approximately 350 adults each year. This ABE/ESOL program had been funded 
since FY14 by the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
(DESE). Regardless of the outcome of this MGC application, SALC is 
positioned to continue to receive DESE funding by way of the new 5-year cycle 
of ABE funding through 2023. On an annual basis, the grant award for these 
services is approximately $700,000. On top of that direct support from DESE, 
STCC provides a match amount of $140,000. Although this current grant 
provides services for approximately 350 adults per year, the wait list for SALC 
classes continues to grow. More than 75 new applicants walk in to the SALC 
offices each month requesting HiSET prep and ESOL services. Additional 
MGC funding will enable Hampden Prep to focus our academic prep work on 
those Level 3 students who are nearly ready for the multitude of new and 
emerging jobs, but lack the HiSET credential to make them eligible for 
vocational training and minimum employment credentials. 
 
The linkage between these two programs will be evident through the following 
shared and complimentary activities, including: 
 SALC’s curriculum expertise in providing instruction to adult learners for 

the past four years will strengthen the design and implementation of the 
Hampden Prep classes. Our current curriculum instructional strategies that 
are aligned with the College and Career Readiness Standards will serve as 
the basis for the design of the new Level 3 HiSET prep and career readiness 
classes. 

 We anticipate that a portion of the adults applying to Hampden Prep will 
not meet the academic benchmarks needed to participate in classes. These 
prospective students will be referred to the current SALC Level 1 and Level 
2 classes at STCC or English language learner classes in order to serve them 
and help them move toward their career goals. 
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 The SALC has developed a calendar of activities and processes for 
integrating our adult learners into the college campus. Each student i s 
currently provided with the STCC ID (RamCard) that provides them with 
access to supplementary campus services and resources. Hampden Prep 
students will also receive the RamCard and participate in similar activities 
that exposes them to training opportunities, college success skills and the 
positive images attributed to the community college experience. 

6. The application states that the "Hampden Prep program will serve 90 students 
from the City of Springfield in Year One, and will be scaled to the additional 
cities of Chicopee, West Springfield and Holyoke in Year Two as funding 
allows." Does STCC plan to also provide access to Springfield residents in Year 
Two (in addition to Chicopee, West Springfield, and Holyoke residents)? 

Given the focus of these MGC workforce development funds on serving not just 
Springfield but the adjoining cities of Hampden County, we anticipate that Hampden 
Prep’s census will change from Year One to Year Two. Year One will see a 
predominant participation of Springfield residents similar to SALC’s current 
demographics, noted in the chart below. As Hampden Prep establishes additional 
program sites in either Holyoke, Chicopee or West Springfield in Year Two, we 
anticipate that the number of students from those communities would reflect the 
approximate increase as noted below: 

 

 
 

7. Where does STCC intend to conduct the training (i.e. entirely on-campus, both 
on-campus and off-campus)? Will such training location or locations be 
accessible to most students/residents? 

In Year One, while Hampden Prep is developing stable recruitment, placement and 
instructional systems, the classes will be held on the STCC campus. In Year Two, we 
anticipate that some of the academic pipeline classes would be held at a variety of 
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Hampden County locations including:  the STCC campus, the MGM training institute on 
Main Street, Springfield, and also in two yet to be determined neighboring communities.  
 
A priority for all of the program locations will be access to public transportation and low-
cost -- if not free -- parking arrangements for students and staff. 

8. The 2017 Guidelines anticipate that a successful Workforce Development 
Pilot Program would require a consortium including important area 
workforce development partners. Would you contemplate further 
collaboration with the other Region B applicant, Springfield Public Schools, 
on a program in Year One, or future years? Do you anticipate working with 
Springfield Public Schools collaboratively in the future to further enhance 
your program? 

Clearly, the workforce development needs of Springfield residents cannot adequately be 
addressed by just one organization. Hampden Prep will learn and grow from its primary 
partners’ (STCC and TWO) experiences that collaboration is key to a scalable effort and 
positive outcomes. 
 
In Year One, Hampden Prep will explore a number of joint ventures with the 
Springfield Public Schools (SPS) in an effort to maximize the delivery of services to the 
target population of underserved and under-employed residents of Hampden County.  
These efforts would include: 

 
 Assist staff, students and prospective students to become familiar with and enroll 

when appropriate in SkillSmart.  This web-based hiring platform helps job-
seekers identify possible job types that match their work experiences and skills. It 
also plots possible training opportunities for individuals who lack certain skills or 
certificates needed for employment at the MGM Casino or other local industries. 
The SkillSmart platform will be used widely in the coming years by MGM, 
Springfield Public Schools, the Springfield Works Initiative and many of the 
region’s non-profits as we try and match information on the training needs of the 
local talent pool with the anticipated hiring needs of MGM and other industries. 

 Coordinate exploratory sessions and tours of the STCC campus for SPS staff, 
instructors and adult students who are currently engaged in ABE efforts at the 
OWL Center. As career exploration is crucial to the adults’ HiSET prep 
experience and next steps, these “career encounters” would provide a good hands-
on learning experience for both staff and students. 

 Explore, with SPS staff, methods to streamline the referral process for ABE and 
English language learners seeking access to low-cost or free classes in the City. 
This could include a data sharing process with a unified application at its source 
so prospective students on the wait list would not need to shuttle between 
programs. 
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In Year Two and future years, Hampden Prep and SPS might expand the 
collaboration by responding jointly to grant proposals from both private and public 
funding sources. The expansion of the adult education system to become a more 
stable and robust pipeline to college, training and careers would depend on such new, 
hard-dollar resources. There are many strategic areas in Springfield related to adults 
and their workforce readiness, education and training needs that overlap our two large 
institutions.  STCC/Hampden Prep would encourage and support a collaborative 
relationship with SPS that results in a positive impact on these identified areas of 
Springfield and Hampden County adults.  

 



6/12/17 

Topic Springfield Public School Springfield Technical  
What do they want to 
achieve the first year 

Support launch of new Ahead of Game initiative 
targeting low-skill, low-income adults interested in 
pursuing long term careers with MGM 

High school Equivalency and workforce readiness 
program  

Program Ahead of the Game - ABE or GED to pursue high 
education; prepare for enrollment in MGM programs 

Hampden Prep - assisting residents to pass the HiSET or 
GED 

Regional/Non-Regional Not regional Not regional in Year 1 - 90 students from Springfield  
 Skillsmart workforce development platform – same 

application required by MGM  
Year 2:  Chicopee, West Springfield and Holyoke 
included; expanded to 270 individuals in 18 cohorts with 
15 students per cohort;  

 Training in interview skills, dress for success and work 
place etiquette, customer service 

Career exploration, communication and workplace 
behavioral skills; job search skills  

Target Group Low-skill, low income adults looking for GED or ABE to 
enable them to enroll in MGM programs 

Minimum of reading level 9.0 and math 8.0; unemployed 
or under-employed; 

How many initially 100 annually with dedicated case manager and teacher 90 students in 6 cohorts across three 12-week sessions 
Evaluation of students Funds also used to administer GED or Hi-Set testing  NCRC Exams 
Benefits for MGM 
 

A portion of funds used to purchase curriculum 
materials related to casino industry thereby prepare 
students for training program and employment with 
MGM; Will track placement in permanent employment 
with MGM 

Career exploration in occupations most impacted by 
MGM such as hospitality, culinary ad customer service; 
students can obtain a 10-OSHA -10 certificate or NCRC 
National Career Readiness Certificate (are these related 
to casino?) 

Collaborations Economic Development Council of Western 
Massachusetts (EDC): community outreach, coaching 
and mentoring program and public awareness 
campaigns.  

TWO (Training and Workforce Options); Regional 
Employment Board of Hampden County, Inc. (REB); 
Working Cities Initiative; Hampden County ABE/SOL 
programs;  

Transportation for Clients Provide bus tokens to participants Funds used for staff mileage/student transport 
Supplemental Funding  Cash Match of 10.5 % ($20,805); computer labs @ 

$6,750; in-kind services of administrative space, 
classrooms and IT resources for staff; 

Program Data and 
Performance Outcomes 

Evidence Based Assessment tool by EDC Through SALC Data provided by Dept. of Elementary and 
Secondary Education (DESE) 

Completion of Program   
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Balance Sheet Comparison 
 Springfield Public School Springfield Technical 
Personnel - case manager, teacher $117,317.67 $166,649,00 
Student materials 799.60 3,600.00 
Curriculum materials 30,000.00 1,585.00 
Testing Fees 6,500.00 3,600.00 
Technology  2,000.00 
Stipends-MGM Workforce training/Resume Writing Interviewing Etiquette 2,222.76  
Space rental  2,000.00 
Professional Development  1,000.00 
Data Collection 20,000.00  
Transportation 9,200.00 1,384.00 
Indirect costs 6,491.00  
Direct administrative costs  18,182.00 
Evidenced Base Assessment Tool (EDC) 20,000.00  

 




